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Summary

Recently, the field of urban development has wiedsa renewed attention for
the core-housing concept. The rationale is to tabdish incremental housing as a
proactive strategy for satisfying housing demandaioidly urbanising cities and
as an alternative to slum upgrading. As the conbgst swung back into the
attention of practitioners, it is crucial to intatg “what was learnt last time
around”. To avoid a strong sense of ‘déja-vu’ abth& way the concept was
understood in the 1970s, it would help to engaga muest for more effective
implementation and to link the concept to conterapprdebates on urban
development. An interesting way to refine the timgkmay come from the field
of architecture, where open building approaches ga®ing importance and
leading to designs with the potential to changer dvee. Currently, the field is
still divided in two largely disconnected discigs) architecture and urban
development (comprising housing related studiesgliations and conclusions
are consequently also fragmented. In this thesiglore the potential of a cross-
pollination of disciplines: could an open buildiagproach lead to more effective
core-housing implementation for low-income housdbolliving in rapidly
urbanising contexts?

To answer this question, in this thesis three Kegnents of ‘effective core-
housing’ - sustainable, adequate and legitimate-+d@ntified and then simplified
into a workable tool which allows for assessing thade-offs made in the
implementation process. Thereby the assessmentfadtieeness intentionally
takes a longer term perspective. Particularly psimgi as a starting point for this
exploration are several common denominators inpradigms of the “people’s
housing process” and of “open building approacheséspectively in Turner
(1979) and Habraken (1998). These common denomgatentre around a
discourse of ‘users’, ‘building control’, ‘autonomyand seeing ‘the act of
building’ in the light of the temporal dimension.

The analysis starts with a discussion on the agijdic of (modern) open
building systems to the residential sector, thoufe outcome is rather
disenchanting. Perceived pragmatic advantages alihgdeological motivations
suit the context of origin — Europe, North Amerigad Japan - best, while not
answering to the specific opportunities and linnitas of rapidly urbanising
contexts and the stringent affordability criterfdaw-income households.

Since no core house is implemented in a vacuumgdke study method is
used to get an understanding of the consolidatroegss over time and “on the
ground”. The core-housing implemented in Khayeét{s@Gape Town, in 1983 - a
settlement occupied in 1985 - offers a unique opaty to analyse consolidation
over more than 25 years as well as understandprgjact from its embedding in
a tight land- and housing system. For the fieldwd¥ plots are intentionally
selected, primarily on the basis of the level ofgtal consolidation of the plot.
Several visits to the plot, including semi-struetdirinterviews and open
conversations, as well as photography, are useddeatify trends in the
consolidation process over time. Triangulation wi#96 aerial photography and
expert validation is used to verify findings andenpretations, as well as a focus
group discussion with key informants and close eoafon with a local CBO.
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Five trends are identified through the case studglyasis, followed by a
discussion of considerations for future core-hagismplementation. Possibly the
most sobering finding is that, from a time perspegtthe plot potential — not so
much the superstructure - has been the most feexileiment of the ‘core-housing
concept’; and it's size allowed for a variety ofrfts of densification. If indeed the
plot is the prime enabler, the inevitable implioatiis that core-housing concept
requires considerable rethinking. Practitioners tmesgage in thoughtful
consideration of the concepts’ sustainability aspacrelation to plot sizes,
balancing negative consequences of low-density foonty referred to as
“inefficient land-use”) — and their direct impaat tow-income households - with
the need to prepare room for future densificatiduring the analysis of extension
“trails” (e.g. the timing and material use of sulpsent extensions), another
interesting trend was found. There has been ast&lift away from the use of
impermanent material towards the use of conventioraerial - mainly brick or
block, based on a strong intrinsic motivation ofvimcome households to
“achieve” these “higher level” extensions. In tight of progressive realisation of
adequate housing, inherent to the core-housingepinthere is a need for a
sensitive pro-active approach by municipalitied thaves away from perceiving
impermanent extensions as “slummification” but @ast guides towards a more
safe and resilient “product”. A key challenge tee timitial core house is the
attempt toleastconstrainconventional material extensions througlducing the
costs and time involved in achieving such safer amode resilient extensions.
This pragmatic approach is grounded firstly in thalisation that the temporal
dimension had rendered many of the intentionallbéing aspects of the initially
provided superstructure unrecognisable and possitdievant, whilst the main
constraint of extending amongst households theraselvas found in their very
stringent affordability criteria.

The open building approach is brought back intositene, not as a building
concept, but through the principle aeggenschap eor distributed decision-
making in building control. It is argued thdeggenschamay serve as a fruitful
principle (or “way of seeing” the built environmegmd articulate thinking on core-
housing towards more effective implementation, &bgrdifferent stakeholders
play different roles at different levels of the lding through time.

This exploratory and qualitative research providegeral indicators and
considerations that may give direction for furtlstndies and implementations
towards more effective core-housing to its targdiedeficiaries. The conceptual
framework of the thesis offers a useful tool topha$sess the inevitable trade-offs
between sustainability, legitimacy and adequacyerduting the implementation
process. If anything, this research leads to tmelosion that a longer-term study
on the effectiveness of core-housing must jointhgus on the plot and the
household(s) that lives or lived on it. A serioudallenge for future
implementations is to give targeted beneficiariésval playing field in decision-
making as early as possible in the housing prosedbat they take ownership of
the core-housing concept.

Keywords: core-housing, low-cost housing implementation, opamlding
approach, pre-fabrication / building systems, inaeatal housing.

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. iii



Acknowledgements

| would like to thank IHS for giving me the vocabty and grammar to understand what
we see happening in cities of our world today.

My gratitude goes out to the academic staff of FHSmaking it possible for me to do a
part time version of the Master programme, evenighd was the single one exception.
A special thanks to you, Carlos Morales, for thecglisation period. Your teaching is
brilliant, your heart for the poor a precious silagity. You converted us all to land
believers.

Alonso Ayala, thank you for taking up the challerecombining the work of architects
— which is your own background — with that of athaopologist. Your interest, trust and
keen eye for direction right from the start resdiliie inspiring and lengthy conversations
throughout, whilst the text became more straightéod.

My gratitude goes out to the people included in fledwork sample, for their
participation and open houses. | wish to thank bboeard of the Human Settlement
Department of the Khayelitsha Development Forumthie person of Mava Kenneth
Nowala, for providing all the necessary repres@nadrrangements right from the start.
Happy Boy Sonyati, you ignited access to intergspiots with your keen and quick
understanding of what this research was about. kaNishuntshe, the fieldwork is our
shared achievement of great teamwork. Ubuntu.

I wish to thank the project leaders and architeuislved with Open-Source House for
their inspiration and cooperation to this research.

Frederik Groos, thank you for your eager intereghis exploration. It was a privilege to
have continuous access to expert validation witarahitect who thinks out of the box —
literally too. Marloes Beudeker: we had great teamin making visualisations — you
have a keen eye for essential connections.

| wish to thank my fellow-students — now colleagu@sacy Jooste for plugging me in to
her expert network in the field, and Veronica Oftecfor her time and effort in editing
the English text. Veronica, Tracy: Rotterdam angh&C@aown would have not been the
same had you not been there — a coincidence inaimdespace.

Esther and Timo Rozendal, you were the first tielbelin me as a practitioner.

Job and Marije Veldkamp. Your investment in me é&smvme speechless.
May the road rise to meet you, the rain fall softymur fields, and may our lifelines
continue to meet each other along the route.

This work is dedicated to my Father.

Tikvah Breimer,

Rotterdam, November 2011

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. iv



Propositions

1. Whatever you do, always remember to apply comsense. It is perhaps the most
neglected tool(Davidson & Payne 1999, preface to Urban Projecenial)

2. With a world population in excess of 6,000,000,people, it is possible that there are
a billion dwellings. Of these, only a miniscule pootion was designed by architects;

1% may well be an overestimate. The real challesng® understand what goes on in the
other 99% of the global housing mark€©Olivier 2003, p. 15).

3. ‘Everything in the world of architecture contesito revolve around the moment of
completion: the presentation of the consummate.i@&ndoing this we are failing to
acknowledge a building’s developmental history as@ventual use, on which time has a
crucial influence. What happens when we approadiitacture from the temporal
dimension and the idealised icon is no longer timy cobjective?’ (Nederlands
Architecture Institute (Nai), Architecture of Cogsence Series - Programme Flyer
Mar/Apr 2011, Rotterdam (The Netherlands).

4. 'l am eager to encourage all kinds of novel andsual comparative research {between
cities} to compensate for years of neglect andhallenge entrenched assumptions of
incommensurability, {on the condition that} such amperimental comparativism is
{grounded} in careful and rigorous procedures. (A)more interconnected field of
research could draw both inspiration and methoth ftiee cities that form its objects of
study. Their interconnectedness might inform owgeeaess to proliferate conversations
across scholarships embedded in different urbatextsnat the same time as it directs us
to new units of comparison. (...) this style of theimg would be neither a parochial
universalism nor a uniform global analytical fidddit a rich and fragmented array of
ongoing conversations across the world of citigg&nnifer Robinson 2011, p. 19).

5. If it cannot be done the way it ought to be datilejust have to be done the way it
can.(Traditional tile in the hallway of my aunt’s houseFryslan, the region where our
family’s roots lie).

X;;t 'r:;t'im
sa't it yecoat

A Frisian case for pragmatism.
Picture by author. Tile in house of Feik Stamhuis.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Recently the field of urban development has witadssrenewed attention for the
core-housing concept. The founding of a platformctombine expertise on
provided incremental housing is possibly the besbpof this renewed attention.
The mission of thé&lobal University Consortium Exploring Incrementébusing

— based at Massachusetts Institute of Technology.TM.IBoston (U.S} is: ‘re-
establishing incremental housing (core-housingf-tegp housing, etc.) as the
proactive strategy for satisfying housing demandaidly urbanizing places and
the logical alternative to the inefficiencies ourslupgrading’ (Beattie et al.
2010). The vision is to bring together experts framariety of backgrounds and
regional contexts to build a pool of knowledge froombined expertise and grow
a network of practitionets The consortium first presented itself at thedatéN
World Urban Forum in Rio de Janeiro (2010) wherpests hosted a number of
sessions. The presentations spanned the last 48 géancremental housing
ideas, from site & services projects built in thelg 1970’s to today’s housing
concepts. As Wakely (2010) puts it: ‘core-housiregdéja vu?’

Core houses typically are structures which aret with the intention of
being subsequently extended and improved by residentheir direct agents.
There is much variety in the process and produatattieristics which emerged in
the application of core-housing and therefore thedsmild be stated as variables
rather than as defining descriptors of the coreshmuapproach (Rapoport 1988
in Napier 2002:15). What is striking about the eboeising concept, is that it
cannot be simplistically categorised as fittingoirdine era more than another;
rather as a housing concept it has proven to ke tabserve the principles of the
day (Napier 2002:24).

As the core-housing concept has swung back into attention of
practitioners in housing development strategiesldwode, it is key to integrate
“what was learnt last time around” and engage iquast for more effective
implementation. ‘Effective’ here is understood ihetway Gans (1972:7)
introduced it as ‘that version of the potential ieonment that is manifestly or
latently adopted by its users’ - whereby the ‘pthenvironment refers to the
physical environment as planned by the professiongh reference to the core
house, the professional is involved in a questesigh an initial house by which
its user can progressively achieve a more adegliatg environment. The
targeted beneficiary is, still, the low-income helsld. In an era of cities it seems
logic to focus on the potential of the core houseneet the housing needs created
by rapid urbanisation.

‘Effective core-housingmplementatiohsurely is more than just about the
physical environment of the individual user. ‘Hougi argue Oktay et al. (2010)
‘is on the cutting edge of sustainability’. Oktayat (2010:27) state that *housing
environments have a crucial role to play in theanable development of cities,

' The organisation has an online database on Incremental Housing (core-housing) which
can be accessed via http://web.mit.edu/incrementalhousinfAugust 5, 2010]. Since the
organization is still young, the database is still quite limited in numbers of entries — but
incremental in its own right.
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and, accordingly, since they are an important camepoof the built environment,
there is a need to have socially and environmensaistainable housing in order
to achieve attractive, sustainable and healthpdareas’.

Physically speaking, a core house has two compsenttd superstructure,
and the plot on which it is built. Thus, when thimk about a single plot and its
initially provided core, these must be understoominf their embedding in a
particular urban land- and housing system in otdessess whether this is indeed
effective implementation. The time dimension is damental to such an
assessment, mainly because it is inherent to tfeelemusing concept whereby the
user is part of an incremental housing project.

An interesting way to sharpen the thinking aboutntemporary
implementation of the core-housing concept may cdinoen the field of
architecture, where open building approaches areninga importance
internationally as they direct towards design tinat the potential to change over
time (Osman 2010:237). In other words: the motorais to include the temporal
dimension. Quite common an approach for commeagridloffice buildings in the
form of open buildingsystems open building is currently ‘gaining more
recognition as being equally valid in residentia) puildings’ (Osman 2010:237).
‘It is anticipated’, writes Osman (2010: 237), ‘thiathe Open Building approach
gains momentum as a movement, it will ultimately ooly transform the built
environment, but also the development processelus,T an open building
approach is interesting exactly because it appeardirect beyond the built
environment as such.

This thesis is an exploration of the potential dostimulating influence of
diverse elements open building approaches for tre-lkbousing concept which
may help to get beyond the sense of déja-vu.

1.1. Definition of the problem

Disconnected disciplines

Both the core-housing concept and open buildingaggghes have incremental
development after completion as a key quest. Studie nevertheless scattered
within two largely disconnected disciplines — tludt Architecture and that of
Urban Development and Housing (adjustment) StudiEsaluations and
conclusions are consequently fragmented as wek. rBason is that the main
disciplines involved — architecture and housingamridevelopment studies - have
each gone their separate ways in the second h#iedd century (i.e. see Stohr
2005).

The debate on core-housing has, for the past 4&,ye®inly focused on
‘the recognition of the problems experienced by egaments attempting to
continue to meet housing needs through full prow's(Napier 2002:7, Beattie et
al. 2010). In addition, development thinkers an@&remies have applied core-
housing in aid-relief; as can currently be witnelsk® instance in debates on aid-
relief in Hait?. The debate on building systems, has taken anathete

% At the World Forum in Brazil, March 2010, the Global University Consortium Exploring
Incremental Housing for instance held a side-event with the following guiding question: Is

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 2



altogether. Architects and private sector focusedexibility, individualization —
sometimes even as an exclusive form of art, coevesi, building speed and in
recent years also on ‘green construction’ and d#bility (e.g. Staib et al., 2008).

Where Architecture and core-housing meet

Architecture is nevertheless starting to be more @ore involved with rapidly
urbanising countries, so that an assessment ofpthential of open building
approaches for the core-housing concept becomesnewe interesting. Called
upon to work interdisciplinary and ‘take a delighttirying out something new, in
experimentation’ (after Staib et al. 2008:11), ¢hbas been a booming interest of
architects in designing for low-income househotdsapidly urbanising contexts

It may very well be that it is the pragmatic wayd#aling with issues of
adequacy in rapidly urbanising contexts that openeelWw doors for
experimentation with open building approaches. lanyncities in the Europe,
North America and Japan the implementation of eas high standard adequacy
is legally impossible because of a plethora ofdind requirements included in
the minimum standar8s hence experimentation in these contexts has been
virtually impossible. Ongoing experimentation thatned to rapidly urbanizing
environments instead however is often painfullyoigng the right to basic
decency of a house, and its designers would prgbakler even consider to let
their grandmothers™ live in the house — let alamme to visit her regularly”
Other architects, when experimenting, display damizareness and sensitivity to
the limitations and possibilities of a socio-paiiti context. When assessing the
long-term effectiveness of a ‘housing solution’ posed, its legitimacy is indeed
of key importance. Thereby legitimacy refers to tpposite of introducing an
alien way of ‘doing housing’ altogether within thpecific urban context in which
the targeted beneficiaries are embedded.

The idea for this research was ignited by questibias arose from my
personal involvement with the Open Source Housetértam, The Netherlands)
project, volunteering as a so-called ‘lead-userfrfrautumn 2009 onwards. | was,
amongst others, part of the ‘rating team’ that wleeNaluate the designs architect-
teams had sent for the proposed ‘eco-affordableutaodhouse’. This experience
triggered my interest in combining the knowledgel &xpertise of architecture
and urban development studies, as well as my owhkgoaund in anthropology.
Regular personal interactions on the proceedinger athe international
competition further nurtured my curiosity into wHadppens after the concept is
taken from the design table into implementatioritenground.

an incremental core-housing approach the way to re-establish communities in Haiti? See:
http://www.unhabitat.or§August 15, 2010].

® To illustrate, the design competition for the proposed ‘eco-affordable modular house’
called out by the Open-Source House in 2010, resulted in some 257 designs by
collaborative teams worldwide. Designs and original competition case can be accessed
through www.os-house.orAugust 21, 2010].

* Frederik Groos, expert interview via email, August 25, 2011.

®> Cameron Sinclair, focus group discussion, June 21, 2010, Delft (The Netherlands).
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The guiding questionof this thesis is therefore both exploratory andldgative
in nature: May an open building approach lead toereffective core-housing
implementation for low-income households living-apidly urbanising contexts?

Testing the potential environment: South Africaagtenario — Khayelitsha core-
housing project as a case study

The explorative research of possible synergiesd-patfialls — of combining the
core-housing concept with open building approachas much to gain from
understanding the origins of both ideas. After‘lai$tory doesn't repeat itself —
but it does rhymé& What proved especially difficult however, is find relevant

case studies to analyse and evaluate implemeniatimesses.

There is a void in the body of knowledge of botbh&ecture and housing
development studies particularly when it comeswaluationsof projects. Within
the field of urban development and management naastydy is dedicated to the
examination of incremental housing processes. Hewdtiey have all tended to
have only two focuses (Napier 2002:2). Studieseeithok at housing in informal
settlements — which are designed and constructedebidents without the
interference of any architect or government (egn Yindert, 1992; Ramirez et al,
1992; Gough, 1996- or they focus on formal mass built housing — akhis
professionally designed without the eventualityegtension in mind (e.g. Tipple
2000). It seems to be a fairly rare occurrencedsearchers to study housing that
was explicitly designed to enable residents tohtrtconsolidate it and work
towards increasing the liveability of the house.

Cases found within the field of Architecture on theplication of open
building approaches for low-income households dgo’'tbeyond a discussion of
prototypes for higher income households in the peydNorth America and Japan
(e.g. Anderson & Anderson 2007; Cruz 2008) or ineggancy housing (e.g.
Architecture for Humanity 2005). Professionals coafthemselves to mostly
technical evaluation of a pilot (e.g. Karni 200®yedominantly architectural
evaluations (e.g. Debicka & Friedman 2009; Kahn @0ar merely general
explorations of the potential of the modular cortaepprefab constructions for
developing countries (e.g. Juca-Filho 1998).

It would be rather meaningless nevertheless toudsseffective core-
housing in a vacuum. Feasibility studies need tacdreducted within a certain
locality (Davidson & Payne 2000). The discovereddvim the availability of
gualitative case studies has led to a reorientaifathe methodology chosen. To
overcome the foot-looseness of an exploration (@og.having a specific urban
context to evaluate the effectiveness of a coresinguproject), a considerable
part of this research takes urban contexts in Safriba as a scenario. The choice
is informed by the scale and ambition of the prawisof newly constructed
houses for low-income households in South-Afriga tfiis case by the Stale)

® After Schinkel, in a Dutch newspaper column: ‘De geschiedenis herhaalt zich niet, maar
zij rijmt wel’. NRC Handelsblad, August 3, 2010.

iy sum-up by Napier (2002:2).

® Since 1994, when a democratic government was installed, 2.3 million housing units
have been provided to nearly 11 million people (Tissington 2011:8, 34).
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Many of the state-provided housing projects haveliegp the core-housing
concept since the 1970s. The body of knowledgé bpilon the effectiveness of
core-housing over time is of special interest te thsearch.

The fieldwork of this research takes place in stedd‘core Khayelitsh¥

— referring to the fact that this has been thdistapoint of a nowadays extensive
settlement. It is a relevant and insightful sitestody core-housing into time. Not
only for the sheer numbers of core houses implegdethiere, when the concept of
core-housing was still developing, but also for tledh and in-depth variety of

documentation available about the site — both tptale and quantitative. It is

also here that the most extensive study on corsthgumplementation was found
in the form of a dissertation by Napier (2002) wheould serve as a starting point
for operationalisation into (measurable) indicato®Gpting for the same

neighbourhood as in Napier's study makes it posdiblfollow the process now

26 years into consolidation as well as allowing foangulation of data. The

choice for Cape Town is also informed by the peat@md professional network
of the researcher.

1.2. Objectives
The exploration in this thesis intends to:

a) Integrate expertise / evaluations across discigjine
b) Identify:
- possible common denominators of the core-housinge@ and open
building approaches;
- possible ways in which land- and housing systenmrapidly urbanising
contexts impact consolidation processes;
- key concerns in the consolidation process of a botese over a
prolonged period of time;
c) build on practitioners’ understanding of analysamgl assessing the
effectiveness of core-housing implementation antsobdation processes.

1.3. Scope

Acknowledging the inability to be comprehensfyehis research confines itself to
a very specific scope. The unit of analysis isithplementation of the individual

° While the nickname may seem to refer as well to the concept of “core-housing”, in fact
during the fieldwork of this thesis in 2011 it was found that this concept is not familiar
locally — even among practitioners, and instead the houses are referred to as ‘Apartheid
houses’ for their acknowledged distinction in the quality of the material (better) and their
size (much smaller) when compared to post-1994 RDP houses.

% Indeed, housing implementation by now has come to be understood by The United
Nations Human Settlements Programme (UN-Habitat) as a multidimensional process
involving many aspects such as: 1) Finance (e.g. housing costs, affordability threshold,
capital markets), 2) Tenure (e.g. property rights, homeownership), 3) Services (e.g. basic
infrastructure provision, tariffs & user fees, delivery capacity), 4) Policy, 5) Durability
(standards & quality control, maintenance), 6) Location (land, accessibility, public
transport, densities), 7) Size (typology, building code), 8) Institutions. Source: Claudio
Acioly Jr., Chief Housing Policy UN-Habitat, Lecture at the Institute for Housing and
Urban Development Studies (IHS), Rotterdam (The Netherlands), April 5, 2011.
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core on a plot, understood from its embedding ilarel- and housing system.
While integrating other dimensions as well, the |gsia and discussion
continually circle around the effectiveness - hieterpreted as the sustainability,
adequacy and legitimacy - of the ‘housing solutiproposed.

The arena is that of rapidly urbanising contextghke 1970s the context of
implementation was without exception the so-calteieloping countries’. Apart
from semantics, whereby the meaning and implicatiohthe term ‘developing’
are ate best questionable, the focus area of ¢ssarch follows the attention of
contemporary debates on sustainable cities. Tteatain increasingly goes to the
dramatic change that has occurred in just two dessaithe new ‘bottom billion’
live not in poor countries but in middle-income ntries™ (after Sumner 2010).
This matters because it raises a lot of questiongdlicy and resources (ODA in
Sumner 2010:4). Since South Africa is taken asaao, it is perhaps even more
precise to state that the focus is on rapidly udiag contexts intransition
economies Caution is required with regard to generalis&ti@s every context
needs to be understood from the inside out to altoveffective implementation.
Even so, this research does indeed take up thelecbal of extracting
considerations which may be applicable across kapitbanising contexts, as the
experiences of specific city-phenomena converge ¢sg¢ Robinson 2011).

1.4. Thesis structure

The next Chapter - 2 - encompasses a literatuieweacross disciplines, working
towards the conceptual framework of the researbtis donceptual framework is
outlined and visualised in Chapter — 3 -. Chaptér -gives an introduction to the
case study, the core-housing project in Khayeljt$bbowed by Chapter - 5 —
which operationalises the research into its magstjan, methods and limitations.
Chapter - 6 - provides for a first analysis of thability of introducing an open
building systemnto rapidly urbanising contexts, targeting low-inaimouseholds.
Findings are based on a convergence of data focnodsadisciplines on previous
experiences, expert validation and -interviews aaderal findings of the
fieldwork. Chapter - 7 - offers an extensive anglyand discussion of the case
study findings, with the aim of identifying trendad considerations which will be
meaningful for future implementation. Finally, Clep— 8 - brings the discussion
and analysis together in concluding remarks, whesgecial attention is given to
suggesting directions for further detailed studigfier the bibliography of this
research, the glossary follows which can be usedqgtock reference of the
operational definitions of the main terms preseiect.

| have adopted a structure that ‘relegates’ thé& béithe detailed data of
these case studies to relatively long appendiceébatdhe overall picture and the
analysis can take centre stage. It is highly recendad to keep the annexure
close at hand throughdftto get a more lively understanding — particulasfy
“what happens on the ground”.

! From a situation where 93% of the poorest people lived in low-income countries, to a
situation where the new ‘bottom billion’ live below the poverty line in the new middle-
income countries (Sumner 2010:4).

2 Whenever a reference mentions ‘A’ (e.g. table Al) this signals to the annexure.
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Chapter 2 Literature review

Theory is relevant as it guides thinking and practiPugh 2001). This chapter
accordingly presents a literature review and wotksvards a conceptual
framework that can guide the further explorationd atase study analysis
presented in this thesis. The first part comprseansideration of the physical
aspects of a core house: its superstructure arglotsStarting with a discussion
on the superstructure, both the rationale of the-bousing concept (paragraph
2.1) and the rationale of the open building appna@aragraph 2.2) are reviewed.
A starting point for the exploration at hand isriduin common denominators in
‘the particular way of seeing’ identified in thesdourse of Turner (e.g. 1972,
1976) — the “icon” of the people’s housing procesand of Habraken (e.g. 1998)
- the “icon” of the open building approach.

The attention then shifts to the household, thgetad beneficiary of the
core house. After a short note on the discoursenafemental housing, the
households’ own motivations to consolidate a harseanalysed (paragraph 2.3).
A visualisation of the main elements that impaat tecision to ‘move while
standing still aims to further aid understandinigtioe trade-offs made by the
household.

The plot is then analysed from its embeddednesiseirsocio-spatial urban
system (paragraph 2.4). When considering the imgteation of a plot for a low-
income household, two paradigms may guide the ihinkabout sustainable
development: ‘compaction’ and ‘room for the futur&s the discussion will
reveal, they each point in quite opposite diredidrhe last section of this chapter
(paragraph 2.5) gives an overview of the tools éméasurable) indicators by
which the consolidation process can be analysed.

2.1 The rationale of the core-housing concept

Core houses - or starter houses - are structurds \bith the intention of
subsequently being extended and improved by residentheir direct agents.
Such structures are designed to be minimal in & of finish and/or level of
service. Rather, in their construction, layout aitthg, specific provision is made
for the upgrading of one or more of these asped@pier 1995:4 in Napier
2002:1). The core-housing approach assumes thatrdivésion of formal services
and minimal shelter will place beneficiaries on gath towards the production of
adequate housing and settlements through theiriovastments after occupation
of that housing (Napier 2002:2).

There is much variety in the process and produatadteristics that emerged
in the application of core-housing and therefoeséhshould be stated as variables
rather than as defining descriptors of the coreshmuapproach (Rapoport 1988
in Napier 2002:15). In terms of building control &srner conveyed it (Harris
2003), core-housing can be placed in the middaefcontinuum between, at one
extreme of the spectrum, ‘the heteronymous dwellermass built formal house’,
and on the other extreme, ‘the autonomous occugfaatshack dwelling in a un-
regularised informal settlement’ (Napier 1993 irpia 2002:13).
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2.1.1. The origin of the core-housing concept

It is a pity that government authorities think of people as “millions”. If you
regard people as "millions” to be shoveled into various boxes like loads of
gravel... always needing things done to them, you will miss the biggest
opportunity to save money ever presented to you.

For (...) give him half a chance and a man will solve his part of the housing
problem - without the help of architects, contractors or planners — far better
than any government authority ever can.

Instead of one architect in an office sitting up all night to find out how many
houses of each size will best fit the masses to be housed, each family will build
its own house to its own requirements, and will inevitably make it into a lively
work of art. Here, in each private person’s longing for a house, in his eagerness
to make one himself, is the alternative to the disastrous mass housing schemes
of so many governments. Fathy'® (1976:32 cited in Stohr 2005:42-43).

The concept of core-housing came out of a particpéiod in history and its
more comprehensive implementation took place agansioving backdrop of
development thinking (Napier 2002:21). It is the eegence of a set of
philosophical debates around ‘self-help’ in the A®%and 1960s that brings forth
the proposal and growing acceptance of the corsthguapproach.

The self-help housing movement grew out of disilament (Stohr
2005:42). The very public failure of modernist padlousing initiatives
prompted a general loss of confidence in architecand its ability to improve
lives (Stohr 2005:42). Anderson & Anderson (200€8hclude that architecture
had lost momentum ‘particularly in the realm ofqiireal construction’. The idea
at the crux of the ‘self-help’ movement was thatmeowners had been
successfully building their own homes for generatie- and they had been doing
it without the aid of government agencies or aedtg. ‘Rather than pour money
into government-built housing projects, why not ugevernment funding to
support and empower families to upgrade and bun&dr town homes?’ (Stohr
2005:42).

Abrams and Koenigsberger — both UN consultantsreilee ones to take
this concept further ‘by moving from a recognitimi the advantages and
limitations of informal housing processes, to sgjigeg concrete ways in which
these processes could be harnessed by the puldiprarate sectors and, very
importantly, by the international donor communifilapier 2002:10). Essentially
they were ‘suggesting a direct translation of thaliservations of unassisted
gradual construction into a set of formal altewegi that intervening agencies
could employ to exploit the perceived strengththefinformal process and indeed
the energies of the “vigorous, capable and orgdnig@wking-class people” whom
Turner had come across in his work’ (Napier 200p:10

' One of the most notable early experiments in self-help-style housing was the work of
Hassan Fathy in Egypt in the 1930s. Unfortunately, his experimental project did not live
up to the expectations. ‘Even in failure however the New Gourna experiment left a lasting
legacy, not the least of which is Architecture for the Poor (1979), Fathy's detailed and
moving account of the project and its shortcomings’ (Stohr 2005:43).
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Over time a variety of elemental approachesmerged, one of the most
interesting being the core-housing scheme. It whsais (1964:174-181) who
first described the core-housing approach in detailthis ‘important building
device in the less developed areas’ (Abrams 1964;1dgencies provided a
number of identical cores, typically consisting afe room that in some cases
included basic services such as water and eldgtrisbrams described a series of
different kinds of core houses that should be desigto match the local
conditions including the particularities of clima@nd affordability (Napier
2002:10). In the form that Abrams’ conveyed it, toee would be mass-produced
at scale and then user contributions would takeepfeom that point onwards, as
time and money allowed (Napier 2002:10; Stohr 2005)

2.1.2.Realpalitik of core-housing implementation in the 1970s
It is Turner’s written work (e.g. 1967, 1972, 197%Bat can be seen as ‘largely
responsible for persuading academics, donor ageng@/ernment officials and
professionals that the creative activities of peapl(informal) housing should be
seen as part of the ‘solution’ rather than as tlagomurban problem that it was
perceived to be by many city officials’ (Napier 208; UN-Habitat 2005). Napier
(2005:9) analyses Turner’s impact as follows:
Because Turner held that housing should be seen for what it does for people (i.e.
housing as a ‘verb’) rather than as merely an object or product (i.e. housing as a
‘noun’), the construction, or consolidation, process suddenly became more
visible both to policy makers and to formal designers who had until then
invariably designed impervious processes and completed structures with little

consideration of how households would participate in the process of modifying
the houses and plots.

The concept of subsidiarity — the idea that theelsweffective level of decision-
making should be in charge — further stimulated rdf@gnition of the efficacy
and efficiency of informal settlement processes K##ya 2010). The lowest level
of decision making was then, the household.

Momentum during World Bank demonstration projects

The 1970s saw a number of significant policy shi#s the concept of self-help
gained momentum,’ writes Stohr (2005:44), ‘the po@re seen no longer as a
burden but as a resource’. A powerful boost fortipaprovisiort® approaches
came from the World Bank, as it began lending paow for urban development
projects. It made an explicit effort to demonstriduat it was both financially and

A term used (e.g. by Ward 1982 in Napier 2002:10), to sum up the site-and-service
schemes (originally called “land-and-utilities schemes”) informal settlement upgrading and
core-housing approaches.

* The many different types of partial housing that have emerged can be grouped into
three main categories (after Napier 2002:14). 1) Houses which are habitable from the
outset — they include all the main built components such as foundations, walls and roof;
2) Houses which usually require some input by residents before being habitable — they
have one or more of the major built component missing; 3) Service cores- they house the
wet services (water supply, sanitation, drainage, possibly also energy etc.). Combinations
of these types of cores have also been built. Service cores have often been provided on
site, attached or detached from the main core house. Another common form was the
provision of a single habitable room or a bathroom under a larger roof structure which
could then be filled in by residents.
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economically feasible to provide services and shefor the lowest income
segments of society (Kessides 1997 in UN-Habit®5221). The approach taken
during this period concentrated on demonstratiajepts of limited size with the
idea to later replicate them at a large scale disesv(UN-Habitat 2005). The
demand for full-cost recovery was the fundamentdebfor developing other
ideas and the requirement for considering repbcati

Powerful agencies like the World Bank and IMF hals® used elemental
approaches as smokescreens for reneging upon itistate commitments to
relieve poverty. As Napier (2002:1) painfully arsdg: ‘an investigation of the
roots of the core-housing concept reveal that is wasentially a compromise
which allowed governments to pull back from thevsmn of completed mass
housing while at the same time - ironically by pdivg less - giving an
opportunity for residents to add to and thus pgdiee in the production of, their
own housing.’

Flaws in implementation choices and discourse en1i70s

Apart from macro-economic agenda’s, there were abseeral flaws resulting
from the way demonstration projects were implenegnie the 1970’s. In
retrospect, critics analysed amongst others tHewolg flaws. The emphasis on
guantity above quality — resulted in homes so basido be almost bereft of
design, lessening their value over time (i.e. s&hrS2005:45, Napier 2002,
2005). Projects tended to be outside of municipaitrol and had different
standards from elsewhere (i.e. see UN-Habitat 20@@)jects suffered from self-
perpetuating and limitless growth of subsidies Hipalarly in the range of
services provided by the project staff — whereliypessubsidies were declared on
the budget of the projects, and some were hiddiébalget) (i.e. see UN-Habitat
2005:22). Yet exactly because the demonstratiofe@® had different means
than ‘normal housing projects’, they had littleesff or relevance ‘outside the
fence’ poor (i.e. see Buckley & Mayo 1989 in UN-Hab 2005:22). The
implementation moreover suffered from limits to died decision making and
autonomy by people producing their own housing (see Burgess 1982).
Participation was, in fact, extremely controlledPréjects tended to include a
bundle of services and components chosen by dislanision-makers and
imposed upon the recipients, with their involvemaought only in a token
participation exercise to gain their cooperation @tquiescence” (UN-Habitat
2005).

Some perceived failures at the time were inhererthé way the core-
housing concept was understood in the discoursleeo1970s. Strongly ingrained
in the projects of the 1970s was the concept ofe&wequity”. Each of the
residents would be involved in the project throaglding their own physical work
in building the dwellings. ‘This process was guidgdtwo main assumptions: “a
reflection of the Protestant etfichard work was morally good” and, a reflection
of the importance of the dominant discourse of mgkiome as a procé$gUN-

® An ethic which came into the scene primarily through Habitat for Humanity (Stohr
2005).

o Through the highly influential work of John Turner (e.g. 1967,1972); although he
himself was highly sceptical of sites-and-services (Harris 2003).
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Habitat 2005:21-22). In other words: it was intely expected that if someone
had been part of constructing a dwelling, he onsitiebe ‘vigilant with respect to
its maintenance and will also be capable of repgiit’ (UN-Habitat 2005:22).
Financially the idea was that the opportunity costleisure time or other
economic activity would replace money to pay catoes — ‘just as in pre-
industrial societies’ (UN-Habitat 2005:22). It ispapular misconception that the
potential cost savings from owner-built housingignarily the self-help labour
input, writes Turner (1978:86-87). Thus in realitywas difficult for residents ‘to
fit the sweat equity mould’ — and many employedalocraftsmen to carry out
construction taskE precisely because they were in fact not reallg idlthe time
when outside a formal occupation (i.e. see Mar883l Jiminez 1982 in UN-
Habitat 2005). The misguided thinking that the apyaty cost of participants’
time is near zero is stubborn — it still appearthim literature. For instance, when
Chiquier (2009:160) writes that “Self-constructidoy individuals is the
predominant form of {construction} finance for lomwmcome groups in many
emerging economies” - one wonders what it is pedgithat he understands with
‘self-construction’.

Long-term effectiveness — in retrospect

In retrospect it becomes clear that assisted &#ff-Is in essence an inefficient
approach. The process of teaching lay-people tw ibeir own dwellings in a
way is inefficient, in that they only really mastére process when they have
almost finished (Tipple 1994 in UN-Habitat 2005:28%ome go on to make a
living with their new skills and gaining confidencand understanding of
construction and installation of services, for mbsivever, the newly learned
skills may be neglected. Indeed, perhaps dealirth aithority figures is more
useful in the long run. UN-Habitat (2005:23) analys that this is
counterproductive as ‘it is more important to havevell-functioning cadre of
small-scale contractors than to teach individuifissthat they will only use
once’.

With time, even the ‘lucky beneficiaries’ often foli themselves in
housing that was unsuited to them (i.e. see UN4dal2005:22). Indeed, many
core house / site-and-services owners would resélbout their house to a better-
off household, taking advantage of demand for setemure, and then move into
another un-serviced area, leading to a processenfrification of the housing
project. Sadly, few low-income households gaineldl arket price ‘as even a
relatively small capital sum represented more motiggn most and ever
contemplated possessing, and they were easily wodedselling themselves
short’ (UN-Habitat 2005:22-23). Hence it cannotdaéd of these households that
they have exercisea reasonable market choi¢e convert housing capital gains
into more flexible forms as an income generatimgtsgy for their livelihoods.

'8 Evaluations have shown how many participants used professional building workers. For
instance in a Philippines scheme only 1/5 had relied upon their own labour (Keare 1983 in
UN-Habitat 2005:22), in Matero, Lusaka, 92% employed construction labour and in El
Salvador about 72% of labour inputs — by value — were hired (Laquian 1983 in UN-Habitat
2005:22).
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Downraiding by middle-income households has bedeature of many partial
provision approaches through the decades (Pugh; 209iHabitat 2005:23). In
such a process, higher income groups end up oaugplyousing and land
intended for lower-income groups resulting in gdcation of the
neighbourhood. This process has been identifiedaises of disproportionally
good level of tenure within the city-wide land syst (e.g. Payne 2002) or
disproportionally good level of servicing compartd the disposable income
groups of the target population, who may not be ablafford the housing in the
longer term and decide to return to informal setdats (see e.g. UN-Habitat
2005; Tissington 2011).

Municipalities and utility agencies mostly inhedteservicing and
maintenance burdens and found that the clientsnbakhtention of repaying the
cost of fitting or the ongoing service charges. Mipal capacity was usually too
small for proper tax collection and utility charge® that such benefits were
minimized. More importantly, analyses UN-Habitat0Q8:23) in retrospect,
“these early projects had almost no positive eftecthe ability of municipalities
to manage urban programmes as their staff had bgeassed in the planning,
financing and implementation, which were condudbgda specially recruited
team only tangentially attached to the municipailrzls”.

How the core-housing concept was buried in history

— and the lasting relevance of Turner’s thinking
This brings us to the ironic aspect of Turner'sutagion (after Harris 2003). In
fact, there is a double irony. The first irony, Bsas Harris (2003), is that the
aspect of his argument that was most original -elgrhis emphasis on dwelling
control - is the one that was least influentialhiS aspect has only rarely been
discussed by those who have written about housoigypin the developing
world, and it has not been embodied to any sigmific degree in the
recommendations and policies of international agstiqHarris 2003:263). The
second, and related, irony is that “Turner is degtlwith bringing into being site-
and-service projects of which he himself was, fritm very beginning, quite
sceptical” (Harris 2003:263). Or as Pugh (2001:44dalyses, ‘a state-assisted
self help method has different political and comitwrcharacteristics from
‘autonomous’ self help which was advocated by Turfiugh 2001:411). The
World Bank’s initiative was financially importantut in principle nothing new,’
argues Harris (2003:263), leading to the concludhat ‘social scientists have
given Turner credit for a qualitative shift in pofithat did not, in fact, occur’.

This analysis leads to the conclusion that theing® of Turner do
continue to be of importance in thinking about ihglementation of core-
housing. Particularly his faith in the rationaly the poor and his argument that
dwelling control by the resident allows familiestrmmly to reduce housing costs
but also ensures that their dwellings will bestH#ir needs and circumstances.

As for the concept of core-housing, it seems teeHaeen buried in history,
not necessarily because it was completely flawetlbbcause it was replaced by
other concepts, as trends and paradigms in thirdogit housing shifted towards
a more comprehensive ‘whole-housing sector’ apgroaceven ‘*housing without
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houses®. The individual house is here not merely understas the physical
structure, but for a spectrum of integral aspedtshousing, including it's
embedding in the city-system. If anything, what Weernt “last time around” is
how interwoven core-housing implementation is wiltke city-wide land- and
housing system so that that even the longer-tefactefeness of a single house
can not be understood in isolation.

2.2 The rationale of the Open building approach

Recently, architecture is witnessing a revitalmatof several modernist concepts
where ‘construction with elements or systems issmared to be the very essence
of building’ (Staib et al. 2008:9). A chunk of cemporary experimentation with
low-cost housing as referred to in Chapter -1- setarbe inspired by the revival
as well. An important break with modernism of th@"Zentury is the move
towards an instrumental use of pre-fabricationibSe&t al. (2008) illustrate this
break by writing that with their publication on Cponents and Systems they
‘would like to pave the way for a sensible appro&zhihe use of prefabricated
elements and systems: away from a view of prefaboi as an end in itself, and
seeing it more as an instrument capable of enhgncomprehensive design
concepts’ (Staib et al. 2008:5). The aim is to &lep a form of building, capable
of anticipating and meeting the technical, ecolalgand social demands that will
be made upon it’ (Staib et al. 2008:11).

2.2.1. Closed versus open ended design

In contemporary thinking about building systemsréhis a move away from
deterministic, closed systems. Modular constructisnsuch a ‘systemised
approach to design’ (Lawson et al. 2011:44) whiftars a closed system (Staib et
al. 2008:43). LEGO®, the Danish construction gamme good illustration of the
way a closed system works: a particular numberl@hents are pre-determined
and can be organised into complete entities by aund them in a number of
different ways. It is a closed system becausennotbe combined for instance
with DUPLO® - the other children’s construction gamn the context of
housing, modular construction traditionally refeos pre-fabricated room sized
volumetric units — modules - which are normallylyuitted out in manufacture
and are installed on site as load bearing ‘buildogcks’ which can be put
together in a number of ways so that a handfulatians for housing can be put
together. When placed on a permanent foundati@setitombined components
are ready for immediate occupancy (Lawson et al120The limitations to the
size and shape modules are determined a priori amist be compatible with
manufacturing and transportation requirements (loemes al. 2011).

Closed systems are now considered as incapabkadinly to acceptable
solutions for the demands posed to buildings. s@tl systems all elements,
independent of a particular building, are fabriddby a single manufacturer; ‘the
individual elements are coordinated and harmonveiéd one another and cannot
simply be exchanged, altered or extended as degBémlb et al. 2008:42). The
elements of a closed system can only be used witiaihparticular system while

19 Acioly, C. Jr., Chief Housing Policy UN-Habitat, lecture on ‘The Housing Sector Profile’
at the Institute for Housing and Development Studies (IHS), Rotterdam, April 5, 2011.
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the range of design options is quite limited du¢h®rigidly determined function
of the building parts. Hence the main focus of fdbeinterpretations of
architecture which seeks to ‘enhance the ability dfuilding to adapt to (ever-)
changing requirements’ (Schwehr 2011:16) is thendpelding system.

Technically, the elements of an open system carob#ined as required,
allowing a wide range of very different construatjorojects to be carried out. The
concept offers the possibility of using productsnir different manufacturers as
the open system is based upon the combinationradusaprefabricated building
parts and not — as is the case with closed systeai®tted to a single building.
When designing with an open system, the architetdrchines the function of the
building components and selects potential manufargu In order to minimise
assembly difficulties these elements are standaddidimensionally coordinated
and rules of classification of the elements — agicgy to their building method -
have been decided upon so it becomes possibledioeadhange and vary type
standardised elements and to use them in builditigdifferent functions.

Importantly, closed systems are not off the tahieihstead — for example
the load-bearing structure — can be coordinatett wgen systems. Indeed the
three construction principles characteristic otasysbuilding, the frame, the panel
and the room module, ‘are frequently combined alihilding industry and rarely
appear in isolation’ (Staib et al. 2008:42). Acadnglly, the current application of
modular construction includes a range of varietweld a mixed use of modules,
panels and steel frames to create more adaptabténiguforms (Lawson R.M.,
Odgen R.G. et al. 2005 in Lawson et al. 2011). Wihiesomes to the level of
flexibility of the three principal building methodthe frame is the most flexible,
followed by panel systems and then modular buildiveghods, while the level of
prefabrication follows the reverse order — modulaits are the most highly
prefabricated (Cheret, P. et al. 2000 in Staild.€2G08:42). In order to ensure that
different manufacturers employ the same dimensianghe building industry
today standardised modular dimensions are usedhen rhanufacture of
construction elements (Staib et al. 2008:42-43).

Uniform definitions and concepts are still lackifay the field of open
system building (Osman & Sebake (2010), meaning fttrathe context of this
thesis operational definitions are needed. Thaljlgty potential of a building is
seen as an indication of long-term value retentfafter Plagaro Cowee &
Schwehr 2008 in Schwehr 2011). Adaptability is § kepect of flexibility and
considers 1) the materials used to manufactureilditgis components, 2) the
components themselves and 3) the building as aty éafter Osman & Sebake
2010). The fundamental idea under both flexibidityd adaptability is open ended
design.

2.2.2. Revival of modernist concepts and the surgé open building systems
Several pragmatic advantages explain the use oh dpelding systems in
contemporary construction. In a review of modukhnologies, Lawson et al.
(2011:44) give a useful sum-up of the primary peex pragmatic advantages:

1. Economics of scale in manufacturing of multiple iEmunits.

2. Speed of installation relative to site-intensivastouction.

3. Improved quality and accuracy in manufacture.
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Modernist concepts that relate to these advantagesrdingly experience a
revitalization.

Yet, it is not merely pragmatism that stimulateé surge in the use of
open building systems. Contemporary architects 4east in Europe - often
identify with a paradigm that has been labelledo-awodernism’ (after Danko
2009). In essence however, it can be understo@h adeology. These architects
are often motivated by ecological concerns — bmuttof their own concerns, or
their clients’ concerns; a combined interest ttest led to experimental eco-design
in which the modular concept is explored anew a$ (@ay. Brouwer et al. 2009).
More precisely sustainability concerns of eco-motsen refer primarily to
attempts to mitigate the effects of climate chartpe, loss of biodiversity and
depletion of natural resources. A powerful illusta of the influence of its
discourse is given by the spectrum of internaticaradl national standards and
codes for so-called ‘green building’. In its offitidefinition, green building (or:
‘sustainable building’ or ‘high performance buildihis ‘the practice of creating
structures and using processes that are enviromathergsponsible and resource-
efficient throughout a building's life-cycle fromtisg to design, construction,
operation, maintenance, renovation and deconsbniciu.S. Environmental
Protection Agency 2009).

Importantly, there is also a perceived economieadfit to the interest in
mitigation. In the face of ‘the mounting ecologiaahd economical challenges
facing the construction industry today’ — in therdiags of Staib et al. (2008) the
modular concept draws attention because ‘a thoulijntintegrated system of
construction can (...) logically lead toward sigréiid reductions in energy and
transportation costs; reduction in materials wasté redundant warehousing; the
reusability and recyclability of building componsnand massive savings of time,
frustration, injury and redundancy on the job sif&nderson & Anderson
2007:16-17). The term ‘green’ may be an euphemisia.perhaps more realistic
to understand the practice of ‘green building’ asamcern that expands and
complements traditional building design concerngainomy, utility, durability,
and comfort while it attempts to direct towardstaumable development — here
understood primarily as mitigation.

Modernism — as an ideology - can still be recoghise contemporary
systemic approaches to design. Interest is notgsiiynin issues of modernist
style, but in fundamental concepts and imperatimgaodern thought and theory:
‘standardization, systemization, rationalizationatemial honesty, realism and
technical innovation in support of social progre¢fnderson & Anderson
2007:9). Modernism is also reflected in ‘the dedimebring architecture and
industry closer together, and to take advantag¢hefresultant opportunities’
(Staib et al. 2008:10). Architects are called uperwork interdisciplinary and
‘take a delight in trying out something new, in ekmentation’ (Staib et al.
2008:11).

Thus, three motivations must be added to the reasoy modernist
concepts, and particularly the open building systeave witnessed a revival in
recent years. These three motivations are:

1. flexibility and adaptability of an open system lolinig

2. drive to experiment & perceived aesthetics of moideiconstruction
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3. the possibility to combine the implementation of epen building
system with climate mitigation
A meaningful assessment of the effectiveness of opeilding systems for
housing in development countries will have to tékese ideological motivations
into account as well.

It is relevant to track the geographical originga@day’s “standard work”
on modular construction. The latest publication Betail; Institut far
Internationale Architecktur-Dokumentation on com@ois and systems - namely
Staib et al. (2008) - is illustrative herein. Thetotypes that embody the latest
understanding of the open building systems and haodwnstruction, all come
from either Europe (Germany, Switzerland, Austizenmark, Finland, The
Netherlands, Belgium, France, Great Britain, ItaNdrth America or Japan. It is
in these contexts that structures based on buildyglems and prefabricated
production techniques are gaining in importance.

There are strong suggestions that the open builgysgem will need a
totally different approach when implemented in @idly urbanising context
outside Europe, North America and Japan, whererdifit challenges altogether
are faced. Some of these suggestions are givenhay was learnt “last time
around” when prefabricated housing was promote@ &sousing solution” for
low-income households in developing countries. kistg example is given by
Abrams (1964). The limited success of prefab ptejes Europe in the post-
World war Il era did not prevent the idea from lgeexported to the desperate
housing ministries of the developing world (StobB032). In Karachi, Pakistan, for
instance, small aluminium prefabs were construstédich their owners soon
adapted and extended with adobe, discarded woodted makeshift building
components, making them, in Abram’s (1964:166) wdttie first prefabricated
slums”. Surely, these were closed systems. Yethi®implementation of an open
building system too, careful consideration will baw be given to the factor of
consolidation which is difficult - if not imposs#é} to control in the context of a
soft state. Controlling it moreover will render theusing concept alien to the way
people do housing in developing countffes

2.2.3. Common denominators of Turner and Habraken

A revealing outcome of the literature review of lbatrban development studies
and architectural writing that when both are trabadk to their roots, is that there
are several common denominators in the discourséhef“people’s housing
process” and the discourse of “open building apgiea” - respectively in Turner
(1979 see also Harris 2003) and Habraken (Y998 also Osman & Kénigk
2009). These common denominators centre aroundptimeiples of ‘users’,
‘building control’, ‘autonomy’ and in seeing ‘thectaof building’ in the light of
the ‘temporal dimension’.

It is relevant to dissect where the common denotoisalie to justify
certain fundamental understandings that are th&entanto further account.

% For a theoretical background, see Chapter 2.

2L | am indebted to Frederik Groos for introducing me to this publication of Habraken
(1998) as well as to understanding building systems not merely as construction activity.
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Habraken (1998) makes a deliberate and quite éxplioicé? not to reference to
the sources of specific idéashroughout his argumentation. He does however
refer twice to Turnéf as a direct inspiration in his bibliography. Thizedt
influence of Turners’ thinking on Habraken is fugtltonfirmed when considering
that Turner was one of Habraken's teachers at Mhssatts Institute of
Technology (MIT) in the United Stat@sWhat follows is a brief outline of where
the particular way of seeing of Turner and Habrakeerlap and how they
advanced the understanding of housing design apkkmentation.

Turner's influence is reflected in Habraken’'s diss®. The common
discourse can be recognised in key terms suchcasfauilding’ - Turner speaks
of ‘housing as a verb’ — and ‘users’ — while Turngreaks of a way of
understanding residents’ relationship to their eo(@dapier 2002). Habraken’s
ideas are rooted in applied research begun in966s4lLin the Netherlands with the
distinction of support and infill levels (Habrak&®98:xvi). Again, Turner (1976)
can be recognised in Habraken’s application oftdven ‘autonomy’ As Harris
(2003) analyses it, it is the element of autonomyhich Turner (1976:11-34)
defines as the issue of ‘who decides’ - that is &menhtal to Turner's
understanding of ‘self-help housing’. It is on thmasis of their differing
‘structure[s] of authority and control’ that Turn@r976:5) preferred owner-built
homes, however modest, to public housing, howewar built’. Turner made a
bold statement for low-incompeoplés autonomy over their own consolidation
process.

Habraken (1998) further elaborates on the ideaecfsitbn making as he
dissects varioukevelsof the building and — himself a Dutch architech#raduces
the concept ofzeggenschd&p. The Dutch wordzeggenschags difficult to
translate without losing part of its meaning. Osmal6nigk (2009:54) possibly
come closest, when they use the term ‘distribuiesl pn different levels of the
built environment} decision-making in building coolf. Key to understanding
zeggenschaps the introduction oagentsto the various levels of the building. As
Habraken (1998:23) explains:

2 Within the discipline of anthropology for instance quite contrary to common practice.

% As Habraken (1998:xviii) writes: ‘in this work, | do not present writing that builds on
other texts, footnote by footnote, to fill in blank spots in the map of our knowledge.
Rather, in looking at what is already known — the more common the example, the better-
| attempt to demonstrate a particular way of seeing. Naturally, | have strived to identify the
origins of specific facts utilized. (...) A select bibliography limited to writings that have
directly informed the present work, stimulating and informing my thinking (sometimes by
opposition), has accordingly been added'.

* The two publications of Turner mentioned as direct sources are: Turner (1977) Housing
by People: Towards Autonomy in Building Environments, and Turner & Fichter (eds.)
(1972) Freedom to Build: Dweller Control of the Housing Process. See also Bibliography
of this thesis.

* prof. dr. John Habraken, Expert validation, May 19, 2011, Rotterdam (The
Netherlands).

% prof. dr. John Habraken, Tijd en de struktuur van het alledaagse {time and the structure
of the ordinary}, lecture at the Netherlands Architecture Institute (Nar), Rotterdam (The
Netherlands), May 19, 2011.
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Although levels [of the built environment] are defined by physical parts, we
equate them with the agents in control. (...) Agents operate on different levels
by virtue of what they control. Agents can have quite varied social identities:
they may be individuals, organisations, or institutions. Yet they are into some
extent interchangeable. As long as the role is played, the game remains the
same. This suggests that the form possesses a certain autonomy.

In other words: Habraken transfers the idea ofraartoy to the building levels.

‘Theoretically’, the open building approach meanat tthere is ‘a level of
the environment (referred to as the ‘support’ oas® building’ in terms of
neighbourhoods or city structures) which is permanef high quality and robust,
which benefits everyone. Within these supports asebbuildings another level
exists (referred to as the ‘infill' or ‘fit-out’ kel) that is less permanent and of
varying quality’ (Osman & Konigk 2009:55).

—
—

Empty crate (pF

Bottles (secondary systeém)

Figure 1 Visualisation of primary, secondary and tertiary systems within the built environment.

Source picture: Geiser (2006 in Osman 2010:244).

A helpful visualisation of the potential autonomiybwilding levels comes from
comes from theoretical papers on the INO hospitahcept in Berff
(Switserland). Using a crate with bottles to expréise various levels of the
system (see Figure 1). The visualisation aims tbthe understanding that is
relevant to disentangle the sub-systems of a boiironment into primary - the
crate, secondary - the bottles, and tertiary Jithed - systems, ‘so that change in
one part can happen without disrupting the oth@@sman & Konigk 2009:54).
Like within a crate with bottles, ‘open building m&ins that housing should be
adaptable within a stable and robust structure,tractsire that gives an
environment its character and identity within whiblere exists another level that
changes over time and that allows for participati@sman & Konigk 2009:55).

" See also: http://www.dgies.min-saude.pt/recursos/seminariiReratorios/INO Report.pdf
[Accessed October 9, 2011].
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What Habraken (1998) adds to the understandingipfementation of housing is
that various agentsan playvarious rolesin various levels of the house design.
‘The concept of levels is of prime importance, t@s Habraken (1998:23),
‘because it provides a way to discuss environmeotghnization in concrete
ways, presenting a real and observable structutkirwivhich transformation
occurs predictably’. Continuing to argue that: stishould not be confused with a
simple building structure, it is a way of organgiocomplex relationships in the
built environment’ (Habraken 1998:7). Thus undesdiothe open building
approach ‘is about understanding the environmetgrims of levels with different
agents acting at each level; and it is about thgarosation of this inherent
complexity.” (Osman & Konigk 2009:54). Building doal is explained by
Habraken (1998:8) as the ability to transform squae of that built environment
and it is herein that Habraken introducagents— including the users of the
building.

Habraken also further explicated the role of tinmeleed, the very term
‘open building approach’ can be traced back toapproach given by Habraken
(1998:55), stating that the built environment hdwags been an ‘open’
environment in the sense that it has allowed fortinooed transformation over
time within more permanent structures, and addheg tthis has led some to
perceive modernism as a regressive movement’. Habr&1998:xvi) himself
explains that ‘it is the early experimentation e tNetherlands in the 1960s that
‘led to development of tools for a new design applowhich would be based on
‘inevitable change over time’. In the ‘particularay of seeing’ (Habraken
1998:xviii) which resulted from this experimentatjathe focus is shifted from
housing and architecture, to the ‘built environmentthin which ‘ordinary
growth processes’ that have been ‘innate and setaming’ for centuries take
place (Habraken 1998:3). Turner is echoed once mben Habraken (1998:27)
in-between-lines mentions the developing worldBarriadas and favelas
throughout the developing world daily witness a snaattempt by the
disenfranchised to force entry into the game, twobee players with control over
their own configurations on their appropriate lévélabraken (1998:27) then
comes back to his argument of ‘decision-makingatisg that: ‘Such struggle
must not be minimized. The lot of those who arerelytleft out of the game is
real and hard enough: not to be a player at altderable’.

2.2.4. Application of the principle ofzeggenschap to low-income housing

As the exploration focuses on rapidly urbanisingtegts, it would be particularly
relevant to be able to integrate thoughts and ng#iof experts and practitioners
who have an inside-knowledge of these contexts.imfimential translation of
Habraken’szeggenschapo low-income housing was found in the writings of
Osman, Senior Lecturer in Architecture at the Ursitg of Pretoria (South
Africa). Osman’s work integrates “time” as a keygtta in design and technical
decision-making (see e.g. Osman & Sebake 2010).thieking is rooted in the
discourse of ‘Time-Based Architecture (TBA)or ‘4irbensional Design (4D
design)’ which refer to ‘a design attitude to came€objects’ from a long term
vision, therefore integrating the fourth dimensiae, time, in the initial design
phase’ (Paduart et al 2006:2 in Osman & Sebake:2G8I Moreover, Osman is
not only focusing on experimentation with middleasd housing, but also
consciously reflects on low-income housing impletagan and the inclusion of
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locally available skills and materials (see e.g.m@s & Konigk 2009).
Considering that incremental housing has an intiéeamporal dimension, and has
many linkages to the informal economy of materiad akills, Osmans’ writings
are considered of particular relevance for thehteranalysis in this thesis.

Importantly, the application ateggenschaplid not remain confined to
experimentation, but is being taken into implemgataon a pilot scale as well.
An influential exampl& is that of the Chilean architect Alejandro Araveral
the project of his bureau: “Elemental” (see pictddd. The Elemental architects
call themselves a DO-TANR, referring to the idea of ‘learning by doing’. The
social housing project combines the idea of decisnaking building control over
extensions - infill — at the household level witoalective support systeth- not
only represented in the building but also in thiélesent layout. The concept is
as much about open-ended design as it is aboutteam to introduce more
dense low-income housing projects based on thowigh#ttlement layout. The
reason the project stands out is that it is stijéting lower-income househotls
as it goes to some scale, to illustrate: the ptajaplemented in Chile in 2004
involved the ‘absorption of a shantytown for 10@nfikes’ (Contal & Revedin
2009:116). Only time can prove whether the contejtdeed an effective form
of core-housing and many are following this develept. The following section
explores the process of incremental housing froengbint of view not of the
building, but of the users. What happens to thesaa@iter occupation?

2.3 Incremental housing and consolidation of a coreouse

Incremental construction and expansion of housagi®cess in which homes are
built or expanded over time by residents themselvasther in informal or in
formal settlements. In the context core-housingeiters to the period after
occupation, when residents progressively consdiddie initially provided
superstructure — the core - into a more full anebate house.

A note on discourse

Incremental development in informal settlementsiusebe the field of interest of
urban development practitioners and anthropologdistg. Fathy 1976; Turner
1965, 1972, 1976; Abrams 1964 — and more receridp®ok 1996; Payne 2001,
Green & Rojas 2008). From within the field of atelturé?, it was mainly the

8 The Elemental project implemented in Mexico, recently won the world largest monetary
prize for design, the INDEX Award 2011, which focuses on designs that target and solve
the challenges and problems of human life.

# Elemental Chile. See: http://www.elementalchile.c[Accessed: September 25, 2011].

% | am indebted to Frederik Groos for introducing me to Elemental Chile and seeing it
with a fresh perspective, as experimentation that leads to advanced understandings of
housing concepts.

8 Although possibly not as poor as the households identified in the case study of this
thesis, focusing more on the lower bands of middle-income households.

%2 OHIA was founded in 1976 from within the Dutch Stichting Architecten Research (SAR,
Foundation of Architects Research). By 2011, the OHI is an association incorporating ten
institutes worldwide, while its quarterly magazine has a ‘small but solid’ group of
subscribers of around 400.
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Open House International Association (OHI#hich served as a platform for
innovative thinking on the built environment andeatatives to mass housing.
The journalOpen House Internationdlas not gone to scale however, so that it
has not “gone mainstream”.

With the break of the ZYcentury — the “age of the cit: nevertheless it
seems that the incremental way in which peopleforinal settlements go about
“doing housing” (after Turner 1972) has also cautjet attention of mainstream
architectd” and the public. One example is the so-called visttarchitecture’ of
the Urban Think Tankwhich was founded by an Austrian and a Venezueta-bo
American and conducts research in Caracas, Ver&Zuehpart from its
humanitarian concerns, thégrban Think Tankn its own words ‘attempts find a
discourse on architecture, urbanism and culturé ithauited the contemporary
city of the developing world’ (Brillembourg et &005:20). ‘From a theoretical
standpoint,” they write (ibid. 2005:43), ‘the ‘infoal’ can serve as a laboratory
for the study of adaptation and innovation; fromdasign point of view,
informality is a condition of complex, non-lineayssems in which patterns
overlap, intersect, and mutate in unexpected ways.’

Due to this broad interest in incremental housibg, now, as Napier
(2002:54) writes, there is ‘a plethora of descaps for home modification’. The
word ‘consolidation’ comes from the study of hovask houses, normally located
in squatter settlements, are developed into mam@geent and extensive homes —
for example in the work of Turner (1965, 1968) aAbirams (e.g. 1964).
Following Turner - and with him Napier (2002) - ghthesis uses the term
‘consolidation” to refer to the investment of remids themselves in the
improvement of their core houses. The term is usfactly because it allows for
wider application and does not limit itself to otype of adjustment. Instead it
draws attention to the various ways in which resisigut effort in enhancing the
adequacy and liveability of the initially providedre, adjusting it to their own
needs and preferences.

One form of consolidation, namely extending (i.@diag usable space) is
particularly inherent to the core-housing concefte reason being that the
initially provided superstructure is so small — eampromise - that it almost
certainly implies housing. It is for that reasomttla disproportional accuracy of
the attention in the analysis of the consolidatpmocess by ‘users’ goes to
extending.

¥ After VPRO, available: http://eeuwvandestad.rfliccessed October 29, 2011].

% |n 1991 Tipple (1991:6) writes that ‘there is a small but growing body of literature on the
phenomenon of transformation’. However, these writings seem to be confined to ‘mainly
(..) architectural journals’ (ibid. 1991:6) of which Tipple himself only mentions the Open
House International published (then). In his own work Tipple (1991) mostly reviews the
stock of dissertations and course work carried out within this centre within the University
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne in the United Kingdom.

% In the autumn of 2010 Brillembourg and Klumpner were given the stage at the
Netherlands Architecture Institute (NAT) to share their views in a public lecture, November
11, 2010, Rotterdam (The Netherlands).
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2.3.1. Motivations to consolidate

To enhance understanding of the way relevant facbperate and influence a
households’ motivation to opt for consolidationgithrelationship has been
visualised. The model (see Model 1) presented heflects the most important
hypotheses and interrelationships presented inrghaond practitioner writings
across discipliné& An elaboration of the model can be found in thmex
(Annex 10). Below, the most crucial understandingsriving from the
visualisation are briefly highlighted, focusing tmse elements that have been
found particularly relevant for the case study gsial

To start with, a ‘household’ as understood in thissis, is based on the
arrangements made by people — individually or imugs — for providing
themselves with food or other essentials for livikigN-Habitat 2011:190). Such
a household may be either: 1) a one-person housetol2) a multi-person
household. In this broad interpretation, the lattategory may constitute of
related or unrelated persons - or a mixture oftii@ — who pool their incomes
and may, to a greater or lesser extent, have a confmdget. Especially relevant
is the understanding that one housing unit is ndbraatically home to one
household; the housing unit may also be occupiechbse than one household or
by a part of a household (UN-Habitat 2011:190). Tieer is especially relevant
within the context of this research, whereby thé& oh analysis is not only the
core house but also — importantly — the plot.

What causes housing stress? Housing stress is lae@pen current levels
consumption of housing and the demands and prefeseof the occupiers. As it
is relatively difficult for low-income householdse thange housing, the gap will
grow gradually but with increasing intensity ovené (Tipple 2000:23-24). The
model shows there is a plethora of factors invalMedrceived housing stress
varies from household to household. Michelson (}@bhceptualised the idea of
‘coping behaviour’ to explain how households wikliry in their threshold of
housing stress, as ‘the point at which some agtdaken to relieve rather than
continue to tolerate it’ (Tipple 2000:24). To beanangful and useful for analysis
and action to relieve housing problems, people’ssihmg needs must always be
stated in terms gpriorities (Turner 1976: 96-97). Turner’s fieldwork provesith
there is an enormous local and personal varietyooking priorities which affect
trade-offs. Indeed, household coping strategies mo&ype as easy to generalize as
is often assumed. Instead, as Napier (2002:342)cades ‘housing adjustment
studies need to redefine the basic concepts ofrideeand hypothesis for each
context or locality study’. Turner (1976:96-97) gaaven a step further and points
out that it is actually only at the individual hetmId level that housing demand
can really be understood — and only best by thetiBp household itself.

% Housing Adjustment studies are combined with (former so-called) Third World Mobility
studies, Informal Settlement Consolidation studies, while also including other disciplines
such as Housing Finance, Urban Development and Management Studies and the field of
Architecture.
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Model 1 Why consolidate? A model of low-income households’ motivations to opt for consolidation.

Visualisatior” by author and Beudeker.

¥ Model based on the most important hypotheses and interrelationships presented
across theory and practitioner writings, including: Turner (1972, 1976), Blauw (1991),

Tipple (1991, 2000), Davidson & Payne (2000), Baharoglu & Lindsfield (2000), Bronchart

Habitat (2005), Hoek-Smit (2009), Tissington (2011). For further explanation see Annex

(2000), Napier (2002), Payne (2000), Thorns (2002), Daphins & Faulhaber (2004),UN-
10 and Glossary.
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Many of the assumptions about mobility that haverbdeveloped in cities of
Western Europe and the U.S.A. are not transferédleities in developing
countrie$® (Napier 2002:52). In well-developed housing maketuseholds who
wish to adjust their housing situation throughdngit lifecycle have the option of
either moving or improving. The choice between mgvor improving to relief
housing stress - or a combination of both — wippeled on the balance of costs and
benefits associated with each alternative (Seek3 188Tipple 2000:23). More
often than not, the situation in developing cowdriis a different reality
altogether: formal housing shortages are extreraesgpal choice is much more
limited by resource constraints and the typesmategic intervention such as new
State housing production are very limited. As Nagi002:338) concludes, the
arguments made in Conventional Stutfiese ‘very constrained in the light of the
complexity of decision making in real situationgian the face of the alternatives
to moving, which are not considered’. Thereforguas Napier (2002:52), it is
clear that a much wider set of options needs todmsidered to extend the models
usefully, to explain behaviour in the urban condextthe developing world.

As the model shows, many external structural factoay close off the
option to move for a low-income household altogeth&leed, the availability of
affordable housing options for low-income houseboldas well as the whole
issue of housing demand - can only be understomth fthe perspective of the
city-system as a whole (Payne 2002; Davidson & Bag000). From this
perspective, option 2 — altering the house - isrothe only option of low-income
households, and can be likened to ‘moving houséevgtanding still’ (Gosling et
al. 1993 in Tipple 2000:25). This reinforces theddhat the decision to extend is
likely to be explained in the same terms as residiemobility’. In other words: in
cases of low or absent mobility the housing steegserienced by households is
absorbed within the locatio(Gilbert 1999 in Napier 2002:340), meaning that if
resident’s cannot geographically move, they caleadt attempt to upgrade their
housing conditions in the very location they aravndn important difference
between consolidation and mobility is that a chaonfidocation can increase
access to the opportunity to fulfil aspirations gmefferences. ‘Modifiers can only
attempt to bring opportunities nearer to themseélBmpier 2002:342). The
benefits derived from relatively costly consolidhtean be increased by long
residence: ‘the use-value of the work done’ (Tigp0€0:46).

Even so, finely tuned demand-based models of hgusidjustment
evolved for (former so-called) First World citiegllwnean little in contexts of
extreme housing shortage (Napier 2002:341). Rétrear looking purely at the
household unit and their needs and aspirationsherds to take a wider view of
what is available on the supply side (Edwards li888apier 2002). Moreover, as
Edwards (1983 in Napier 2002:341) demonstratesplpex@spond rationally to
the opportunities presented by the housing mardeuseholds may seize an

% For a broad brushed questioning of this term see Chapter 1.

% The word ‘conventional’ has been introduced here to signal a distinction between these
first world mobility studies and more contemporary urban development studies that show
explicit awareness of the regional, national and international context of a city and its
internal dynamics (e.g. Van de Berg 1999, Alderson & Beckfield 2004; Sumner 2010).
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opportunity for fulfilling a housing demand in amaewhere there is a sudden
availability of such an opportunity — if this is maally suppressed. This means
that even before the threshold of a household’singppehaviour has been
reached, household members may ‘seize the momérdpportunities appear.

Particularly so in situations of sever housing &uge or lack of access to land.

2.4 Socio-spatial embedding in the urban system

The effectiveness of a core house cannot be caeside a vacuum, ignoring its
physical characteristics. Physically speaking, askohas two components: ‘the
constructed physical fabric of the house and thd an which it is built’ (Moser
1987 in Oktay et al. 2010:27). Inherent to the duwasing concept, which
requires progressive realisation of adequate hgusynphysically extending the
core — is that not just the superstructure but #igoplot alike is a key spatial
component of the core-housing concept. As Dewa®X1d) argued in his
‘Manifesto for Change’ with respect to South Afmc&ities — in particular the
Greater Cape Town, ‘the emphasis on physical dpwedémt should not be
misinterpreted to imply that a-spatial issues amtioas are not of great
importance in the urban management process or idgmtes of physical
development can be pursued in isolation from thevafing political and
economic dynamics of the specific context in questiit simply reflects a
realization that the way in which physical devel@mninis managed significantly
affects the lives, and indeed the life chancesirbén dwellers’. There is a mutual
and dynamic relationship between the plot andmbedding in the socio-spatial
urban system. Indeed, the idea of a ‘system’ ighat crux of contemporary
paradigms on sustainable urban development.

Urbanisation is considered to be a defining phemumef the 21 century
(see e.g. World Bank 2009a, b). No longer regaeded problem for development
that must be contained, urbanisation is now seea esntribution to economic
development — which must however digidedin order to be sustainable (see e.g.
Jenks 2000; OECD 2008; Satterthwaite 2009). Thedvguidance’ is key here
since it refers to a different perception of rgalithich is dynamic and complex
and thus can never be fully understood. Insteddyofg to control reality — which
is considered impossible — new understandings wémg@ance attempt to influence
the direction and the speed of the complex dynapriccesses towards a
systematic shift or transition (see e.g. Van daugge et al. 2005; Rotmans &
Loorbach 2006; Loorbach 2010). ‘Like all systents ¥World Bank (2009b:6)
argues, ‘a city depends on the smooth functionints@onstituent elements’.

Likewise, in the study of the initially provided reohouse and its plot, as
Davidson & Payne (2009:x) state in their approachrban planning ‘the nature
of the housing system must be understood’ withirteatain locality. With
‘housing system’ Davidson & Payne (2009:x) refer ‘@l the complex
interrelationships between peoples, needs, maraktes, construction industry
capacity, legal framework, the existing forms oliimg supply etc.” In order to
know in which direction to guide the implementatiohthe plot, its interaction
with the urban systems must be analysed. Two layesare at the heart of the
debate on the socio-spatial aspects of the cifigierfit land use and coexistence.
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2.4.2. Embedding in the house- and land system: castence?

Equity continues to be at the forefront of the aumstble development discourse,
with a key concern for coexistence of various ineagnoups within the city and
focusing particularly on inclusion of the poor. Amphasis omprocessmakes it
possible to restructure analysis away from the tipre®f how many are excluded
(a focus on absolute numbers) to thasonsfor this situation (Anderson 2001 in
Thorns 2002:151). Brand (1998 in Thorns 2002:158Wd attention to the fact
that social exclusion ‘is not a state but rathetaés a process whereby people
experience a progressive loss of their identity aneblvement with the wider
society’. Social exclusion thus understood is ‘tecess by which certain
individuals are denied access to positions anduress to live a fully participative
life’ (Thorns 2002:152).

Coexistence inherently impacts the sustainabilfty @ity’s urbanisation
as it relates to competing claims of economic ghoatd social equity. Extreme
wealth and bitter poverty are often found side iole sn cities worldwide — with
an even more stark contrast in metropolises. Aagdun of stark contrasts however
breeds serious social tension. An unbalanced, rarlented policy may even
sow the seeds of a new and serious urban declieeg (B999). As Hall and
Pfeiffer (2000 in Berg et al. 2004:8) put it: ‘aycthat prospers economically but
fails to distribute the wealth with some degreesqiiity runs the clear risk that it
disintegrates into civil war between the haves laank-nots, a war in which both
sides are losers’. The challenge will not simplytbeedistribute money from the
rich to the poor, but rather ‘reinstating them (thecially excluded) into the
mainstream social fabric’. Indeed Sumner (2010allsdfor a new development
narrative, ‘a post-Millennium Development Goals rative’ which addresses
(among others): 1) a focus on poor people ratheer tm poor countries (after all it
is no longer even these countries where inequaitsnost urgerif), and 2) a
greater focus on equity astiared prosperity

Inequality is often spatially entrenched withinity,cwith an uneven nature
of the resource distribution and the separationwetlthier and poorer areas
(Thorns 2002:157). Such a situation is the opposfteoexistence. One very
significant aspect of spatial separateness, aralyserns (2002:157), is that of
how the ‘boundaries’ between areas are formed aashtained. The work of
Marcuse (see e.g. 1989y is of value to understand the physical boundaries
between neighbourhoods. Marcuse describes ‘a dtyistinctive subareas,
socially separated through the action of inclusand exclusion by powerful
social groups and actors’ (Thorns 2002:157). ‘Bauied around areas can be
further reinforced through planning regulationsilding restrictions and zoning
practices’ (Huxley 1994, Luymes 1997 in Thorns 2068).

The surrounding land- and housing system is crumialdetermining
processes of voluntary and involuntary exclusiomodverful illustration is that of
gentrification within a certain neighbourhood whmreplots (and houses) are
down raided by households with (slightly) highecames (see e.g. Payne 2002).
This is further exacerbated by processes of exofitieose who start to earn better

0 See Chapter 1.3.
*1 Also earlier work: Marcuse (1989, 1995).
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incomes and aspire for more consumptive lifestykesying behind an even more
impoverished area (see e.g. Marcuse 1997). Bothridaiding’ and ‘exodus’ lead

to the suggestion that housing targeting low-incdroeseholds must be tailored
for their priorities and affordability levels — bsb must ideally the availability of
tailored housing for those whose incomes start doug and whose lifestyle

aspirations and consumption levels change (seeSagerthwaite 2009). The
challenge of core-housing implementation would tberto allow for variety and

inclusionary access. Fundamental — literally tao both variety and inclusion is
land.

2.4.1. Two spatial paradigms

Efficient use of land in particular is a complextpaf the debate on sustainable
urban development (Jenks & Burgess 2000). The w©udebate on sustainable
spatial development of the city is centred on twaragdigms: the dominant
discourse of compaction (i.e. see Jenks & Burgdss2000) — i.e. fighting urban
sprawl - and the alternative paradigm which hasbeeently introduced to the
debate on sustainable use of land, and is coingghgl (2011:2) as the ‘making
room paradigm’. The alternative paradigm is grouhde the conviction that
‘containment’ is not appropriate in rapidly urbang countries where most
growth is now taking place (Angel 2011). The cotieit is that in such contexts a
more realistic strategy is at least mininpagparationfor sustainable growth and
expansion of cities — rather than to constrict aodtain them (Angel 2011:57).
The implications of applying each of these paradigmthe spatial characteristic
of the core house, the plot, guide to quite oppoditections for ‘sustainable
development’.

2.4.2.1. Prevailing spatial paradigm - A case forampaction

The theory and practice of urban planning is — fka&ny other disciplines — now
globalised and thus the dominant paradigm defihesdiscourse of the debate on
sustainable land-use. Therefore, among varioufopias and at various levels the
prevailing paradigm guiding the planning of citiaed metropolitan areas the
world over is that of ‘efficient land-use’, ‘compgam’ and ‘containment? (Angel
2011:4; Jenks & Burgess eds. 2000).

In contrast to the earlier environmentalism of tBarden City and
Regional Planning Movements within moderntdnthe principal preoccupation
of ideas for compact cities from the late 1980s anmuls are largely propelled by
the search for global sustainability goals on ctimahange and resource use
(Burgess 2000). Secondly, there is a recognitioa gliobal rational; derived from
the realities of rapid globalization and the “tatation” of environmental
problems, urban architectural, planning and depigictice need to be “green and
global” (i.e. see Burgess 2000). Advocates men@onong others, the following
arguments: a lock-up in the degradation of thengvienvironment due to
continuing sprawl due to increased mobility (seg €IN-Habitat 2008; Dewar

2 At the global level (e.g. World Bank 2009 for cities in industrial and developing
countries alike), at the regional level (e.g. UN-Habitat 2008 for Southern Africa), and at
the very local city level (e.g. Dewar 1991 for Cape Town).

3 Burgess (2000:10) mentions Howard (1898), Geddes (1968) and Mumford (1938) as
examples of these schools of thought.
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2000), significant loss of quality of agricultueatd natural land (see e.g. Dewar &
Uytenbogaardt 1991; Dewar 2000; UN-Habitat 200&hRidson et al. 2000), as
well as resource conservation (particularly fofisg#led energy) and waste-

mineralization (particularly carbon emissions itk global atmospheric sink)

(Burgess 2009).

Unsustainable urban development is more than jusatier of waste of
resources; the paradigm therefore evolved to a rhofistic approach which
includes several crucial economic, social, cultamadl political justifications for
compact city initiatives and different and oftennttadictory policies. Burgess
(2000:9) gives the following definition of such aora holistic contemporary
compact city approaches: ‘{a compact city appro@eans} to increase built area
and residential population densities; to intengifiypan economic, social and
cultural activities and to manipulate urban sizent and structure and settlement
systems in pursuit of the environmental, social glutbal sustainability benefits
derived from the concentration of urban function®ie discourse of “sprawl” is
of particular interest to the exploration in thiesis, as it considers plot sizes as
possibly problematic. A useful conceptual defimtiaf sprawl is given by Galster
et al. (2001:685 in Gren 2006:4) as: ‘a conditibaad use that is represented by
low values of one or more of the following dimemso ‘density, continuity,
concentration, clustering, centrality, nuclearityixed uses, and proximity’. The
conceptualisation is useful because it quicklycatks what is considered as more
sustainable use of land within the city — nameby dpposite.

The model of the compact city — e.g. anti-sprawd, geensification - is not
only stimulated by sustainability concerns, butoalsy the fact that local
governments lack resources and means to cope witheasing public
expenditures, including the demand to foster soatde urban development
(Acioly & Davidson 1996). The assumed benefits gdifrom economy of scale
and concentration of population — for instance ulgto mid-rise and high-rise
residential buildings - have therefore further poded the compact city model,
stimulating the densification and verticalisatioh low-income settlements as
well.

2.4.1.2. Alternative spatial paradigm - room for tte future

Given the strong promotion by many planners of cachity strategies in the
West, and given the evidence that shows that dpwgjacountry cities are more
compact, an obvious result is that protagonisteashpact city approach often
take city compactness in developing countries asst'lpractice”. An example
comes from Drakakis-Smith (1996 in Richardson et2800), who argues that
developing country cities have exhibited such argrabsorptive capacity in
terms of population, that they demonstrate thensdecities are indeed sustainable
both now and in the long run; although sustainatlest here mostly be
understood as ‘coping’ (see Richardson et al., ZR)0

There is nevertheless a growing awareness thatakpadintainment
strategy cannot simply be transplanted from ong tt another. In one city
containment may be sensible because populationtigroas slowed and densities
are too low to sustain public transport (Angel 281 % yet in another city it may
be completely inappropriate or even contra-effec(see e.g. Jenks 2000; Angel
2011). Angel (2011:52) argues that ‘a clear diskomc must be made between
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urbanized and urbanizing countries’. In cities whioay grow exponentially, the
prime focus should be opreparednessas Taleb (2007:208-211 in Angel
2011:59) argues: ‘invest in preparedness, not @diption... the probabilities of
very rare events are not computable... We can havdear idea of the
consequences of an event, even if we do not knawlikely it is to occur... All
you have to do is mitigate the consequences’.

Angel (2011:5) makes a strong case for the decisiowhether to contain
cities or make room for their expansion ‘must bedobon a careful assessment of
the empirical evidence, not on ideological possiahat may turn out to be
unrealistic’. In their publication various considgons are given for how to
carefully assess the needs of a specific city aeiteb prepare for what the
temporal dimension may throw at the city. In diré@nslation to this thesis,
balancing ‘containment’ with ‘room for the futurdoes not only apply to the
meso-level, but also to the micro-level: the plidiereby particular attention goes
to the argument that densification can be besteaeli by reducing the permitted
maximum plot size in low-income settlements at pibephery. It is an argument
that ‘has to be treated with caution’ (Burgess 2000

2.4.1.3. Land-use and density indicators must bedated with caution

Urban designers routinely use population densityaaference for decisions
taken at the level of plot size (Acioly & Davidsd®96). Densities are used to
express specific qualities and development potisnbé the site; they are key
issues for technical and financial assessmenteoflistribution and consumption
of land, infrastructure and public services indesitial areas. Before densities can
be determined, a balance must first be struck kEtwarious types of uses for the
site available for the housing development projéttese types of uses include
residential use, public space (traffic, streetsjeg&rian pathways, parking areas
etc.) and semi-public spaces (schools, playgroupdlslic facilities, recreational
spaces) (Davidson & Payne 2000). Once the tradbetffleen public and private
domains has been made it is possible to startledilons on prospected densities.
The assumption is that high density assures theimmeation of investment,
including infrastructure, services and transpastati- and allows efficient
utilization of land. Assuming that there are betsefierived from a concentration
of people and activities efficient utilization ainld may guarantee high rates of
return and efficient revenue generation (DavidsoRa§/ne 2000).

Such figures on overall plot densities are howdikety to hide the widely
different population densities on each plot; thieskvidual-plot densities depend
on the type and intensity of development on the. fMoreover, low-residential
densities of many low-income settlements are decepince plots seldom
involve single-nucleus family habitations and de&asiincrease over time. The
squatting, self-help and progressive developmeatguture consists of a slow
(15-20 years) process of consolidation and deigifin that is finely tuned to
changes in household income and space requireni@utgess 2000:18). Most
developing countries find themselves in an earlgnalgraphic transition phase.
Overall, the rate of household formation in deveigpcountries is high because
of high rates of natural increase and due to iaralrban migration. Families are
large — even with falling average family sizes; thember of single-parent
households is high — particularly among the pduog; number of young people of
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childbearing age is high; and the numbers of tkdeaoé low (Burgess 2000). The
caution needed in rapidly urbanising context, carusther illustrated by a closer
look at the indicators commonly used to measureth@ency of land-use.

Common residential density indicators

Residential densities are generally expressed @aslgoon or number of dwellings
per unit of land. The most visible aspects of #teel — dwellings per unit of land
- at the plot level are plot coverage and flooraaratio. Plot coverage is the
proportion of the total plot area occupied by binigs (Davidson & Payne 1996).
This measure indicates the amount of open spatastiheft on a specific plot or
area of land (Forsyth 2003 in Gren 2006). Its vatueommonly expressed as a
percentage which represents the ground floor ofbthikling divided by the plot
size. The “footprint” of a building (Forsyth2003 in Gren 2006:17) defines the
ground floor of a building. It would however be wgpto equate high footprint
with efficient land development as the indicatdlsféo incorporate the efficiency
of verticalisation. For this reason, FAR may be arenrelevant indicator of
density. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) gives an indicatminthe height of the building
in relation to the plot size (Davidson & Payne 109 value is commonly
expressed as a decimal fraction which represeattothl floor area - on all levels
of the building, including thickness of walls - dled by the plot size. Thus,
verticalisation too is seen as a powerful form ehslfication — allowing more
people per plot (e.g. Acioly & Davidson 1996).

Limitations of plot coverage and FAR

For various reasons it is however problematic t® pi®t coverage and FAR as
indicators for the intensity of the use of the ggtlow-income households. Plot
coverage hides the intensity of use of the landtdpam the superstructure (e.g.
the non-visible). Schoonraad (2000) draws attertticitme key difference between
the African city and the European city: in the A& city there is a lack of
correlation between built form and physical appeegaactivity and use. A failure
to recognise that low-income areas are actuallyensustainable and compact
than other parts of the city, argues Schoonraa®((223), ‘derives from the
attempt to evaluate them in terms of built formrat in terms of actualisé.
Building density and house tyPein African cities have little to do with
occupational density and activity because of thermal and temporary character
of many of the structures and activities. Indedakenves Schoonraad (2000:223),
in South Africa “the initial planning of relativelgrge lots, accommodating mono-
functional single-family units, does not reflecethvay they are used nor the
densities that develop over time”. Schoonraad’'ssmiasion to a large extent
equally applies to the case study of this thesisyil become clear as the analysis
unfolds.

** Gren (2006) here refers to: Forsyth, A. (2003), Measuring Density: Working Definitions
for Residential Density and Building Intensity. Design Brief, Number 8/July. University of
Minnesota, Design Center for American Urban Landscape, Minnesota (U.S.).

*® The analysis of house types is a systematic way of studying the design of residential
buildings by considering a limited number of factors implicated (Lawrence 1994 in Gren
2006:13). This classificatory tool offers the possibility of using type as a means of
analysis and to present and compare the key features in a standardized manner (Gren
2006:13). Each type can have multiple varieties.
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Activity intensification as more meaningful, but neeasurable indicator

Likewise, FAR will fail to express the intensity ose of the land (apart from the
superstructure) by a low-income household just ashhas it will fail to express
the unsustainability of low-density urban developineelated to underutilized
plot sizes such as by middle- and higher incomeigsde.g. Schoonraad 2000).
The concept of ‘activity intensification’, as inthaced by Williams et df
(1996:84 in Zillmann 2000:203) may be more meanihgs it refers to a broader
set of utilization, here defined as: ‘increased abexisting buildings or sites;
changes of use which lead to an increase in agtiartd increases in the numbers
of people living in, working in, or travelling thugh an area’. A drawback of the
concept is that it has no measurement to indi¢siteaiue, and cannot be used as a
quick reference in planning (Zillman 2000). In thend, the experts on
optimalisation of the plot-use are the users thérase— the residents. Even
though to them, the bottom-line of all housing ddegtions, is not so much
efficiency, but affordability.

2.5. Tools and indicators for analysing a consoliden process

Based on the literature review thus far, what feids a discussion of tools and
indicators that are relevant to the discussiorhefdonsolidation process of core-
housing projects. There is no pretention that theerationalisation into
(measurable) indicators for the sake of case samhlysis is complete. To the
contrary, it is more like a work in progress thatimherent to the exploratory
nature of this thesis. All are operational terme. (pragmatic simplifications).

2.5.1. Temporal dimension

Trends: The term ‘trend’ is introduced to indicate a poksitirection in which
the consolidation process of the core-housingstheid plots are developing — in
other words: as an expression of the impact otehgoral dimension. The term
‘trend’ intends to stress the fact that any patteshserved can by no means be
generalised into a general tendency. This is inapbiin the case of small samples
which have not been randomly selected as they cteftaore qualitative
considerations. Trends identified may be an intargsentry for further detailed
studies.

2.5.2. '‘Ways of seeing’ the built environment

When it comes to the superstructures on the pldttheir relation to the initially

provided core several concepts may aid the ‘waseeing’ the built environment
based on the common denominators found in the alisecof Turner (e.g. 1972,
1976) and of Habraken (e.g. 1998) (see Chapter ZI# principles that aid

‘seeing’ are: “users” (e.g. the dwellers or resideof the superstructures),
“building control”, “autonomy” (e.g. the issue dWwho decides”), and seeing’ the
“act of building” in the light of the “temporal diemsion”, as well as the principle
of “zeggenschap”.

Zeggenschap:Particularly relevant to the exploration of the gudtal of open
building approaches is the principle zZdggenschapdistributed decision making

*® Zillmann here refers to: Williams, K., Burton, E. & M. Jenks (1996) ‘Achieving the
compact city through intensification’. In: Jenks, M., Burton, E. & K. Williams (eds.) (1996)
The Compact City? A Sustainable Urban Form? E&FN Spon, London (U.K.).

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 31



in building control. Hereby an attempt is made disSect” various levels of the
built environment — including the residential binigl - into primary, secondary
and tertiary systems, and to identify thgentsthat have building control over
these levels and the roles that they play.

2.5.3. Affordability of extending

Relative measures of income levelsAs Napier (2002:129) finds in his case
study average incomes are not all that useful wdiearly still households are
living in situations of poverty. Napier (2002) aeguthatrelative measures to

other settlements at the time may be more relevant.

Predictability and stability of pooled income: To give an indication of the
affordability levels at the household level in tthesis it is opted to work with a
rough indicator of the pooled income per main hboke based on its
predictability per month. Such income may come frimmmal, informal jobs (if
any). The predictability and stability of moneyyils coming in is considered to be
of direct relevance to the possibilities of a hdwode to plan for extensions and to
proceed in making their plans happen. Thus in #ee study analysis, various
sources of income encountered in the fieldworkcategorised in either regular or
irregular income.

2.5.3. (Measurable) indicators of land-use efficiay and optimalisation

As argued, at the plot level, a useful differembiatis that between land-efficiency
- which is determined from the point of view of tpplanner — and land-use
optimisation, which is a better reflection of theewvalue of the plot’s size for the
household itself. It has also been argued howedvat ‘activity intensification’
(after Williams et al. 1996 in Zillman 2000) is fiiult to measure. Nevertheless,
at the plot level, through case studies a specttimeaningful indicators can be
used to assess the land-use. Napier (2002) has fbeed to offer the most
extensive application of (measurable) indicatorsthe assessment of the living
conditions of residents in core-housing. As partthed objective to build upon
existing expertise, those indicators offered inchssertation that are also relevant
for this thesis are taken as a starting point ler fieldwork — and here discussed.
Importantly, there is a bias towards physical iathes still. The fieldwork of this
thesis will add several indicators that are moralitative in nature (but therefore
also inherently more difficult to measure).

Physical construction on the plot

The types of extensions added to an initial covega broad brushed idea of what
residents have done with the house and on the qlet time. The level of
consolidation is firstly analysed by Napier (20@2)d classified in a pragmatic
way based on the possibilities and limitations erfiad photography, which is the
main source of quantitative data in his dissematas well as on the basis of his
own expertise as an architect. The method allowed fclassification according
to the addition of ‘usable space’, material usee $if the extension and whether
the extension had been built directly onto the koos was separate from the
house. Importantly, the level of extension achieigeldere put in a hierarchy that
fits the case study (Khayelitsha) — yet the prilecibehind it may be applied
anywhere.

Material use: As an architect, Napier (2002) makes a useful caisation of the
quality of the materials used for adding spaceughoextensions to the initially
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provided core house. Thereto Napier (2002:89) mé#ie$ollowing classification
of extension typesno extension, informal extension, formal extensindmixed
extension.Napier's categories ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ herefee to material
gualities. Within the discourse of urban developm@md anthropology) these
labels carry a connotation of separate economimiewithin a city — yet such a
connotation would here be misleading. ‘Formal esi@ms’ in Napier's analysis
do not necessarily imply ‘formal sector’ provision contractor-built extensions,
neither do ‘informal extensions’ necessarily rul@t ohiring local formal
constructors.

In the context of this thesis it is opted to refer‘impermanent’ and
‘conventional’ material, in an attempt to use tlaene categorisation of material
guality as Napier does whilst also avoiding corigsconnotations. Admittedly,
these labels are not entirely precise either agpémmanent’ extensions may
actually last for many years. At the same time,irdurthe 2011 fieldwork,
respondents expressed the strong aspiration fomgmeent material’ for their
extensions, referring to the opposite of their haxtensions which thereby are
implied to be considered as ‘impermanent’. Thersfas operational terms within
the context of this thesis, the labels seem legiinleading to the following
categorisation and coding: (I) impermanent, (C)wvemtional and (M) mixed
material use. Apart from the labelling, the catéggiron follows Napier (2002),
and within the specific context of Khayelitsha tHsads to the following
indicators for material use (see table 1).

| = Impermanent Extension using materials such as,earthugated iron, plywood etc

Not necessarily sourced from informal contractors.

C = Conventional Extension using permanent materiah siscbrick or block.

Not necessarily sourced from formal contractors.

M = Mixed A combination of impermanent and conventiomaterial used for the
extension.

Table 1 Operational terms and coding of material use.

The particular classification Napier makes in mateuse for extensions is
relevant from the perspective dfow households “do consolidation”. Napier
(2002) uses the quality of the material as a basianalyse: the sourcing of
building materials, building skills within the hal®ld, costs of the extensions,
dates of the extensions, support for constructfaxtensions, the condition of the
extensions and the way in which residents themsgbezgceive the adequacy of
their current house (see Napier 2002:18, 157-192).

Contiguity of extensions: Contiguity in the context of this thesis refers to
whether extensions are built next to the initigligvided core house, or separately
from it (Napier 2002). Indicators are: detacheatbaiched to the initially provided
core house. The contiguity of extensions may batedl to the location of the
bedrooms of the main household to indicate thaicgieed hierarchy.

Positioning: The positioning of extensions is related to theedtside and back of
the plot. The positioning may be related to visipifrom the street side and a
perceived function of the back of the plot.
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Level of extension achievedCombining material use, size in comparison to
initially provided core house, contiguity and pasiing of extensions, Napier
(2002) made a hierarchy of the level of extensicmeved on a plot on a certain
moment in time, in order to allow for comparisort naly between plots but also
over time. The level of extension per plot includadthe 2011 sample can be
indicated with two snapshots into time: 11 yeats iconsolidation and 26 years
into consolidation on the plots. To that end, evplgt included in the 2011
sample, was first identified on the 1996 maps otiftg the outcomes of the aerial
photography of Napier (2002) (see Map Al). Nexg thrrent level of extension
was established. For the sake of comparison, ttegyeasation for 2011 follows
the same numbers for the types that Napier (2082:84ed to analyse the 1996
aerial photograpHy - while adding three “higher level” extensionsvée6 - 8)
that had not yet been observed in Khayelitsha Essyago. The implication of
building upon Napier's’ categorisation is neverdss that the use of the space
(e.g. rental, commercial etc.) is not indicatedtby ‘level of extension’ as this
was impossible to distinguish from aerial photogsapn Napier's” method of
fieldwork and according categorisation. In othera#o it is merely the physical
appearance of all the superstructures on the h&wm®e limitations of aerial
photography were solved through the different metinged in the 2011 fieldwork,
whereby it was very easy to identify a secondaoyest from the street side — a
level of extension rarely observed in 1996. Theilltex) categorisation allows for
an indication of the success in the level of extanachieved on each plot (see
Table 2, see also Annex 6).

Type Description of consolidation level on the plot Contiguity, material and size
0 UNIMPROVED CORE HOUSE N/a

With no other structure of any kind on the plot.
1 DETACHED STRUCTURE OF (predominantly) IMPERMANENT MATERIAL Detached, Impermanent

Detached from house, built of impermanent material®. May be a bedroom (Locally known as ‘backyard shack’ or sometimes Any size

‘bungalow’) or another use (e.g. storage, garage, commercial).
2 SMALL, ATTACHED IMPERMANENT EXTENSION Attached, Impermanent

In the form of a lean-to. Smaller than or equal size to original
3 LARGE, ATTACHED IMPERMANENT EXTENSION Attached, Impermanent

In the form of a lean-to. Larger than original
4 SMALL, ATTACHED CONVENTIONAL EXTENSION Attached, Conventional

Smaller than or equal size to original
5 LARGE, ATTACHED CONVENTIONAL EXTENSION Attached, Conventional
Larger than original

6 REMODELLED HOUSE Remodelled

Where the original starter house has been substantially remodelled so that the original is no longer distinguishable, or Any size

demolished.
7 DETACHED STRUCTURE OF (predominantly) CONVENTIONAL MATERIAL Detached, Conventional

Locally known as ‘flat’. Must include at least one habitable space. Smaller than original
8 SECOND STOREY OF CONVENTIONAL MATERIAL Attached second storey, Conventional

A second storey on top of original core or one of its conventional extensions. Any size

Locally known as an ‘upstairs’.

2 Any types for Inanda Newtown exclusively have been left out as some obviously only apply to a different housing implementation with sites and services only.
e Very small shack structures of less than 1.5 m2 were disregarded in 1996. The criteria of a bedroom is for 2011.

Table 2 Operational terms and coding of level of extension.

The year of occupation of the core house is takea @oint of reference. This
allows comparison between the extension activitiésvarious households.
Obviously, upon occupation by the first househadlel level of extension was ‘0’
an unimproved core house. The categorisation agégs a pragmatic approach.
For 2011 no types were added if non-applicablalitr area. As a rule of thumb,
where several categories may apply (e.g. an upstairalso of conventional

4 Any types for Inanda Newtown exclusively have been left out as some obviously only
apply to a different housing implementation with sites and services only.
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material and attached to the core), the extendima was most costly - an
indication given by residents themselves - was ehds represent the level of
physical development on the plot.

Housing stress in terms of space and privacy

Overall density in settlement:Here not a single indicator but as many indicators
as possibly available across secondary sourcest®areused, stemming from the
understanding that land-use efficiency is a higldptested issue and depends on
the perceiver (see Chapter 2.4.2).

Number of people on the plot:The unit of analysis here explicitly is not merely
the core house but the plot, as it may includegrexrsvho do not belong to the
main household / live in the core house. Includedoaly those persons who have
a bedroom on the plot and spend at least halfedf time per year here.

Household composition: Mainly number of persons, age and gender are
considered as well as main households and anyiadlithouseholds on the plot.
These may be indicators of perceived housing siretesms of privacy as well as
relating to perceived ‘decency’ of the house thtoitg dwellers’ eyes.

Habitable space:Habitable space usually refers to the floor area idwelling
excludingservice/utility spaces (kitchen, toilet, bathromstgrage, hallways) (see
e.g. Acioly & Davidson 1996:23). Common within howg type analysis is the
use of two types of use: habitable and non-halataébitable space is the floor
area in a dwelling excluding service and utilityasps such as the kitchen, toilet,
bathroom, storage, hallways (Acioly & Davidson 12%j.

For the sake of his analysis of core-housing, Naff€02:166) uses a
much broader definition, relating habitable spazeany room of the house in
which people are likely to sleep, with the criteoiaat least having a roof. This
understanding thus does not confine itself to havéedrooms, but also includes
living rooms, kitchens and spaces used for comrakepirposes during the day.
Napier’s choice for a broader interpretation issely related to the fact that low-
income houses may be crowded and residents thustbawe creative with their
use of space for sleeping. Non-habitable spaceei® ldefined by Napier
(2002:166) as rooms or spaces in which people ese likely to sleep (e.g.
bathrooms, toilets, passages, staircases, stargs &or the sake of comparison
with Napier’'s’ findings thecurrent main household is taken as a point of
reference. Thus, any secondary households areclatied nor are the rooms that
they occupy.

Housing stress in terms of space, over timas a rough indication the number of
people per habitable space is taken, resultingritia. This ratio may allow for
comparison over time due to the availability offeignt quantitative data of the
situation some 15 years ago which can be genedatise to the methodology
applied by Napier (2002).

Positioning and contiguity of bedrooms of the mairhousehold:in relation to
the core house: this may be an indicator of thecgyeed hierarchy of the
structures by the household itself and issuesichgy.
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2.6. Summary

Core houses — or starter houses - typically atetstres which are built with the
intention that they subsequently be extended anmawed by residents or their
direct agents. The idea is that residents - throthgiir own investments after
occupation of the core and its plot — work towatids production of adequate
housing. Moreover, rather than defining descriptdrhe core-housing approach,
it is better to speak of variables as many vamsetre the process and product
characteristics have emerged over time.

The core-housing concept emerged out of a sehidbgophical debates
around self-help in the 1950s and 1960s and wasdbais a direct translation of
observations of unassisted incremental construatiemformal housing processes
into a set of formal housing alternatives intermgniagencies could then
implement. It is Turner's work in particular thaersuaded academics, donor
agencies, government officials and professionalsee the informal ‘people’s
process’ as a solution rather than as a major upbalolem. The acceptance was
further stimulated by the dominant paradigms attiime, taken up by powerful
agencies such as the World Bank. In retrospect,odstration projects had
several flaws resulting from the way they were iempénted, as well as the
discourse through which it was understood and pasese challenges to
contemporary interpretations.

Interesting is the conclusion that the concept aedousing has been
buried in historynot necessarily because it was completely flawed, baabse it
was followed up by new trends and paradigms. Thigkibout low-cost housing
shifted towards more comprehensive approaches deyane physical focuses —
or even ‘housing without houses’. This also implteat the idea of building
control by residents as advocated by Turner mayhaoe lost its relevance, and
may still be an important way to best ensure thairtdwellings will fit their
housing needs. If anything, what was learnt “lastet around” is just how
interwoven core-housing implementation is with tiy-wide land- and housing
system. This leads to the conclusion that everetfextiveness of a single house
can not be understood in isolation.

The chapter has proceeded by discussing the opkliniguapproach. It is
Habraken who, based on experimentation in the 198@soduces the open
building approach, disentangling the sub-systemsbuwilt environments. In
contemporary practice the revival of several modéwoncepts has led to a surge
in the use of open building systems and an instniaheise of pre-fabrication.
The aim is to enhance the flexibility of buildings a quest for comprehensive
design concepts which are capable to adapt to )(esl&anging requirements.
Perceived pragmatic advantages and ideological vatains of contemporary
applications of open building systems are interwowgth the European, North
American and Japanese contexts from which theyinatigd. The three primary
advantages perceived are: 1) economics of scalmanufacturing of multiple
similar units; 2) speed of installation relativesite-intensive construction; and 3)
improved quality and accuracy in manufacture. Thiglogical motivations
identified are: 1) flexibility and adaptability ¢dfhe open building system; 2) the
drive to experiment and perceived aesthetics ofamost construction; and 3) the
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possibility to combine the implementation of an mpeuilding system with
climate mitigation.

Several common denominators have been identifiederdiscourse of the
“people’s housing process” and of “open buildingpE@ches” - respectively in
Turner (1979 see also Harris 2003) and Habrake®81&e also Osman &
Kodnigk 2009). The ‘particular way of seeing’ is dad by the principles of:
‘users’, ‘building control’, ‘autonomy’ and in sexj ‘the act of building’ in the
light of the ‘temporal dimension’. Particularly th@inciple of zeggenschap-
distributed decision-making in building control —radis the attention.
Zeggenschapdds to the understanding of implementation oshmauby showing
that different agents can play various roles inowe levels of the house design.

Moving then to the targeted beneficiaries, incret@ehousing by low-
income households themselves is taken up. The muirtant hypotheses and
interrelationships presented in literature on tbasolidation process by a low-
income household have been discussed in this ahaptevisualized (see Model
Al). If anything, low-income households are facedhwexternal, structural
factors which more often than not cut off theirioptto move houses. In that
light, consolidation can be seen as “moving whtending still” as households
attempt to achieve more adequate housing to fit theeds and demands and if
possible bring their aspirations closer to themsgIWFor many, the housing stress
IS a ‘coping’ situation in terms of for instanceasp and privacy, whereby the
threshold of tolerance may differ widely in betweeividual households.
Particularly in urban contexts with extreme houshgrtage and lack of access to
land, finely tuned demand-based models of houstjgsament may mean little,
as households may anticipate future needs ance'se&zmoment’ if opportunities
appear. In fact, it is only at the individual holskel level that housing demand
can really be understood — and only best by theispéousehold itself.

From here, the attention shifts to the embeddinghefinitially provided
core and plot in the socio-spatial urban systeromFan equity perspective, the
literature review has given several pragmatic amuin why sustainable
development requires active attempts to achieveistemce of middle- and low-
income households, not only city-wide but explhcidlso at the settlement-level.
As for land-use efficiency two paradigms have b@eesented: the case for
compaction — which is currently the prevailing mhgan calling for densification
and verticalisation — and the alternative paradmfmmioom for the future. The
paradigms point in two quite opposite directionsl dherefore inevitably also
render the plot a contested space. Several difiesulvith the use of indicators to
measure efficiency of land use at the micro lewelapplied in the dominant
discourse are discussed. At the plot level, a betfiection of the use-value of the
plot’s size for the household is found in the tefland-use optimalisation’.
Stemming from the objective to build upon existexpertise (see Chapter 1), the
most extensive study of the consolidation procelssa aore-housing project
(Napier 2002) is taken as a starting point for (soeable) indicators that aid the
analysis. Whereas these have still a bias towahisiqgal construction, the
fieldwork of this thesis has the potential to révadditional qualitative indicators
which together will allow for convergence of data.
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Chapter 3 Effective core-housing: conceptual frameark

‘Effective housing’ (after Gans 1972) in this resdarefers to housing that is
legitimate, sustainable and adequate. Thus unaefséffectiveness is closely tied
with both the user-value of the house and exteawbrs that together determine
how the potential intended by the architect/providenterpreted in reality.

The choice to focus on these three concepts asntmpietation of
‘effective’ is informed by the literature review ah preceded as well as the
objectives of the research. Among the main lessongtrospect, of earlier core-
housing implementation in the 1970s is that thengtle future relevance if there
is not careful consideration of users’ own need®fgoences and (effective)
demand (UN-Habitat 2005). Legitimacy is at the hesdrthat quest. Another
lesson is that the embedding in a specific socaigpurban system must be
central to the considerations made during impleatent. In order to move away
from a déja vu herein, it seems logical to link esbousing to contemporary
debates on urban development which centre on gakidity, in particular
efficient land-use and concerns for coexistencereldeer, since adequate housing
is a universal human right, ‘adequacy’ cannot e det of the discussion —
particularly since core-housing involves considéraipade-offs inherent to the
principle of progressive realisation of more fubusing. The question then is:
what are the right trade-offs?

This chapter shows how the three concepts, legiémsustainable and
adequate, have been defined in such a way thatdheybe used as a tool to
discuss trade-offs, stemming from the understantimag the ultimate effective
core house does not exist but rather the processpdémentation should attempt
to direct towards more effective development overet Instead of expanding
towards a discourse that leads away from indicatbesattempt here is to give the
much needed simplificatioffs— without rendering the concepts meaningless. The
simplification is this: sustainable here is confirte land-related issues; adequacy
is confined to the perspective of the professioaat] legitimacy is confined to the
perception of the user. It is believed that suckimaplification is in fact much
more useful, as the three concepts now serve asrleakble criterion for actual
implementation projects, allowing for an assessmoéttte balance found between
the three pillars of effective implementation.

3.1. Working definitions

Each of the working definitions follows the ratibmeof Weaver & Rotmans
(2006), namely a quest for a definition that coesintself to the project context it
applies to — in this case core-housing in rapidhanising contexts, thus allowing
a move away from the ‘ideal’ towards a pragmatimification. How this is
done is explained first for the concept ‘sustairabl

*® See for instance the difference between the working definition of ‘adequacy’ discussed
here, and the hierarchy of housing needs proposed by Oktay et al. (2010) which includes
both structural soundness, resilience and cultural user-needs (amongst others) — making
it difficult to disentangle problematic issues in the overall picture such an indicator would
give.

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 38



3.1.1. Sustainable

It is exactly the ‘ideal’ aspect of sustainabilibat makes trade-offs in sustainable
development inevitable (Weaver & Rotmans 2006:8%st&nability assessment is
rendered meaningless and its purpose in suppostistpinable development is
fatally undermined unless there is a clear debnitf sustainability principles and
value$®. According to Weaver & Rotmans (2006) is impossiiol come up with a
definition that is fully accepted by all stakehalslen every context. Therefore,
they argue, instead of developing a ‘generic’ dedin, it is better to seek a
context-specifidnterpretationof sustainability that is acceptable to a widegen
of stakeholders within a particular application égmm The researchers prefer to
refer to ‘sustainability interpretation’ rather thdo ‘sustainability definition’,
since they ‘acknowledge that any interpretationsastainability will change
between contexts and, also, over time, as new ledyd emerges’. Weaver &
Rotmans (2006) consider this to be ‘an inevitalsigeat of the contingency of the
sustainability concept, which arises from its systecharacter’.

Weaver & Rotmans (2006) go on to discuss what shbelincluded in the
context-specific interpretation of sustainabilityarder to make it an operational
basis for decision-making. They identify generialidnges in making the concept
operational. First of all it involves a multidimemsal concept (e.g. socio-cultural,
ecological and economical). Arising from this, #és the need to establish both
the set of sustainability criteria (and relatedgatbrs and thresholds) to be able to
decide how trade-offs are to be handled among ictinfj sustainability values
(Weaver & Rotmans 2006:7). Secondly, sustainableldpment is an integrating
concept that cuts across time, space and domaincehan operational
interpretation requires the use of concepts that tane, space and domain-
exceeding (Weaver & Rotmans 2006:7).

Trade-offs, argue Weaver & Rotmans (2006:18) mesgbided to seek
synergies. The first trade-off is that between whemland longer-term impacts; the
principle of inter-generational equity that is paftmost definitions of sustainable
development. In practice, according to Weaver &naots (2006: 8) this means
that any assessment of sustainability needs toitd&eaccount dime horizonof
at least two generations, i.e. 25-50 years. Thergktrade-off is that implied by
the distribution of impacts ovespace and affected partieShirdly, sustainable
development operates at different scale levelschvimhplies trade-offs between
multiple scale-levels (from global to local). Piaatly, this implies that an
operational interpretation of sustainable develapmmust involve at least two
different scale levels, for instance the macro- mncto-level (Weaver & Rotmans
2006). Increasingly, stakeholder consultation aadigipation are used to reveal
non-market values and provide insight into the ptadality of trade-offs (Weaver
& Rotmans 2006:9).

Ideally, for a variety of reasons, all income grsigave options and choice
to satisfy their housing needs and aspirations iwithe settlementVariety,
choice and optionswere already emphasized in the Global StrategyStoslter

* For an analysis of the way ‘sustainable development’ has come to be understood in
dominant paradigms since it's introduction, as well as an analysis of it's sensitivities, see
Annex 11.
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(1988) as ‘more important than having pre-deterchita@gets in terms of housing
production’. The GSS (paragraph 22) states: ‘Tha gbnational housing policy
should be to widen th&nge of housing choicesvailable to all households so that
they can adjust their shelter situation to theirnomeedsand preferences
Offering variety ‘within the settlement’ refers tbe coexistence of low- and
middle-income households at the neighbourhood l&eiing the highest income
groups together with the lowest in reality is dtlikely, as their lifestyles and
consumer power differ too much. The mixing of lovaed middle-income groups
in the same neighbourhood is usually more viabtehas the potential to result in
more socially and economically vibrant settlemearts able to develop (see e.g.
Dewar 1991, 2000).

Working definition for ‘sustainable’

This research bundles the ecological and equitgems related to ‘sustainability’
as a developmentrocesstowards an ideal. It is a deliberate choice toehav
straightforward focus for the operational defintiof sustainability within its
relevance for the context of core-housing impleragom. Therefore, the plot is
taken as a unit of analysis, focusing on its emiygdd the land- and housing
system. Along the essential components that We&veotmans (2006) list for
operational interpretations of sustainability, fodowing working definition has
been developed:

‘Sustainable’ refers to a process of qualitative improvement that responds to the

challenges that face the urban land- and housing system and its residents in the

long term (25-50 years, e.g. at least two generations) through promoting optimal

use of land (plot size) and through implementing housing that is accessible for

low- and middle-income households within the settlement, and tailored

(typology/adaptability of superstructure, plot potential) to their needs and

demand.
The working definition intends to give directionrfguiding more sustainable
core-housing implementation. The various componargsunderstood from their
embedding in the city system, which is here narcbwlewn to two essential
systems at the meso-level: the land system (sedayme 2002) and the housing
system (see e.g. Payne & Majale 2004).

3.1.2. Adequate

In 1988, the Global Strategy for Shelter (GSS) fallynadopted by the United
Nations General Assembly affirmed thaght to adequate shelter and
governments’ obligation to meet it progressivelyN(W988, paragraph 13). But,
exactly what is ‘adequate housing'? ‘Adequate hefefers to much more than
merely protection from the elements but has comebéounderstood as a
multifaceted concept. The Habitat Agenda (UNCHSrageaph 60) defines
adequate shelter at some length as follows:

Adequate shelter means more than a roof over one’s head. It also means
adequate privacy; adequate space; physical accessibility; adequate security;
security of tenure; structural stability and durability; adequate lighting, heating
and ventilation; adequate basic infrastructure, such as water supply, sanitation
and waste-management facilities; suitable environmental quality and health-
related factors; and adequate and accessible location with regard to work and
basic facilities; all of which should be available at an affordable cost.
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Although adopted widely, the right to housing aslenstood in contemporary
literature, does not imply housing ffsee, nor assumes that immediate full house
provision is always possible; rather the right tm$ing implies the establishment
of an appropriate environment (see e.g. UN-Habitat 2005). In thelityeaf
housing implementation it is most likely that traafés in needs and preferences
of residents must be made due to limited fundingootunities. This leads to the
necessity of setting priorities in implementati®uch a quest is closely connected
to theineffective demand of the low-income households d&edusually limited
funding opportunities from the side of the “implemex” of the housing. In this
light, the Habitat definition for adequate housiolgarly stipulates the ideal
situation — a ‘wish-list’.

But then again: what is an appropriate environmfentcore-housing?
Inherent to the provision of a housing concept whie based on the idea of
progressive realisation of adequate housing — @ghwith the core-housing
concept - the provider and architect (if any isoived) are faced with the
guestion: what components of the house would adimid need at the very
beginning? Also: what housing is attained in the,eafter consolidation? The
concept of incremental housing forces the provatet/or architect to think of a
hierarchy of adequacy to analyse what to leave outthe core. Such
considerations may be closely tied to regulatorgmieworks for housing
construction in the form of “minimal standards”.

As Weaver & Rotmans (2006) already understood fastasnability,
another way to reach consensus and operationahsati and often an easier way
— is through identifyinguinsustainableonditions and could also be applied to the
concept of ‘adequacy’. The component of *housing guality’ within the ‘living
conditions diamond’ (Gulyani & Bassett 2010) seehdpful for a working
definition of ‘adequate housingput ‘while the most iconic image of a ‘slum’ is’,
of course, ‘a poorly constructed or dilapidatedging unit — using unit quality as
a chief indicator (...) is quite problematic sinceubimg standards and materials
vary greatly across climates and geographies’ (&uly® Bassett 2010:2204).
Nevertheless, Gulyani & Bassett (2010:2205) adbatt two characteristics can
still be used to depict and differentiate unit éyall) building material/structural
status and integrity and 2) occupancy level andravoevding. The first
characteristic of the unit quality in particuldryilding materials and structural
status and integrityhas been heavily relied upon by governments o$tapes to
determine whether a building should be considendostandard’ (Gulyani &
Bassett 2010:2205). With regard to the second cterstic, the difficulty arises
because ‘there is no hard and fast rule for deténgiat what point overcrowding
at the unit level arises and becomes dangerougatihh (Churchman 1999 in
Gulyani & Bassett 2010:2205). Yet, Gulyani & Basg@010) argue that this
problem is not entirely paralyzing when considesiscconditionselative to other
settlements. Indicators may be: rooms per houseraddoersons per room.

Two additional aspects not mentioned by Gulyani &s&ett, yet
fundamental to contemporary analyses of low-incdroesing, are resilience and
level of servicing. Again many trade-offs are inxed due to the inherent idea of
progressive realisation of adequate housing incse of implementing a core-
housing concept as well as stemming from tight letsigpf project leaders.
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Resilience is more a discourse than it is a wokkalancept so that contextual
interpretation is needed, certainly when it conegrioritising (see also Annex
11). Servicing is more concrete and has been itehias a key characteristic of
adequate housing over time (see e.g. Tissingtof)2@lthough again, the level of
servicing that is most likely to lead in the diieat of effective core-housing
implementation is highly dependent on the embeddirthe project as well as on
the targeted beneficiaries.

Working definition for ‘adequate’
Based on these considerations the following workuohefinition has been
developed for the context of the exploration irs tiiesis.

‘Adequate’ refers to the perception and considerations of the professional (e.g.
architect, provider, building supervisor) on the quality of the house and its
minimum performance requirements in terms of 1) structural status and integrity,
2) occupancy level, 3) level of servicing and 4) resilience. Adequacy is moreover
understood as an inherently political issue in direct relation to the human right to
adequate housing and minimum standard requirements by regulation which the
professional must take into consideration.

Adequacy is understood as an inherently politisalie. In the working definition

these political aspects are nevertheless relatethdéodirect considerations a
professional designer makes with an eye to theeusal human right to adequate
shelter and to quality of life (UN-Habitat 1996p-right which is possibly also

enshrined in a country’s constitut®3r and minimum building standards to which
the professional must adhere through national atiguis. Political aspects to
housing related to its perceived ‘decency’ are ihered under its legitimacy.

Everything else deemed political about housingassa@ered as impossible to
generalise as political issues are wired througlsgecific urban context to which
the housing is proposed.

3.1.3. Legitimate

Provision of housing should be such that it fitsvith the processes and strategies
of how ‘housing is done’ by people locally. Thusderstood, ‘legitimacy’ refers
to the exact opposite of introducing an alien ceticeof ‘doing housing’
altogether. Instead, it enables the way houselidlmsonsolidation”.

Legitimacy may clash with adequacy as consideretth&yrofessional and
it cannot be assumed that adequate housing iss&dgsalso legitimate housing.
The architects Idham et al. (2010) for instanceehased Maslow’s hierarchy to
various related housing needs of low-income housgehd hinking of adequacy
hierarchically however assumes a logical sequehagreasing fulfilment, along
with Maslow who clearly has a hierarchy in mindwlgich the following step is

* The obligation of states to take reasonable legislative and other measures, within its
available resources, to progressively achieve the full realisation of the right of access to
adequate housing is part of the International UN Covenant on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights (see: http://www?2.ohchr.org/english/law/cescr.htpAccessed October 17,
2011].

>t Geoffrey Payne, Lecture at the Institute for Housing and Development Studies for the
course ‘Urban Land, Access by the Poor’, Rotterdam, May 11, 2010.
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not reached unless the lower level need is firdillad. Thinking of adequacy as
hierarchical is problematic, as it does not incoap® the option of having fulfilled
“higher needs” while simultaneously being deprivefl “more fundamental”

needs, or a unique mixture of these housing aspétis a certain locality and

even in between low-income households in the saenghbourhood. Moreover,
various priorities that have been found to be ieheto low-income households,
such as location relative to (informal) job oppaities (e.g. Turner 1976; Angel
2011), have not been recognized in this hierarchy.

The general public has a certain perspective ont Wdecent housing”
looks like. This is an important aspect of percdilegitimacy and may have great
influence on the agenda of the implementer of ¢mresing. Not only do
perceptions of appropriate building standard in @tece vary, an additional
problem is that *housing quality is a moving tatd&ilbert 2007:706 in Bulyani
& Bassett 2010:2205) since ‘as general housingdsia@ls rise, areas that fail to
reach the new standards will be newly categorizegdlams’. “Decent housing”
thus too, can be understood relative to adjacetiesents.

When it comes to progressive realisation of adexjuadusing, the
participation of residents themselves is key indifig the right trade-offs in
housing priorities of the targeted population. Tieed for a participatory process
is also highlighted in the Habitat Agenda (parabr&9) where it stresses the
importance ofparticipation of the people concernea determiningneedsand
preferences'Adequacy should be determined together withgbeple concerned,
bearing in mind the prospect for gradual develogmen

Controversially, housing that complies with stamidaof performance as
seen by providers and architects is usually fastpensive relative to household
incomes or investor resources (Hoek-Smit 2009), tisat the low-income
households themselves may not in the long run be @b afford ‘adequate
housing’ implementation. In that light, legitimaoy a proposed housing solution
is probably best reflected in the households’ gbiand willingness to pay
(effective demand). The ability to pay dependsipaldrly upon the economic
conditions of the potential users of a house; Ug@xipressed as a percentage of a
household income. Willingness to pay representsgnezd utility and benefit of a
service. Factors that are likely to affect williegs to pay may include: the
households income; the potential of additional meoor savings owing to the
improved house or service; the level and valueimk tsaved; the perceived
convenience, reliability and quality of the improvieouse or service compared to
the old house or service (UN-Habitat 2005:26). Wihess to pay has found to
produce a much more accurate estimate in cost-eegaalculations as it is a
better representation of effective demand (UN-Hdl2005, Daphins & Faulhaber
2004).

Working definition for ‘legitimate’
For the context and scope of this research theviilg working definition is
used:

‘Legitimate’ refers to an actual demand for a housing solution by the specific
households to whom it is proposed - the “users”; the implementation of a core
that enables incremental consolidation strategies of the household.
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Meaningful participation is a prerequisite for find the right trade-offs in the
implementation of both legitimate and affordablei$iag.

3.2. Visualisation and summary

A broad brushed summary of the conceptual frameughere visualised (Model
2), and forms the backbone of the exploration is thesis.

EFFECTIVE core housing implementation
Conceptual framework
SUSTAINABLE ADEQUATE LEGITIMATE
ADIRECTION « PROFESSIONALS’ - ENABLES the incremental way
to guide the socio-spatial urban CONSIDERATION low-income households
development over time towards on the quality of the themselves “do consolidation®
an ideal: efficient land-use & superstructure:
coexistence. - OPPOSITE OF
1) structural status and integrity INTRODUCING AN ALIEN
EMBEDDING plot and house WAY of ,doing housing“ in the
are understood from their 2) occupancy level urban context
embedding in a specific land-
and housing system 3) level of servicing « 'DECENCY’ IS AMOVING
TARGET as the public eye
PLOT size and potential allow 4) resillience perceives the provided house
for land-use optimalisation relatively to surrounding
INEVITABLE TRADE-OFFS housing at a certain moment in
SUPERSTRUCTURE inherent to idea of time
allows for adaptability progressive realisation of full
throughout the lifecycle of a housing « IS REFLECTED IN
household and tight budgets of project EFFECTIVE DEMAND:
leaders households’ ability and
« VARIETY willingness to pay
both low- and middle incomes « INERENTLY POLITICAL
have incentives to stay as plot universal/constitutional right «  RIGHT TRADE-OFFS IN
and superstructure are tailored to adequate housing PRIORITIES can only be found
to their needs, aspirations and and minimum standard through meaningful
affordability criteria requirements to which the participation of targeted
professional must adhere beneficiaries in decision-making
TEMPORAL DIMENSION

Model 2 Conceptual Framework for effective core-housing implementation.
Visualisation by author.

This chapter integrated the literature review iatconceptual framework that can
be used as a tool to discuss ‘effective core-h@usifhree elements form the
meaning of ‘effective’ are used: sustainable, adéguand legitimate. Using
Weaver & Rotmans (2006) for each of these termgorking definition is drafted
that allows for a consideration of trade-offs bedwehe elements. The temporal
dimension is wired through the conceptual framewoask it is inherently
interwoven with the concept of core-housing and ssghient consolidation
processes. The resulting conceptual framework seage a backbone for the
exploration and analysis throughout the thesis. Thapter that now follows,
functions as a hinge between the theoretical fraonevand the analysis part of
this thesis, as it gives an operationalisationhef tonceptual framework and an
overview of the methodology chosen.
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Chapter 4 Introduction to the Case Study

The case study of this thesis follows 26 yearsoofsolidation of the core houses
and plots since their occupation. The chapter isupein chronological order,
starting with the project implementation and usit896 as snapshot along the
route to date. As no housing is implemented intovaguum, the chapter
commences with a brief outline of the projects’ ewahding in the geo-political
context at the time of implementation and occupati®ubsequently, the
guantitative outcomes of the fieldwork of Napierlia96 are reviewed, followed
by a description of contemporary Khayelitsha andtky to set the scene for the
fieldwork, conducted in 2011. Reference is ofterdento Annex 3 — which offers
a factsheet on the project upon implementation aocupation, and displays
detailed tables, figures, calculations and pictuFes a more lively and in-depth
insight it is advisable to keep this annex closkaatd.

4.1 The implementation and occupation of the coredusing

The establishment of the township of Khayelitshéhesa for 'new home' - was
announced in 1983. A 3,200 hectares site was Vet prepare the way for the
project that was intended to exist of ‘towns’ anithim them ‘villages’ (resulting

in neighbourhood names such as T1V2) for the prisdeeventual 250,000 to
300,000 people. Of particular relevance to the @gpion in this thesis is Town 1
that included about 5,000 plots prepared for canesing, whereby T1V2 is the
neighbourhood where the 2011 fieldwork takes plammtemporary Eyethu.
Provincial and central government established ttogept along with a team of
professionals who designed and managed the buildinthe neighbourhood
(Napier 2002:88).

L 0T
-

Picture 1 cape Flats. The oval (long axis about 25km) roughly encompasses the Cape Flats.

Source: land stat inttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cape_FlafgAccessed: August 30, 2011].

Socio political embedding of the project

Housing is always interwoven with politics, buttiis particular housing project
perhaps even more so. The Flats (see Picture 1l)eseribed by some as
‘Apartheid’s dumping ground' since from the 1958serbased legislation either

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 45



forced non-white people out of more central urbagaa designated for white
people and into government-built townships in thats; or made living in the

central area illegal, forcing many people desighaie ‘Black’ and ‘Coloured’

into informal settlements elsewhere in the Flathayelitsha was deliberately
located beyond the urban edge of Cape Town atirties &t a distance of 35 km
from the centre; east of Mitchell’'s Plan and Soaththe N2 freeway (Napier

2002). Clearly this is less marketable land foredepment; the site’s geography
is typical of the Cape Flats and has problems oidwilown sand, a high water
table, flooding, and lack of vegetation (Napier 20@ewar & Uytenbogaardt
1991).

Two years after their construction in 1983/4, tleeechouses were still
standing empty due to the resistance to the inigimication schemé Finally, in
February 1985 the idea of moving all Africans inp€a own to Khayelitsha was
dropped as well. Eventually, towards the end of5198e core houses were
occupied by people from backyard shacks in thehyetownships of Guguletu,
Langa, Nyanga and some from informal settlementsCofssroads (Napier
2002:115, 120). These people had no say whatsaevle houses assigned to
them. Napier (2002:115) concludes on the basisi®fhistorical analysis and
fieldwork that ‘many of the factors which appearHave initially limited the
potential of the incremental growth process, can tteced back to the
development rationale applied and the ideology tviméormed it [the project]'.

Embedding of the core-housing in the dominant pgracbf the time

Despite its inherent Apartheid characteristics, tb@e house project in

Khayelitsha nevertheless also reflected the donmipamnadigm on low-income

housing in developing countries at the time (sse &lhapter 2.1). Indeed Napier
(2002:92) explicitly states that it is importand ‘hote that the description of the
local realities within South Africa should not bieatced from the global trends in

development thinking and the emergence of progressbusing approaches’.

How then was the core-housing project in Town JIgtes] and implemented?

Plot sizes and layout

Plot sizes varied from 144m2 to 160m2 and were daidback-to-back, although
in 2011 plot sizes in Eyethu, T1V2, were found &lérger, namely between 194
and 204 m2®. Within separate sections, virtually all plots Hthé same size. For
an illustration of the plot layout, see annex (Mep.

Core houses and positioning on the plot

A consultancy firm — Van Niekerk Klein and Edwald&E), made a design for
the initial house: a 26 m2 core including a bedrparkitchen with a sink and the
wet core which could be upgraded into a bathroorau(R1985 in Napier
2002:118). Three large contractors were appointednidertake sections of the
house construction on the basis of the design. Bathe contractors adapted the
design slightly resulting in three types: Bestaaecbntractor was arranged to
build 3,300 core houses, Wimpey contractor to b8#d core houses and Murray
and Roberts 776 precast panel houses (Rault 198&prer 2002:118). The three

*2 For more historical background see Ellis 1984 and Cook 1992 in Napier 2002.

*3 Faizel Amoo, Expert interview, August 4, 2011.

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 46



core house varieties all had two habitable spasesa broad interpretation
whereby the kitchen is included. Village 1 and 2evbuilt at slightly different
times and had different core house types; T1V2 dvdg the Besterecta houses,
while T1V1 had a mix of the three core types (Nai802:175). The 2011
fieldwork takes place in T1V2 — now Eyethu — andisthincludes only the
Besterecta house (see Picture A2).

From a rational (here: architecture’s) perspective positioning of the
core houses on the plot was ‘reasonably good’,aseX (2002:220) analyses, ‘in
that most of the space available could be use@xXtensions’. Care was given to
dealing with the windblown sand and adverse wealhyeorientating building
blocks mainly on the east/west axis (Napier 2002 10levertheless, a large open
space — as included in the total site and the plws needed empty space for
future extension — did little to avoid the effedttbese hardship environmental
characteristics. During the fieldwork of this resda(2011) it was found that most
houses, at least in Eyethu, were placed halfwaly biokes of the plot, positioning
it usually at the front, close to the street siddthough some had been positioned
in the centre or back of the plot (see Picture A85). Some houses were placed
on the site one metre from the one side boundaithdwt going the final step of
designing two neighbouring houses as semi-detachwich was a relaxation of
the conventional 2-3 m side building line which kgxb in residential areas to
allow residents to extend on the other side ohitese’ (Napier 2002:118).

Tenure

The state at the time initially refused to grart duvnership of the core houses to
residents, which, according to Napier (2002:115)1ikustrated the tension

within the government to embrace a participatorydag development approach.
Eventually the housing was being offered for sebenf 1986 onwards as advisors
to the state had urged the granting of secure ¢erMost residents themselves
however — at least during Apartheid - opted to icwet to rent. In 1990 only 14%

of the core houses had been sold (Cook 1992:128&pier 2002:115). In 1996,

during the case study of Napier, 79% is still re(itmpier 2002:116).

Construction costs

The direct costs of the houses were R 9,400 pesehaith R5,000 being spent on
the servicing and the rest of the building (Ellls@84 in Napier 2002:119). In
other words, the implementation cost of a core bomas about $11.75bin the
value of both currencies at the time, with $5,506rg on the superstructure plus
services.

Rent/servicing cost

Rents were heavily subsidised and included thesco$tmunicipal services.

Service levels were generally high: from the outbete were water and sewer
connections to each house, allowing flush toileted ashowers. Electrical

connections to houses were not available until 1(®&pier 2002:117, 120). This
combined rent with servicing cost stood at R40menth in 1996 (Napier 2002),

some $10 in the value of both currencies at thee.ti@bviously, as Napier

> Possibly equivalent to $36.500 (total cost — a very rough indication) in today’s value
according to measuringworth.com.
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(2002:119) concludes too, the project was impleegkritvith apparently very
little attempt to recover costs from the residents’

Housing journey and utility costs

For almost all initial occupants the move to Khigbh generally meant an
improvement in their housing situatiolmitially Khayelitsha was dominated by
people who lived in backyard shacks (Napier 2002)125% came from informal
settlements and 82% from other townships (Napi€d22A28). For almost all
households nevertheless, the move to Khayelitshentmidat they were further
away from the city of Cape Town and further fromsiareas of employment
(Napier 2002:129). The utility costs of the coraising thus were high.

Household characteristics of initial occupants

In retrospect, Napier (2002:130) established antosgespondents that the mean
household size at occupation in Khayelitsha wagpédple. Cook (1992 in Napier
2002:114) mentions that in October 1985, the 588@ houses were rented out
to 13,000 people. It proves quite impossible tal@gh exact household incomes
at the time of occupation — yet clearly househaldse still living in situations of
poverty (Napier 2002). For 1990 Cook (1992 in Nagi@02:129) established that
households in Khayelitsha core-housing areas wetterboff (52% living below a
normative poverty line) than the households liviimghe sites and service areas of
Khayelitsha (where 76% of households lived belogvgbverty line).

Planned support for the consolidation process

Project-related support after the provision of thigial core house was almost
completely absent. The project planners had resegnirom the beginning that
‘some kind of ongoing support was essential if peopere to be enabled to
consolidate the core houses’ (Napier 2002:119).sThie establishment of a
‘resource centre’ and a ‘technical advisory servieas proposed from the
inception of the project (ABWC 1982 in Napier 20019). Despite initial
attempts however, little thought had been giverth® equipping, staffing and
running of the centre and the whole initiative aped (Napier 2002:119). In
effect then, the occupants of the core-housing lmy€litsha were not directly
supported in their efforts to consolidate their $iog, concludes Napier
(2002:119). Moreover, lines of communication betweesidents and the local
authority did not appear to have been open, aridagger (2002:188) sees it, the
small proportion of households who applied for pegion to build is evidence of
this lack of communication.

Thus it came to be that, contrary to classical elgad housing projects in
the 1970s (see Chapter 2.1) the early collapsehef dupport initiative in
Khayelitsha meant that ‘residents were left to eehitheir consolidation projects
in isolation from almost all institutional assistah (Napier 2002:220). The
professional team involved in the design of thedesuy ‘effectively had no say in
the political and social dimensions of the projactl so the rhetoric of self-help
was revealed to have been empty’ (Napier 2002:220).

4.2 A snapshot 11 years into consolidation

What do the plots and superstructures look likeezleyears later when Napier
(2002) conducts his fieldwork in 19967 Eleven yesfter implementation of the
core houses Khayelitsha is ‘only partially consalet!’ in that built densities ‘are
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not yet anywhere near those seen in other partseofvorld’, concludes Napier
(2002:190, 191). The housing stock being produbeaugh extension is mainly
accommodating the internal growth of householdsy \itle new stock is being
created for secondary households, and very lowldewé lodging are being
observed. Only a proportion of space of 1.67% wdded for commercial
purposes (Napier 2002:169). Secondary storeys ateeneely rare (Napier
2002:167) still.

Extension types achieved

The snapshot of the consolidation process in 1896lted in the following picture

of the extension types. In Town 1, roughly 23% loé tore houses were still
unextended, 42% of the plots had impermanent extess24% had conventional
extensions, while 11% had a mixture of the two, &xdore houses had been
completely remodelled (see Figure 4).

™

@ unextended

E impermanent extensions

B conventional extensions

W mixed extensions

W remodelled

Figure 2 Pie chart displaying extension types 11 years into consolidation, 42% impermanent.
Based on Napier (2002:91, 157), re-labelled.

Essential is the observation that 11 years intosalation, impermanent
extensions — including backyard shacks - are bytifarmost common form of
extensions: 51.5% of the plots in T1V1 and 51.4% 1¥v2 include impermanent
extensions. Obviously, impermanent extensions klelperelief housing stress
while they were ‘not as costly to construct as whesing formal [e.g.
conventional] building methods’ (Napier 2002:176).

Densities on the plot and site level

For Khayelitsha Napier finds a growth of 34% in selold size since occupation,
resulting in an average of 5.0 (T1V1) and 5.3 (TL1Y2ople per plot (Napier

2002:222). At site level, this leads to people desbetween 302.5 (T1V1) and
245 people per hectare (T1V2). Napier (2002:222plaers the difference

between the two villages by the different layouhslty and the difference in the
average number of people per plot. Obviously theresions have an impact on
plot coverage. In Khayelitsha, coverage was onamgeebetween 35% to 40% of
the plot size (Napier 2002:167).
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Secondary households on the plot

11 Years into consolidation 94% of the plots hawe ¢iousehold on the plot
(Napier 2002:149). Napier (2002:149) calls the nemdxf plots with more than
one household ‘surprisingly low’ in comparison tder settlements in other parts
of the world, where ‘it is common for many houselsoto live on one plot’. That
in turn has an implication for the consolidationhafuses as space is sub-divided
as many times as possible (Tipple 2000).

Rental and commercial activity
Napier (2002:177) expected to see housing typaseckito the building of shacks
for rental and commercial purposes. The inciderfcé was however still low
eleven years into consolidation, as Napier (2002 Abhalyses:
With the growth in households being mainly from increases in numbers of
children and direct relatives moving to the core-housing, it was clearly too early

for a larger market in lodgings to emerge. House sizes were also still small and
being used mainly to accommodate the immediate family.

Napier (2002:150) however also acknowledges thecdify in studying lodging.
Firstly, residents may be unwilling to divulge imee received from lodgers, and
secondly, the number of lodgers was probably ucdanted, ‘and a more
directed questionnaire would be needed to bettsasthe levels of lodging and
the degree to which income is being supplementad fientals’. The accuracy of
the finding nevertheless seems to be supportechéyaw incidence of houses
with more than one resident household (6%), coredudapier (2002:150).

Lack of communication between community and locaéghment

When it comes to local government support, it segrasthe small proportion of
households who applied for permission to build vedence of the lack of
communication between the two; community and gawvemt (Napier 2002:188).
Only 32% of residents applied for permission toldwxtensions, whereby ‘as
might be expected’ (Napier 2002:187), ‘more peopitn formal extensions got
local authority permission, than people with shegtensions’. The difference is
44% for the former, versus 17% for the latter.

4.3 Embedding in today’s South Africa, Khayelitshaand Eyethu

South African cities today are fundamentally cheeazed by three spatial
patterns: sprawl/low-density, fragmentation andasafon (Dewar 1991; 2000).
An understanding of these three patterns starth @it awareness of the
fundamental legacy of separation that South Afinteerited from the past. Above
all other forces, analyses Dewar (2000:210), Séditican towns and cities have
been spatially shaped by two ‘ideologies’ in higtdhe ideology of modernism,
and the ideology of apartheid. The latter has lzeerajor form-giving ideology in

South African towns and cities, with at the core it spatial impact, the
separation of racial groups (Dewar 2000). This &eafe development’ policy
pursued under the Apartheid system from 1948 orsvatthnged the South
African landscape. Sadly, the precepts of modernisnad apartheid were
significantly compatible with apartheid plannergedy embracing the concept of
separation ‘while grotesquely distorting its scal@®ewar 2000:211). The
apartheid segregation intent marked South Afrifiess area-wide urban planning
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approach and hence its master plans have had aupmbfimpact upon the
structure and functioning of urban areas since fiitat 2008:163).

The low-density development of South Africa’s dtilaus far also has a
profound impact on the lives of low-income housesothemselves. When it
comes to densities, the contemporary South Afrgn— particularly also Cape
Town - probably best resembles a doughnut city. NEwvelopments on the
periphery tend to be denser — although still at éemsity — than the older more
centrally located areas, with smaller lot sizeg, dre still not linked to any form
of effective public transport, thus isolated pavtsthe city (Schoonraad 2000;
Todes et al. 2000). Among negative impacts listed Gape Town (and other
cities) are:

1. Degradation of the living environment and a mopiliock-up as a
consequence of sprawl and dysfunctional publicsppart (UN-Habitat 2008;
Dewar 2000)

2. High economic utilization costs of the house — ipalarly for low-income
households in relationship to economic opportusit{&/N-Habitat 2008;
Dewar 2000). For the majority who cannot afforcdbten a car, within a city-
system in which public transport is inefficient aofien non-existent ‘life is
cripplingly inconvenient and expensive, (...) so tihany households are
effectively trapped in remote locations’, analyd@swar 2000:211).

3. Significant loss of quality agricultural and natutand that also directly
affects livelihoods (UN-Habitat 2008; Dewar 2000¢Hardson et al. 2000).

4. Low-density combined with mono-functionality of thew-income sites as
merely residential areas, hinders the generatia@mygiloyment (Dewar 1991,
2000; Schoonraad 2000; Todes et al. 2000).

5. A major hindrance for social interaction and inohesess (UN-Habitat 2008;
Dewar 2000). ‘Spatial planning continues to be Hgamplicated in urban
fragmentation with a city for the rich and foreigsea city of economically
excluded locals and a city of the marginalized adfioor (non-citizens,
refugees and immigrants)’, reports UN-Habitat (2068).

6. Socio-economically, the outward sprawling low-ineisettlements are still
mostly separated from the dominant formal economgspite political
ambitions of newly democratic governments for iseda of informality (see
e.g. McAuslan 2002), the low-income settlementsthet periphery still
resemble what Marcuse (1997) labelled ‘outcast tgi#t In an outcast
ghetto ‘ethnicity is combined with class in a sphiyi concentrated area with
residents who are excluded from the mainstreanm@fetonomic life of the
surrounding society, which does not profit sigrafidy from its existence’
(Marcuse 1997:23).

It is the combination of these characteristics thmte made South African cities
‘into some of the most inefficient and dysfunctibnaties in the world’
(Schoonraatf 2000:220).

** Schoonraad (2000) refers to the work Dewar (1992), Hattingh & Horn (1991), Van der
Merwe (1993) and Watson (1994).
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4.3.1 Khayelitsha today

As a consequence of government provided housingrdadnal occupation, the
settlement of Khayelitsha as a whole also furthevetbped and sprawled into
time. Today, Khayelitsha is quite an enormous aftaagountry in itself’, as a
representative of the Khayelitsha Development Fofymts it. It is the second
largest township in South Africa after Soweto irhaenesburg, comprising 12
wards’ and within that, 22 neighbourhoods of various ahtar (AL+HDC 20009).
Bad statistics make it difficult to know the actyapulation of Khayelitsha with
wide ranges in between censes (AL+HDC 2009). Thebau of total residents is
estimated at well over 0.4 million, which makesfap 22% of the entire city of
Cape Town (DPLG 2005). Most of the new migrantshi city — some 50% on
estimate — choose to settle in this area, witm#uox of about 10,000 new arrivals
who set up house in Khayelitsha every year (Brov926), resulting in a
continued growth in shack numbers (AL+HDC 2009)rr€unt population density
is around 7,748 inhabitants / km2 (AL+HDC 2009). Ivale income classes exist
in Khayelitsha with richer neighbourhoods next tery poor ones (Brown
2009:7), yet overall 71.8% of the households ealow the national poverty
line®® (AL+HDC 2009). The informal sector currently emysosome 22% of the
labour force, while unemployment rate is 54.1% mpared with an average of
29.9% for Western Cape (AL+HDC 2009).

Despite the initial temporal claims to the city fe residents during
Apartheid, its residents now consider the areaetdabpermanent site of African
urbanity in Cape Town®. Even so, there is a sense among residents dfairag
integrated into the wider Cape Town city (Brown 2DOKhayelitsha is ‘a
heterogeneous place in terms of income, housing, t\gervice level and
employment status, but less heterogeneous in tefmee and language’ (Brown
2009:5). Approximately 90.5% is officially consieer ‘Black African’, 8.5% is
considered ‘Coloured’ and some 0.5% is considevédite’ (AL+HDC 2009). As
such reflects many of the characteristics of agasitghetto (after Marcuse 1997).

Establishment of Building Development Managemepiaienent

Before 1994, the external contingent conditiondyean in the consolidation

process in Khayelitsha were ‘fraught and unsuppertf people’s own efforts to
extend’ (Napier 2002:220). Political changes aftex fall of Apartheid and the
dawn of democracy, were reflected in the ambitmpiiovide adequate housing,
with all the complexities involved with the actuaiplementation of “whatever

that means” (see e.g. Tissington 2011, see alseeMdl).

Possibly the most remarkable development identiiredhe light of the
exploration in this thesis, is the establishmenttiod Building Development

°% Luvuko Ntshuntshe, member of the Environment Forum of the KDF. July 18, 2011.

> Ward' is commonly used in South Africa to refer to a constituency; one of the small
areas that a city has been divided into for the purpose of local elections.

*% The national poverty line is the Human Subsistence Level (HSL), which is an estimate
of the minimum cost of essential food and non-food consumption per capita per month. It
gives a poverty line of R 431 per person in 2006 prices (National Treasury 2007), which is
about €44 per month at 2011 values.

%9 A KDF representative in: Brown 2009:5.
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Management Department which may also hold importeminges for the
consolidation process of the core houses in Eyéiiy2). Although it is an
immense task to get into a sphere of influence ba informally built
environment, progression has been made herein byLlLtical Government
Department over the past ten years. During the penjod of the fieldwork the
department opened a new counter to the publiay iat@mpt to further bridge the
gap between residents and local government.

Building supervisors working from the Departmentvéiaa clear
confinement “from higher order”, and concentratéyan the ‘health and safety
of persons in a building’. This focus is part ok thhoughts, philosophy and
intent’ behind the National Building Regulationss guided by the code of
practice for professionals (SABS 200®ere it is stated that ‘regulations (....)
should not increase the overall cost of buildifgoreover, the aim is ‘to reduce
the number of regulations to a minimum’. Since tatjons now require that a
building permit is approved prior to constructitime counter was well staffed and
indeed busy with residents who came to approver thailding plans for
conventional extensions.

TYPE / DESCRIPTION OF WORK APPROVAL COMMENTS * SACAP
REQUIRED? KERGEI&il‘IJ‘:tRAE'I'll)gN
BUILDING PLAN :
P R E PARATI 0 N A N D Erection of any temporary structure Yes No
SUBMISSION
Erection of advertisement sign structures (e.g. bill boards)Yes No

SR gy PR * In addition, the above table also gives an indication whether the author (i.e. the architect or draughtsperson) of such
approved speedily? Tis bot_}klge{) explains @ aplan requires SACAP (SA Council for the Architectural Profession) registration in terms of the Architectural Profession
the requirem SLERIREb mIssian: Act, No. 44 of 2000 to be able to make such a submission.

Should you still be uncertain as to when building plan approval is required or not, kindly contact your local district
building development management office on the contact numbers provided in the pocket at the back of this booklet.

e oF o o sk s s T

THIS CITY WORKS FOR YOU

This booklet forms part of  series publshed by the City of Cape Town to help you
understand and make of the planning system. JUNE 2010

Figure 3 Booklet for the public on Building plans, distributed at the counter of the Building Department
in Khayelitsha, explaining a building permit is required for impermanent extensions.

Source: City of Cape Town (2010:1, 5).
The requirement of a building permit equally applie impermanent extensions,
and the translation of the code of conduct heret® tesulted in the following
guidelines, as explained by a Senior Building Itspé”
“Any structure erected will have to be submitted as an official application in order

for us to ensure compliance for health and safety reasons. Many people in our
City (especially backyard dwellers) have erected structures illegally, posing a fire

% Faizel Amoo, Expert interview, August 4, 2011.
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risk and detrimental to the health of such occupants. The only (temporary)
structures that we approve is timber structures insulated with a raft foundation
with the necessary sanitary facilities. These structures should be positioned 1
meter from adjoining properties to help prevent fire jumping to neighbours and
allow for safety routes. All structures that do not conform to the conventional
methods as prescribed by the National Building Regulations will have to be
endorsed by a Prof. Engineer and necessary material test report will have to be
submitted in order to ensure stability etc. This makes the temporary structures a
costly exercise, therefore conventional methods are encouraged.”

While regulations also require building permits forpermanent extensions and
this is well communicated in a booklet at the ceun{City of Cape Town 2010:5,
11) (see Figure 3), none of the residents includetie 2011 sample were aware
of this regulation — nor was the largest Commumigsed Organisation (CBO)

involved with housing, the Human Settlement Departmof the Khayelitsha

Development Forum (KD#J.

Certainly, a considerable number of conventionat®sions is outside of
municipal control. This is due to a number of reaSoranging from the fact that
a lot of houses in the township have not been fearexl to the owner and so there
is no legal record of ownership by the occupantssivivhen one applies for
extensions to the house one needs to show ownesgmrb Other reasons relate to
it being financially onerous for poor household pay for the services of an
architect to draft the plan and then also havingatp the fees for getting the plans
approved and the building permit (see also Payn®la&jale 2004). Municipal
planners in Khayelitsha receive credit for beinglwaware of the dichotomy
between closely regulated residential constructrormiddle and high-income
areas, and unregulated construction in low-incoreass".

It would seem at the very least unrealistic - for time being - to enforce
the building permissions to impermanent extensioms.practice then, the
approach taken by the staff of the Building Deparimin Khayelitsha to
impermanent extensions is mostly reactive: buildogervision of impermanent
constructions is done only upon complaint by neahb, where after mediation
between them is led by a street representativenéwar it is pragmatically chosen
to focus on stricter compliance for newly plannedwentional extensions.

The arrival of the department (potentially) is ajonachange in the
political embedding of the core houses and possitdp on the consolidation
process going. It is bound to be a slow procesgetiing a meaningful sphere of
influence. Painful clashes between residents obrmél settlements and
government representatives in the post-1994 peariag burden the relationship
between government and residents who use imperrmanaterial and/or live
informally (see e.g. Symphony Way Pavement Dwell&41). The modernist
visions of the Department of Housing and ‘anti-slstate discourses’ (Robins
2008) were especially clear in the advent of treathification" (after Davis 2006)

®* Mava Kenneth Nowala, Validation of research outcomes at meeting with the Human
Settlement Forum of KDF, August 8, 2011. Expert interview via email, August 15, 2011.

62 Expert validation with Moegsien Hendricks, local NGO, July 28.
% Expert validation with Prof. dr. Jeremy Seekings, July 28, 2011.
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for the World Cup in 2010. Billboards along the N@ghway towards the Cape
Town International Airport visualised “utopian inesgof suburban bliss”, “an
idyllic future of modern, middle-income homes, hgppamilies, clean
playgrounds, and shining motor vehicles” and prowd the “abolition of slums”
(Robins 2008:13). Adjacent to the N2 highway is asgaive informal settlement
known as Langa, which suffered considerably fromithplications of these "anti-
slum” state discourses, leading to social movemasistance to the schemes that
are ‘simultaneously about constructing modern houwssd "responsibilised
citizens" (Robins 2008:13). Such experiences ataunmue to South Africa, but
painfully common in quickly urbanising and modemngs contexts where the
ideology of ‘modernism’ has guided urban developthaiicies (see e.g. Davis
2006, UN-Habitat 2008).

4.3.2 Eyethu — T1V2

The fieldwork conducted for the sake of this thdsisuses on one part of the
settlement Napier studied in 1996, namely the righhood of Eyethu — sections
F-J. An enumeration in 2005 gives an estimated843people living in Ward 94

(KPRU 2005:41), although the same report also gi®636 as a figure, in other
words: there is a lack of certainty here. It istjgafarly surprising that mobility

outside of this neighbourhood is very low relatiice other wards. The ward
recorded the lowest percentage of people who hakdrin the settlement after
2001 (3%) (KPRU 2005:43), implying that most hateysd within Eyethu since

occupation. The neighbourhood of Eyethu (T1V2) barconsidered as a ‘middle
of the road’ neighbourhood where people are doibg better economically than
those in the informal settlements’ (Brown 2009:Due to the core-housing
project of the 1980s, ward 94 is probably one @& mhost formalised wards in
terms of housing, at nearly 83% versus about 17#%nmal structures in the area
(KPRU 2005:44). The household size is on averag6, 3vhich represented the
smallest household size of all the wards enumeiatgd05 (KPRU 2005:44).

Tenure and rent in 2011

People in Eyethu (T1V2) have accessed formal hgu#iimough a particular
historical juncture in the 1980s rather than thiotlye private market or the state
(Brown 2009:7, Napier 2002). In terms of home owhgr in the area, a lot of
people bought their house about 10-15 years ago fhe bank or the state and
have invested in their homes. Home ownership howeeports Brown (2009:9)
is complicated: people don't always know if they rowegally or not. Rent
collection and eviction are politically very diftiit. The confusion over tenure and
rents was also identified during the fieldwork i@12. Ironically — a strong civic
movement in Khayelitsha is the source of the caofusA service and rates
boycott remained in place for several years meathaga considerable number of
people chose not to purchase their core-housing fitee State when this was
offered to them (Napier 2002:221). This origin tbe confusion over tenure and
ownership in Eyethu is also given by the Khayetit&evelopment Forufh For
the case study analysis it means that it is diffito establish a potential
relationship between finalising payments and sparkiff extensions.

 Mava Kenneth Nowala, Validation of research outcomes with the board of the Human
Settlement Forum of KDF, August 8, 2011. Expert interview via email, August 15, 2011.
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Utility costs

It was observed that many residents were not @baut the difference between
rent and servicing costs. Adding to the variatioptween service cost per
households is that payment for servicing of wateragotiable, while electricity is
privatized via a company and must be bought upfasntairtime’ and would for
some be truly expensive resulting in situations nehgeople would never heat
their house, even in wintertime. During the fielawoof this thesis it was
observed that for many households paying the dagvicosts is a real struggle,
with some people coping only by being extremelyticas with the use of tapped
water, some would even hesitate to flush the to@ensidering that Khayelitsha
is located in a peripheral area as far as 35 kmm fitee city centre, the economic
utilization costs to the poor are high — even wités subsidized housing they are
living in. Indeed, for many, movement on foot isetlonly mode of travel
affordable (see also Dewar 2000:212). There isuaial link between mobility
and livelihoods. UN-Habitat (2008:153) argues th@atreased mobility and
accessibility “create opportunities for income gatien and capacity of
individuals to tackle their own poverty situationbi that light, the legacy of the
original intentional separation of Khayelitsha dooées to haunt it.

4.4 Summary

Established in 1983, Town 1 of Khayelitsha includdxaut 5,000 plots prepared
for core-housing. Professionals established thereergroject. Described as
‘Apartheid dumping ground’ the project is plannedtbhe Cape Flats, where quite
particular geographical and climatic charactersstitake habitation a challenge.
Two years after construction the core houses allest&inding empty due to

resistance to the initial relocation scheme. Pedmen backyard shacks and
informal settlements eventually occupy the house3985. In other words: the
residents did not form a community and had notigipgeted in any aspect of the
project planning. The development rationale appleetl the ideology that

informed the project will have lasting impact oe ttonsolidation process.

The project — apart from Apartheid characteristiceflected the dominant
trend in development thinking at the time: elementaousing approaches for
low-income households. Within separate sectiong,ally all plots had the same
size, with relatively large plots in size of aroub®0-200 m2. A consultancy firm
designed the initial core. It included a bedroonkitahen and a wet core that
could be upgraded into a bathroom and a small bgliwin the broadest
interpretation there were two habitable rooms & 26m2 core implemented in
T1V2 (Eyethu), where the fieldwork of the 2011 takglace. From a rational
perspective the positioning of the core on the plas reasonably good. Tenure
has remained a politically charged topic throughbet years, with a great lot of
confusion over ownership. The bottom line is thedré is de facto security, as
residents do not need to fear eviction by the statde attempt was given to
recover costs from residents, and both rents aedg#merally high level of
services were heavily subsidised. For almost atlainoccupants the move to
Khayelitsha generally meant an improvement in thewsing situation although,
being further from the city centre and most ardasnaployment, utility costs of
the core-housing were high with regards to trartsgod unemployment plagued
the project since the beginning. As for householdracteristics of initial
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occupants they were clearly living in situations mdverty and had a mean
household size of 4.1 people at occupation.

The rhetoric of self-help — engrained in the alzdselemental housing
projects at the time - revealed to be empty aptbiessional team involved in the
design of the houses effectively has no say inpthlgical and social dimensions
of the project. The early collapse of the plann@gpsrt initiative left residents to
achieve their consolidation projects in isolaticmonfi almost all institutional
assistance. As for local government support, thallsproportion of households
who applied for permission to build seems evidesfde lack of communication
between the community and local government.

Eleven years into consolidation, in Napier's (20@&apshot taken in
1996, a key observation is that impermanent exbess including backyard
shacks - are by far the most common form of extensdbviously, these are more
within the reach of affordability levels than contienal material extensions and
helped to relief the housing stress of the pamidylsmall cores. Built density is
not yet anywhere near those seen in informal se#ttes. The housing stock
produced is mainly accommodating the internal ghowt the households and
their immediate families. Hardly any new stock ming created for secondary
households, the incidence of extensions for reamtdlcommercial purposes is still
low, and second storeys are extremely rare stijteldrs into consolidation.
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Chapter 5: Research Methodology

‘Effective housing’ (after Gans 1972) here refers dn ideal, namely the
implementation of ‘sustainable’, ‘legitimate’ anddequate’ core-housing. Thus
understood, effectiveness is closely tied with kb#huser-value of the house and
external factors that together determine how théemi@l intended by the
professional is interpreted in reality. This resbaexplores the potential of
combining the core-housing concept with open-bnddapproaches — both of
which experience a revival (see Chapter 1, Chdhfieand 2.2) - and attempts to
indicate whether such an open building approach heag in the direction of
more effective core-housing for low-income housdbolliving in rapidly
urbanizing contexts.

The chapter at hand presents the methodology ofethearch. Based on
the rationale and nature of this thesis, the chagitets with an overview of the
research question — its aim, guiding question armdaiestions. In the following
section, the conceptual framework is operationdlisds outlined in the
introduction, South Africa will serve as a scendno the unit of analysis of the
exploration, namely core-housing implementatione Ttird section discusses the
method of case study analysis and outlines howag get up for the sake of the
exploration in this thesis, including the fieldwarkdertaken in Khayelitsha.

Nature of the research

Since knowledge and experience on the core-hougingept and open building
approaches are still split within the field of atebture and urban/housing
development studi€%- this research is an exploratory research usiraitative
case study analysis. The nature of this researdhtanresearch strategy chosen
also reflect the field of expertise of the researchamely anthropology.

Case study analysis is a comprehensive form ofireseThe case study
method is used when the researcher deliberatelytswbn cover contextual
conditions — believing that they might be highlytpeent to the phenomenon of
study (Yin 2003:13). As such, the case study cstgravith the experiment —
which deliberately divorces a phenomenon from astext (typically the context
is “controlled” in a laboratory). The case study @assence tries to illuminate
decisions why they were taken, how they were implementedivaith what result
(Schramm 1971 in Yin 2003:12). Yin (2003) stresdext a case study inquiry
should rely on multiple sources, where data corevénga triangulating fashion.
Moreover he highlights that the inquiry will greatlbenefit from prior
development of theoretical propositions to guidéadeollection and analysis.
Accordingly the fieldwork conducted for this resgars simultaneously guided by
the conceptual framework, and an open-minded tatemming from an
ethnographers’ approach to the field (see e.g. Harsley & Atkinson 1995).

This research — in some respects - fits into tleiaht’ or ‘hypothesis-
generating’ case-study method (after Lijphart 18Y¥Robinson 2011), whereby
the case-study strategy is used to bring the expeszi of households in
Khayelitsha into careful conversation with otheitisgs in order to reflect

% See Chapter 1, 2.1 and 2.2.
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critically on existing theory and practice, to mguestions about this city-context
through attending to related dynamics in other exist or to point to limitations
or omissions in existing accounts’ (Robinson 2011:6

The research bears resemblance to an initial féigsistudy®® as well.
Such a brief and selective study is conducted teragne whether the project is
likely to meet its objectives, or whether theseeabyes will have to be modified
(Davidson & Payne 2000). The basic purpose herasspPavidson & Payne
(2000:xii) put it, ‘to avoid the wasted effort inved in taking research and design
to too detailed a level before a decision is takerabandon or develop the
project’. This is particularly true for the explticm on the viability of applying
open building systems to residential buildings ¢éirgy low-income households.

5.1. Research question
The rationale and nature of this thesis lead tddhewing research question.

Aim: to explore the potential of a applying an opendnd approach to core-
housing; and on the basis of that possibly provateconsiderations which may
lead to more effective implementation in rapidlpamising contexts.

Main question: May an open building approach lead to more effectore-
housing implementation for low-income househol@g in rapidly urbanising
contexts?

Sub guestions: The approach chosen leads to the following thrdecgiestions:

sQ1l: What are perceived advantages of open bgildystems and in which
context?

sQ2: What can be learnt from 26 years of consatidabf the core-housing
project in Khayelitsha with regards to the effeetiess of the core-housing
concept?

sQ3: To what extent is the introduction of an opeailding approach expected to
result in more legitimate, sustainable and adequ@ie-housing?

Target population & target audience

In the stage of the feasibility study, as David&oRayne (2009:3-4) argue, it may
suffice to have a quite broad initial definition tife household characteristics
bearing in mind that ‘it is sensible for any prdjedended to benefit low-income
households to pay particular attention to econoohiaracteristics’. Indeed, the
nature of this research, which is exploratory, nepusuch a broad scope of the
part of society that is referred to as ‘low incohmiseholds’ in order to allow for
new insights to be drawn from various urban comstes for their economic
characteristics, the main concern of this resegamds to the stringent financial
criteria that apply to the affordability levelslofv-income households.

% Davidson & Payne (2000) in their handbook provide for a framework which is, albeit
simplified, based on the work sequence likely to be undertaken in preparing a new
development project for low income groups within a certain locality. The framework
distinguishes five stagesee: feasibility studies (stage 1), detailed studies (stage 2),
developing project options (stage 3), detailed proposals (stage 4) and project
implementation (stage 5).
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Target audience

With this research | intend to think alongside titban professionals and other
academics and practitioners who consider the imghtation of core-housing in
rapidly urbanising contexts outside Europe, Northekica and Japan.

Outcome & Output

Currently dispersed expertise is brought togetivenereby the case study
explicitly has the objective of revealing new agpeatat need to be taken into
consideration when implementing core-housing. Taklvork provided for new
(measurable) indicators for the consolidation psscéhat may be useful to
practitioners. On the basis of the trends idemtifie the consolidation process
several considerations for future implementatien@ovided.

The output of this research is firstly a thesis tfog Institute of Housing
and Development Studies (IHS) as part of the mddtean Management and
Development. Secondly, upon request of the CommuBdsed Organisation
(CBO) with whom | cooperated in the fieldwork, aoghsummary of relevant
findings in the form of a report will be offered tbhe board of the Human
Settlement Department of the Khayelitsha Develogrirenum (KDF) for further
use in the benefit of the residents of Eyethu. lyasbme of the outcomes will be
translated into specific recommendations for the-a&fordable modular project
conducted by Open-Source House (where | am activa wlunteer), and as an
opportunity for mutual learning on combing architee and anthropology.

5.2 Operationalising the research

In Chapter — 3 -, three “working definitions” halveen developed for each of the
building blocks of ‘effective core-housing’. Hereithe elements of ‘effective’ —
although in reality entangled — have been somehanfitially” disentangled in
order to shape them as a tool that allow for ammggul discussion of trade-offs
made in the implementation of core-housing. Thep@a dimension is seen as
fundamental to any assessment of each of the etenoéreffectiveness’. Time
moreover is also wired through both the core-hausioncept and open building
approaches, and also allows for more meaningfuluatian of housing projects
(see also Chapter 1). The conceptual framework thused on the basis of
literature review has been summarised in a visa@is (seeModel A2), and
forms the backbone of the analysis in this thesis.

Two additional tools for analysing the consolidatiprocess have been
given in the literature review (Chapter 2.5): 1g timfluence of the temporal
dimension is approached through the term ‘trendictvhindicates a possible
direction in which the consolidation process ofectwouses and their plots are
developing, 2) the principle ateggenschap- distributed decision-making in
building control — is used as an ‘alternative wageeing’ the superstructure (core
house), dissecting it into primary, secondary artiary levels and introducing
various agents to each of the levels. Various (onadde) indicators to assess the
consolidation process after occupation have besgudsed in the literature review
as well, with the explicit intention to build onisting expertise herein. Additional
indicators followed as an outcome of the fieldwork.

A schematic overview of the methods used for eathagiestion is given
in the following table (Table 3, see also Annex.12)
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sQ1: What are perceived advantages of open building Main variables
systems and in which context? Adequate, Legitimate

Source of data

- Expert interviews with practitioners and literature on experiments and prototypes etc.
- Fieldwork

- Expert validation with: 1) an architect and practitioner in applying open building
systems, 2) an academic practitioner specialised in urban planning in rapidly
urbanising contexts

sQ2: What can be learnt from 26 years of consolidation of Main variables
the core-housing project in Khayelitsha with regards to Sustainable, Adequate,
the effectiveness of the core-housing concept? Legitimate, Temporal dimension

(Measurable) indicators

- Physical construction on the plot (building on Napier 2002):

Level of extension achieved; Contiguity of extensions; Material use;

Positioning of extensions

- Housing stress in terms of space and privacy

Number of people on the plot; Habitable space added over time (after Napier 2002);
Ratio people per habitable space, over time; Overall density levels of settlement;
Positioning and contiguity of bedrooms main household in relation to core house
- Household characteristics

Composition (age, gender); Income levels, based on predictability thereof

-New indicators which may come out of the fieldwork and case study analysis

Tools
Identification of trends

Source of data

- Case study analysis of core-housing implemented in Khayelitsha, including multiple
sources such as popular, practitioner and academic publications across disciplines.
-Fieldwork in the neighbourhood of Eyethu (former T1V2 Khayelitsha), using semi-
structured interviews and several visits to the plots including extensive photography
- Triangulation of findings from earlier case study in same area (Napier 2002) by an
architect, who conducted this fieldwork 15 years earlier into consolidation, including
extensive expert validation with this researcher

- Triangulation of findings on level of extension and ‘extension trail’ of households with
maps based on aerial photography of entire site in 1996 (see annex 3).

- Constant validation of findings through working with research assistants active in a
local CBO, including validation of findings during a reflexive-session with this CBO.

- Validation of findings through Focus Group discussion of key respondents

sQ3: To what extent is the introduction of an open Main variables
building approach expected to result in more Sustainable, Adequate, Legitimate,
legitimate, sustainable and adequate core-housing? Temporal dimension

Tools

A ‘particular way of seeing’ guided by the principles of: “users” (e.g. the dwellers or
residents of the superstructures), “building control”, “autonomy” (e.g. the issue of “who
decides”), and seeing’ the “act of building” in the light of the “temporal dimension” and
the principle of ‘zeggenschap’- distributed decision making in building control.

Source of data

- Case study analysis including fieldwork

- Expert validation with: 1) an architect and practitioner in applying open building
systems, 2) an academic practitioner in urban management and development

Table 3Summary of operationalisation and methodology per sub question.

This research took place in the period of Octob@@92to November 2011,
whereby the literature review was spread through®0®9-2010 (part-time,
namely alongside the UMD programme and a job), thedfieldwork took place
(full-time) in a 5 week period in July and August.
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Case study chosen

The choice of the case study and field work sieinformed by the desire to
follow the consolidation process of core-housingroa longer period of time and
to allow for triangulation of findings. The selawtiwas done on the basis of that
the work should include: Physical and technicallymss of cores and their
extensions by an architect, quantitative data aesalyand surveys, extensive
information on the implementation process of theedwousing project and the
occupation thereof by the targeted beneficiaridsally the same site could be
chosen for the fieldwork and ideally the researcheuld be available for expert
validation. On the basis of the criteria listed \aoa dissertation by a South
African architect was opted for, Napier (2002). Hstudy ‘Core-housing,
enablement and urban poverty’ is comparative ofiéliel of participation in two
core-housing projects — respectively in the seti@mof Inanda Newtown
(Durban) and in Khayelitsha (Cape Town) of whichaiélitsha was chosen as a
main focus and locality for the fieldwork of thigeisis as well. Napier’s study is
amongst the most comprehensive in the field of -bongsing. Moreover, as an
urban professional he continues to publish on mgus South Africa (see e.g.
Napier 2005, Landman & Napier 2009, see also Afiihx

Fieldwork

The actual fieldwork started with a meeting wittp@werful local Community
Based Organisation (CBO), the Human Settlement oot KDF (Khayelitsha
Development Forum) on July 15, 2011. Their appreval support was sought for
the fieldwork, which was key to gaining accesgw® lhouseholds and having their
trust, as well as having local government permissip the section wards. As a
way of not only coming to get something, but alsang back something to the
community inquiries had been made after the pdggibio employ a local
research assistant. A research assistant was gminged by the CBO at that
same meeting, in the person of Luvuko Ntshuntshibo was 10 years of
experience in community work in Eyethu and is ativacmember of the KDF.
Support in gaining access to households was giwerH&ppy Boy Sonyati,
chairperson of Human Settlement Department of tbd Kn ward 94 (Eyethu).
Moreover it was jointly agreed to provide housekoMth a supermarket voucher
of R50 as a compensation for their cooperation, clwhwould allow the
households themselves to choose what to buy fratnioney’. It was agreed to
report back the findings of the fieldwork in a phey session at the end of the
fieldwork period, which then took place on Augus2811. Prior to commencing
the semi-structured interviews, the questions weaeefully analysed and
discussed with the KDF research assistants, andewtezessary adjusted to local
interpretations (see Annex 12).

The sample of 25 plots that forms the basis offigldwork analysis was
based on intentional selection. Selection took @lacgmarily on the basis of the
level of physical construction achieved and witkogascious attempt to include
“successful extenders”. One non-extender was iecuth purpose, to get a feel
of the housing stress experienced in the initipigvided house. Two exceptions

®" As an indication: one may buy a kilo potatoes, a kilo carrots and some chicken and
stock from it.
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to the rule of physical appearance as a critertentlae selection of plots with

renters and plots with commercial activity. Theseravintentionally included as

part of the interest in analysing the use of thet fbr that purpose and because
they were quite a “novelty” compared to the useseoked in 1996 by Napier

(2002). The bias of selecting successful extendersloubt has both direct and
indirect implications for the composition of theusehold(s) on the plot.

Plots included in the 2011 sample were each visgedeast twice to
establish the current level of the extension aadean the plot as well as identify
their location on the 1996 maps of Napier (see Map. The “extension trail”
followed over time since occupation was then retronted together with the
head of the main household. Napier’s findings fer Yery same plot in 1996 were
used as a double check for the households’ recasntemories may blur over
time, and at times led to interesting new topicssimg from residents’
clarifications. Importantly, the 1996 level repnetse the level of physical
development on the plot and may not necessarilyrdbated to the current
household. Extensive photography further helped at@alyse the level of
consolidation on the plot.

The multiple visits to the same plot were initiathostly part of strategic
attempts to “get hold” of the head of the main edhudd who, typically the eldest
members, would be best able to tell about the dmiamn process. As the
fieldwork proceeded the multiple visits turned @st a way to gain even more
trust of the residents as well as the opportumtglarify and verify what had been
said in earlier conversations. For each of thespiatiuded in the 2011 sample a
semi-structured interview (of half an hour) wasdhas well as several more open
conversations with the head of the main houselolglualitative understanding of
the consolidation process was thus gained.

Expert interviews and -validation.

Multiple experts across disciplines were approactedjive input on specific
topics within the exploration. Key findings of thierature review as well as the
analysis of the findings of the fieldwork have bemtidated with experts as well.
The specific topic of validation is indicated inethext, using a footnote. A
detailed list of the experts interviewed can benfibin the annexure (Annex 12).

Sessions for validation of fieldwork findings

Validation of the findings and first outcomes oé tieldwork was held during two
sessions, one with residents during a focus grasgussion, and one with the
board of the Human Settlement Department of thall@&BO with whom |
cooperated, the Khayelitsha Development ForumdsmeAnnex 12).

Transparency and “reader validation”

It is my explicit intention to allow for validatioof the analysis, by giving
transparency over the fieldwork outcomes. Thishiésrotivation behind the quite
detailed annexure, which intentionally show eveingle plot included in the
sample — albeit with a fictitious address — in gveingle table as this may
possibly also allow for other combinations andHartanalyses of the findings. In
the analysis each of the plots is given an anongmm@ierence, which does
however refer to the section to give some indicatid the location within the
neighbourhood (e.g. plot#F6 refers to section & ,hbuse number is not however
6 in reality).
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5.3 Limitations

Several limitations to this research are inherentit$ scope and exploratory
nature. The scope is directly related to the prymawncern of open building
approaches namely the built environment as welthasfocus on enabling its
prime users. While touching on other dimensionkaafsing indirectly, this thesis
does not delve into issues such as tenure, setitelagout or an understanding
from the perspective of a secondary household. éRatinis exploration is a
simplified yet comprehensive analysis of the cavade and the plot, in particular
the socio-spatial and physical implications of boMzcordingly, the indicators
given to assess the consolidation process toaéssinble a work in progress that
builds on existing expertise in case study analgsebsis open to new additions
and corrections. Considering the strategies chtsanswer the research question
as well as the time- and capacity limitations ds tthesis, the following main
limitations must moreover be taken into account.

The case study is not analysed here so much farimigaconclusions that
are of direct relevance to its households and prajg¢e, but represents an attempt
to extract issues which may be relevant acrossnudmmtexts. Clearly for the
2011 fieldwork the area coverage as well as theoredents and plots covered is
too small to allow for generalisations, while thetentional selection of
households to be included in the 2011 sample woehdler such generalisation
methodologically misguided. Rather, the qualitatieddwork in 2011 offers a
rich insight in the consolidation process of theeebousing into time. To verify
the trends identified among the sample of househiol?011, secondary sources
and expert validations have been actively sought.

Possibly the largest limitation of the sample oti$eholds in 2011 is the
strong bias towards successful extenders, whilesitii@ation of non-extenders is
basically left out. The reason for not includingequal number of non-extenders
is that one of the main objectives of the fieldwarks to reconstruct the order and
timing of extensions and identify a spectrum ofgiole constraints experienced
along this extension trail Moreover, the analyses of Napier had already
extensively discussed the situation of prolonged-extenders. Doing justice to
their situation would require a different approaatogether, possibly needing
considerably more capacity in terms of time andf statrack down their housing
journey (e.g. to establish whether downraiding taken place etc.).

It was beyond the time and capacity of this redeatoc include
measurements and drawings of the physical laydutseoextensions — and also
not within the field of expertise of the researcteido so. Other, more brushed
indicators have therefore been included to indi¢hte level of housing stress
experienced — yet these cannot be used for amyergsal density calculations. As
the sample is not random, such a calculation wbaldather meaningless anyhow.
It is believed that for an exploration the curranticators give sufficient
background. Moreover, to compensate the lack osighylayouts, architecture’s
drawings and analysis of possibilities and constsadf quite similar core-housing
implemented elsewhere in South Africa is activelgluded.

The pitfall of referring to the targeted benefigianf core-housing as
‘homogenised’ entities along the discourse of afaum core house and
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construction process that assumes worldwide appliga (after e.g. Escobar
1995) - is here acknowledged. Care has been gweagularly stress that each
household must be recognised for its own uniqueadberistics. At the same
time, this thesis does indeed attempt to extragsiderations that may be relevant
across rapidly urbanising contexts. In that itdals the call of Robinson (2011)
who ‘proposes a new phase of comparative urbarargsdhat is experimental,
but with theoretically rigorous foundations’, by pdgitly also including
‘comparisons that stretch across (...) divides’, sashhe traditional North-South
divide, wealthier and poorer cities, capitalist aswcialist, different regional
groupings of cities etc., with the objective to e ‘urgent contemporary need
for thinking across different urban experiences’.

5.4 Relevance of this research

Studies on the core-housing concept and open hgildipproaches are still
scattered within two largely disconnected discigdin- architecture and urban
development (and housing adjustment) studies. BAtialus and conclusions are
consequently fragmented as well (see Chapter 1)h Wis research | aim to
provide urban practitioners with an overall pictuoé lessons learnt. The
exploration may result in a stimulating influencetween currently scattered
elements and direct to a contemporary and more gmpsive interpretation of
the core-housing concept. Such an outcome is sttege with a view to the
renewed attention for the use of core-housing amangan professionals
worldwide, echoed in the founding ofhe Global University Consortium
Exploring Incremental Housingrased at Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(M.1.T.), Boston (U.S¥.

The outcomes of this research may also be meaningfiassess the
prospected effectiveness of contemporary propodealsing solutions” by
architect§’ or of government initiativé8 which have the intention to speed up the
delivery of low-cost housing as a response to tiigehbacklogs found in many
cities in the developing world. A viable assessma&nhousing innovations for
developing countries often is a common problemagigect of innovations; either
because the innovative concepts have never bedernmapted in the first place,
because they only involved pilot studies or becatis observations were
typically based on project evaluations done imnmtetifaafter the completion of
the projects or just some years afterwards (Nap#2:10). The case study
analysis in this thesis offers the opportunityfimlbw” a project site over a period
of time of 26 years since occupation and assess theaeffectiveness of the
implementation has been when the time dimensigiven central stage.

% See Chapter 1. Also: Beattie et al. (2010) and http:/web.mit.edu/incrementalhousing
[Accessed August 5, 2010].

% See Chapter 1.

® For instance, the National Housing Corporation (NHC) in Kenya in its Housing Bill 2009
has included the initiation of low cost pre-fabricated materials plant in Nairobi, with the
idea to produce housing at a higher speed. Source: lecture by dr. B. Hendriks, lecture at
Institute for Housing and Urban Development Studies (IHS), June 7, 2011, Rotterdam
(The Netherlands).
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Chapter 6 Figuratively taking the open building sysem out of its
context of origin to assess its potential environnms

In construction practice, open building approachese been promoted and
perceived as a way out of the incapability of tiadial building processes and
have resulted in the introduction of open buildsygstems (Osman & Konigk
2009). Possibly then it is an open building systeat could render the initially
provided superstructure to a low-income househabdeneffective? This chapter
analyses the reasons behind the revival of moderaiepts and the surge in the
use of open building systems in both design andstcoction. The guiding
guestion of the chapter is: what are perceived @tdggs of open building systems
and in which context? To answer this, open buildggtems are not only traced
back to their origins, but also figuratively tramstd to rapidly urbanising
contexts outside its original embedding. The cohdepitimacy’ in particular is
at the heart of the analysis and findings.

6.1 Perceived pragmatic advantages fit the Europeamorth
American and Japanese contexts best

It is revealing to do a fictitious exercise andatisfer” the perceived pragmatic
advantages and motivations of the use of the op#ditg system to a non-
European, North American or Japanese context. Tdrerel) economics of scale
in manufacturing of multiple similar units, 2) spleaf installation relative to site-
intensive construction, and 3) improved quality acduracy in manufacture (see
Chapter 2.2). Indeed such an exercise sheds aigievoh the contemporary
surge of open building systems and proves thatetigal of modernist concepts
is closely interwoven with the central opporturstend limitations offered in the
markets and socio-political and -cultural contedftgheir origins. What is their
potential effectiveness for low-income housingapidly urbanising contexts
outside Europe, North America or Japan?

Economics of scale

The first pragmatic advantage perceived is the @wics of scale in
manufacturing of multiple similar units. The preddion implied is the presence
of high capital investments as well as the avdilginf highly qualified labourers.
Clearly, in Europe, North America and Japan, badtpnditions are met. In order
to be cost-productive, demand for the units produneist be large in numbers.
The need for at least some large distance trangpattnost implied in the open
building system as for every different design ofystem the components are
commonly assembled from a different combinatiomahufacturers. Indeed even
in the European, North American and Japanese dsntgroduction plants for
the prefabrication of building elements are seldaar the relevant building sites,
which often means that elements must be transpdaed distances to the
location where they are assembled and erectedb(8tal. 2008:41).

It is quite likely that the international compaiiti is too tough both in
terms of quality and price to make setting up aldactory a viable option in a
developing country, leading to the conclusion tt@nhponents are most likely to
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have to be imported. The point is proven for instahy the experience of André
Buitenhuis® who, as a project leader for a globally operatingjding solution
corporation, developed a modular house for the uppad of the low-income
household sector in Surinam. The house can be dederover time by
prefabricated extensioffsis competitive on the local market and offerstaiar
benefits above traditional construction such astebetlimate intelligence.
Components are chosen from various suppliers iofgunVhereas the production
of most components - sandwich panels and steelptsd is located in Belgium,
other components may come from France and Indiaa Rbtterdam the
components are then shipped to Surinam. The comaiamy to establish a local
manufactory over time, yet for the time being tlaspremature as the selling
numbers do not justify such a capital investmernt Yee price tag of even this
entrepreneurial search for lowest costs to ensuraffardable house is such that
the product cannot target lower income househalsishe house cost does not suit
their effective demand.

If a local manufacturer would succeed in runningrefitable factory for
the local market, there is the danger of too rigidntralised and top-down
implementation for the sake of economic efficien&ymanufacturer will be keen
to mass supply multiple similar units - or at leastts that have the same basic
components — within a radius of distance that il @tofitable. Such rigidity is
unlikely to effectively respond to the particulaeg of various residents’ demands
in a rapidly urbanising context with changing aafians and effective demand
due to increased welfare. Inflexibility and lackwairiety is particularly inherent to
en masse implementation of housing based on acclgdem. Yet rigidity may
equally endanger open building systems when useldfecost housing whereby
choice is limited due to the tight budgets for iempkentation as the households
themselves have little effective demand. The hisabexperience of the post-war
prefabricated housing experiment in the U.S.A. agras a warning sign. The
experience is emblematic of the difficulties of nmaka significant impact on the
housing industry in a time of tremendous housingrtsige within a quickly
modernizing society (Anderson & Anderson 2007:10)e destruction of World
War Il, the return of veterans and the pre-war immushortage combined to create
an unprecedented demand for housing (Stohr 20Q5I8@) problem of not being
able to solve that housing shortage certainly waarack of experiments. The
‘concept of prefabrication reached its climax ie tB60s with the diverse urban
and architectural utopias of that era’ (Staib eR@D8:5). But a rigid, centralizing
industrial organization completely missed the mark society and economy that
was modernizing more rapidly and in a far more deedized and individualized
structure. ‘Ultimately, the cost per unit of oftesimanufactured housing made
most prefabricated dwellings prohibitively expemsifor those living on the
economic margins’ concludes Stohr (2005:41). Ant tbost-ineffectiveness
continued to plague prefab experiments.

™ André Buitenhuis, Surinam - Skype interview, December 29, 2010.

2t is too early still to assess the effectiveness of these extensions in the project as the
option has not been accessed yet by current buyers of the house as they are not yet in a
next phase of consolidation in terms of adding space and privacy.

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 67



Speed of installation

The second perceived advantage of the open builsystem is the speed of
installation relative to site intensive construntioModular and off-site

construction technologies take most of the productiway from the construction
site, with the idea to replace the ‘essentially glmv unproductive site activities’
by ‘more efficient faster factory processes’ (aftemwson et al. 2011:50).
Prefabrication, referring to the offsite makingtbé& elements prior to installation
at the site, is an important step in the constonctif every building but especially
integral to building systems. The greater the l@fghrefabrication, the lower the
amount of assembly work on site and subsequerghibeter the construction time.

In Europe, North America and Japan the developnwnindustrial
prefabrication in industry is encouraged by thentawually increasing (...) efforts
to shorten the design and construction periodsilgSe¢t al. 2008:40). Time cuts
are justified first of all by the expensive labolr the context of the private sector
projects delays in starting up the business meajormasses, also vis-a-vis
investors and loans taken for the construction.hSsdhe quest that for capital
development of buildings, where finances and tilt@na mobile factories are
temporarily set up in close proximity to the buildisite for the duration of the
production of building elements (Staib et al. 2@a§: A prerequisite are fully
automated specially developed production technighat are supported by the
use of robots that can carry out the assembly waukonomously. Japan
particularly boasts in a high level of developmiaerthe area of computer-operated
assembly and finishing plants ‘which are considest@indard procedure for
construction sites there’ (Staib et al. 2008:41).

Yet the very same argument of efficiency may inthao context be
perceived as a primary reason to indeed (for the theing) refrain from speedy
off-site construction in a factory. For instance South Africa, where housing
construction is perceived as a key strategy forci@ation (RDP 1994, 2.3.8) In
the face of massive unemployment, labour-intensorestruction that is accessible
to builders and craftspeople with little or no fangualification is purposefully
sought after. One of the basic principles of thenaleratic government has been
linking reconstruction to development, which isrség the Mandela government
‘in contrast to the argument that growth is neeoleidre development is possible’
(RDP 1994, 4.3.1.). The Policy Framework stated ihaaims at ‘boosting
production and household income through job -creatiproductivity and
efficiency, improving conditions of employment acigating opportunities for all
to sustain themselves through productive actiigDP 1994, 2.4.2). Clearly,
macro-economic considerations are very differemehand so are the financial
considerations as — contrary to the context ofimrglabour is cheap and widely
available. Thus in the South African context itikely to be more legitimate and
even economically viable to use traditional buitdimethods and prefabrication
by hand*.

| am indebted to Dr. Mark Napier, Urban Landmark, for pointing this out to me as a
problematic feature of modular construction within his country, South Africa.

74 Building systems and their elements can indeed be prefabricated by hand, as is the
case for example in half-timbered buildings (Staib et al. 2008:42).
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At the household level it is strongly doubted wigetformal construction can ever
compete with the speed of installation and flexypibf buildings already offered
by the informal market. One of the first things amé observe when driving into
Khayelitsha via the main route is the modules beaiffgred for sale by various
informal entrepreneurs (see Picture 2). Choicdsstaith a one-door-one-window
module and goes up to larger modules. Sizes vamy f8x2.4 meter up to 6x3
meter. Finishing depends on a buyers’ budget. Thduhes are delivered to the
plot within a day and include everything but seirvic or insulation, “It is a
shelter”, explains the most well-known de&ler

Picture 2 “Local modules” being sold at ‘Greenpoint’, the entrance to Khayelitsha.

Picture by author.

Picture 3 Head of a household on plot#l1 points out where the shack of the renter had been standing;
the module had been bought from ‘Greenpoint’.
Picture by author.

> Dumisoni Lagumas, Expert interview, August 6, 2011, Khayelitsha.

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 69



More precisely these modules are a form of prefabion of the backyard shacks
seen everywhere across Khayelitsha, and may befas@ustance by renters. A
main household will then ‘lease’ part of the plotthe renter, and if the renter is
lucky, will make a slab foundation (see Picture Bhe module will then be

delivered to this foundation and habitation camtdtse very same day. With the
same ease, the module may be gone within a dapg lteken elsewhere —
although of course time will run down the qualitly tbe structure and render
moving futile.

Improved quality and accuracy

The third pragmatic advantage perceived is the awvgut quality and accuracy in
manufacture. As Staib et al. (2008:40) analysec@mslitions on site are often less
than optimal and cannot match industrial producttendards this can lead to
construction delays and loss of quality’. ‘The paiyi purpose of prefabrication is
to produce building components in an efficient werkvironment with access to
specialized skills and equipment in order to redems& and time expenditures on
the site while enhancing quality and consistengyiderson & Anderson 2007:7).
Yet the improved quality and accuracy also haverieeptag, not only in the
needed modern, computerised planning and produdtignalso in the highly
skilled labour required and the resourcing andsjparnt of the components. The
high quality end product consequently is incredgiegpensive, and may well be
out of reach for most income groups. Indeed thdohisof the modernist
experiment in Europe is illustrative of how diffltut is to go from high quality
prototypes to commercially viable houses for madebme groups.

Producing a house that targets the needs, pretssesmed aspirations of
low-income households themselves — within theingant affordability criteri&®
- is an incredible challenge. Particularly so, siwonsiderations of residents may
not all be rational from the point of view of architect. Legitimate demands to a
house design may be related to very specific tdffelow-income households
are willing to make to reach the aspired extensiotine house in terms of privacy
and space. An excellent analysis of the clash hetwibe qualitative design
considerations of professional and pragmatic desajutions in self-built houses
comes from Khan et al. (2010). The study adoptsagtaphic methods to find the
implicit reasons behind pragmatic decisions durimgial as well as different
stages of consolidation of the houses.

The researchers give an insightful analogy of aasgjtio illustrate what
happens when the resident and the architect adialogue (see Figure 4). Six
squares - ranging from a blurred to a perfect @@ € are drawn to show that the
concept of a square can be flexible. Based on thieservations of architects
drawing building plans for residents, Khan et @&010: 55) explain that ‘an
architect might like to choose 'f' to define a sgudut the ‘subjectivity value’ of
family life at a given time ‘might lead users toles# 'e’, 'd', or even 'c' as a

"® For instance, Access to state provided core-housing in contemporary South Africa is
intended for households which earn a maximum of ZAR 3500 per month, meaning a
yearly income of around ZAR 42,000, €4,780. Surely, income levels may change after
occupation. Source: Tissington (2011) and
http://www.etu.org.za/toolbox/docs/government/hagditml[Accessed August 18, 2010].
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square’. Khan et al. (2010:50) suggest that knowheg'subjective values’ can be
one of the basic ways ‘to bring architects closertitese users’ as ‘it is the
flexibility responded to social responsibility thatll draw the professional
decision close to pragmatic decisions’ (Khan et28110:55). The analysis is
insightful, yet the question that immediately conb@snind then is: how can the
dialogue between the resident and the architecedlésed if they are not in such
direct contact?

a b & d e f
‘' might be a perfect square, but ‘c', or even 'b’ can be acceptable to user as a square

Figure 4 The concept of a square can be flexible.
Source: Khan et al. (2010:55).

6.2 Ideological motivations are interwoven with cetnal threads of
Western European socio-cultural legacies

What then about the three ideological motivationdentified in the
(predominantly) Western European context? Thesee:w) flexibility and
adaptability of the open building system, 2) thvelito experiment & perceived
aesthetics of modernist construction and 3) thesiposy to combine the
implementation of an open building system with @te mitigation (see Chapter
2.2). What follows is a brief discussion of the m&sues involved with taking
these ideological motivations outside their contebarigin.

Flexibility and adaptability of the open buildingstem

Three aspirations are commonly related to the athdpy of a building:
“deconstruction”, “disassembly” “dismantling”, atibgh definitions seem to
overlap (Osman & Herthogs 2010 in Osman & Sebakép®Basically the focus
is here on the process of removing building comptsand materials from an
existing built structure and the requirements feprocessing the salvaged
components and materials in order to reintegraetimto another built structure
(Sassi 2002 in Osman & Sebake 2010). The motivasotwofold — although
practitioners may focus on either one of them: easing environmental impact
and/or tools for adaptability from the building dsepoint of view (Osman &
Sebake 2010).

The perceived advantage of the adaptabllity particularly for a
residential building - must be approached with saaugtion due to the way it fits
into the specific European, North American and dapa contexts in which the
concept in its modernist understanding emergededdd the idea of the
adaptability of a house can be traced back to Eeaopnodernist aspirations with

77 Adaptability here mustn’t be confused with the concept of ‘climate adaptation’ as used
in the discourse of sustainable development (see also Annex 10).
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Fuller (in Schwehr 2011:16) claiming “a room shoulot be fixed, should not
create a static mood, but should lend itself tongeaso that its occupants may
play upon it as they would upon a piano”. Not oalghitects, but also the public
has developed aspirations of adaptability. In th&.R. for instance, from the
early 1920s onwards, the prefabricated mobile hba been filling a growing
niche in the housing market and ‘quickly became aat pf the American
vernacular (Stohr 2005:38). Importantly then, tpepularity of the ‘mobile
home’ is legitimate in the public eye as it is mteven with the American history
of the Great Depression. To migrant workers, théilfadhome was an outcome as
land could be rented at a nominal fee and no caafgld applications needed to
be submitted for government hand-outs. As such, adaptable systems in
housing construction may reflect a certain asmirain lifestyle that has legitimate
historical roots but may not necessarily be legtienn other contexts.

Browsing through the icons of open building systdarsresidential units
(e.g. Staib et al. 2008), it quickly becomes ctbat they are case studies designed
and built for higher bands of middle class inconmudeholds who aspired a
personalised house. In other words: even in conbeanp Europe, one of the
origins of the modernist concepts, housing projéatdower-income households
are seldom or never realised on the basis of opédifg principles. One of the
reasons for that is inherent to the open buildipgreach itself, namely that it is
particularly suited for projects whereby resideattteast take partial responsibility
for the maintenance and also co-invest in thatthe “West” this almost per
definition implies a higher-educated target groughva common social profile.
To date, such a profile does not match the expentaproject implementers have
of lower-income households, and it is believed ¢oabsafer investment to assure
maintenance through standardisation and strucsotaidness?®

Interestingly, in the fieldwork conducted for thikesis in Khayelitsha
South Africa, it was found that many of the lowante households included in
the sample aspired to build a “family house”: anp@ment and solid structure
where “the children can always come bacKoThe idea of a “family house” is
very much part of the local discourse; no one seenmeed explanation on what
is meant by the word. During the focus group distusg participants moreover
responded in disbelief about the material use ef @nthe designs architects had
made for core-housing. The shared deep concern eas:long is this house
going to last? Participants also explained they lité interest in constantly
adapting a house. “It is already enough of a steugm get the extensions in the
first place!® Indeed, permanency is at the heart of the meaoing “family
house”. Aspiring it may have internal as well asiggolitical roots.

Sometimes the needs of the next generation arartheh important that
house size and design after consolidation areylikelreflect factors other than
current household size. In many developing coestthe likely needs of the next

"8 Frederik Groos, expert interview via email, August 25, 2011.

9 Respondent plot#J20, head of an extended family, semi-structured interview,

Khayelitsha, Cape Town (South Africa), July 26, 2011.

% Focus group discussion, August 5, 2011. Boardroom KDF, Khayelitsha, Cape Town
(South Africa).
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generation, and how best the house can serve dygear to be very important in
the decision to transform’ (Tipple 2000:46). A centional hypothesis is that a
contracting household of an older couple may chooseove to a smaller house,
or at least refrain from further extending the houSipple (2000) however
observed that in various developing countries iratht old people are increasing
the size of their houses — often with non-finandialp from heir grown-up
children. In several countries the older generatias the responsibility to give the
next an especially good start in life; which ‘igesf expressed in terms of a house
to live in’ (Tipple 2000:46). The construction afv&ral rooms to convert a single
household dwelling into a suitable family houseodiss a benefit for the ageing
owner and his/her spouse. As Amole et al (1993ippl€ 2000:58) report, ‘being
a head of a house or an elder in the house gieeslthfolks a useful role in life
long after they have ceased to be physically actipple (2000) also discusses
the potential for passing ownership rights down igome scale to the next
generation who does not yet have enough resoucce@sduire a house in the
market.

Consolidators are expressing not only housing nbatlalso the desire for
identity, a sense of belonging, dignity and acaegga A search for status among
neighbours may be an important motivator (see Kgllett 1995 in Tipple
2000:41). Yet, socio-historical and political dyriasn may also give the
construction of better housing a much deeper megamirsearch for acceptance as
a fully participating citizen. Thus ‘the questionisas as to whether affordable
housing is a suitable place to experiment with mmgte or new technologies’,
write Osman & Sebake (2010:246), since ‘people gdlyedo not want to stand
out in the neighbourhood as those living in a “@eaxperimental box”. Such
“standing out” (...) ‘exacerbated the separateness’.

When it comes to the design of a residential bagdithe ‘low-income
user’ possibly is most interested in: adaptabiitd maintenance of the house.
Yet, low-income households have themselves becomredibly resourceful in
managing the adaptability and maintenance of their houses. Or as David€dn
puts it: “The brick is probably the most flexibleodule ever invented”. The
adaptability of building components and the buiidas a whole are evident in the
incremental approach to housing. The problems enniaintenance of “housing
solutions” implemented in developing countries nooes prove that unless the
construction of the house is in tune with locallskand local material, the house
is not able to stand the test of tithe

The problematic legitimacy issues related to boddsystem / modular
“housing solutions” and their key relevance for lempentation processes are
confirmed in the reflexive-learning experience oped-Source House (OS-
House¥. A winning design for the proposed ‘eco-affordafiedular house’ was
taken to a test case in Ghana and its construgiorow almost finished. The
intention is to reproduce it on a larger pilot scaff 100 houses. Two recent

8 Forbes Davidson, Expert interview, April 14, 2011, Rotterdam (The Netherlands).
% See also Chapter 2.1 and Annex 11.

8 Where | have been involved as a volunteer. See also Chapter 5.
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workshops with some 50 key local stakeholders hewegvimarily pointed out
legitimacy issues of the test case house. As statdtie newsflash to people
involved: ‘overall learning from the first workshois that designs are not
reflecting the expectations of the end users eeatss that the (...) designs are too
radical for Ghana. (...) The second workshop ‘wasapniged to get the end user
involved in the process of co-creating the designhay would like their houses
built’, yet ‘the problem left is that the price dfie current house is still not
affordable to our target grodiy’ OS-House is looking for solutions as the point of
departure is the accessibility of the house, nstdésign. In retrospect, this
experience highlights the key relevance of early areaningful co-decisions by
the targeted beneficiaries.

Drive to experiment & perceived aesthetics of mowiconcepts

Looking at Prouvé is insightful to realising jusbtvih interwoven contemporary
open building systems are with the central threafdshmodernism -not only in
pragmatism. The remarkably simple and flexible eystdeveloped by Jean
Prouvé hasn't lost its relevance for contemporaigking about open building
system® (see Picture 4 and 5).
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Montage partiel du prototype a Maxéville. (ADMM)

Picture 4 Prefabricated ‘Maison Tropical’ by Jean Prouvé.
Source: http://www.lamaisontropicale.com [Accesgaajust 21, 2010].

From the 1930s Prouvé had been experimenting adtofy-produced temporary
shelter. After the war his attention turned to depmg a more complex structural
system in which the distinction between frame antfilliwas progressively

eroded. Prouvé introduced ‘a sheet metal desigmhich the ridge pole of the

house provided the basic spatial envelope to whiskries of panels provided at
once enclosure and rigidity’ (Bergdoll 2008:22).wias a system that could be
adapted to vastly different climates, sites andescdorough modular expansion or
pavilion-like additions. Prouvé still inspires Epean designers, not only for his

8  OS-House Newsletter October 2011. Available http://www.os-house.org/english/os-

house/News?postid=151 and http://www.os-house.org/english/os-house/News?go$b3
[Accessed 27 October, 2011].

% There is an ballooning literature on Prouvé ‘particularly since the seminal 1981
exhibition at the Museum Boijmans van Beuningen in Rotterdam’ (Bergdoll 2008:26).
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system, but also for his social engagement andpeitantly — for his pragmatic
approach to design.
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Picture 5 Sketch of a proposed eco-affordable modular design for Open-Source House.
Visual by Van der Meulen 2010.

Picture 6 ‘La maison tropicale’ by Jean Prouvé at TATE in London.
Sourcehttp://www.lamaisontropicale.cofi\ccessed, August 21, 2010].

Yet, from a different angle, it becomes clear tthet pragmatic approach is also
culturally tied to a certain perception of aesttetiToday, by the wider public,
Prouvé’s experiments are predominantly cherisheahaarchitectural art form and
considered as an integral part of the Europeawnryisind culture. The prototype
of the ‘Maison Tropical’ (see Picture 6) for instan after having been open for
the public at the TATE museum in London, was aumetin New York in 2007
for an estimated price of up to $6 million (Rawsth@007). The example is
illustrative of the legitimacy of the aestheticspoéfabricated systems in Western
Europe and North America. Japan already had moneinmalist aesthetics
interwoven in its culture (see e.g. Staib et a08)0
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One ought to be particularly hesitant to  experimentvith
“housing solutions” for low-income households, dsey are tremendously
vulnerable due to their stringent affordabilityteria. Again, even the European
experience itself proves that hesitation is the trmealistic approach. Even in
France Prouvé’s success was limited, and few housee built outside the
experimental site of Meudon. Only three of Prouvépical houses were ever
mounted in the clever system of airplane delivéat he hoped would make life
in tropical climates more comfortable for the Fiertmreaucrats in decolonizing
Africa (Bergdoll 2008:22; Rawsthorn 2007).
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Picture 7 Pontetower in Johannesburg South Africa, architectural consequence of modernist concepts.
Source picture and text: http://atlasobscura.camfiponte-tower [August 15, 2010].

Moreover, the legitimacy of modernist conceptsusdened by the strong images
produced by ‘the “architectural” consequences’gafbtaib et al. 2008:9) of the
modernist approach to housing in thé"2ntury which are indeed very real to
the public. The negative associations and images si@rted in Europe and North
America. The post-war years in both continents ¢he/ continuation — and
expansion — of the slum-clearance programs begungithe 1930s Depression
continued in the name of ‘urban renewal’ (Stohr2aQ). Still holding on to the
idealism of the new, ordered city, post-war pobco®ntinued to be enacted at the
national level and carried out locally: a centradiz top-down approach. In the
beginning many of these new developments consisfetbw-rise apartment
buildings, but over time Le Corbusier-inspired higges and slab apartment
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blocks of the kind designed by students of the Bashschool became the norm.
Poor siting, cost cutting and shoddy constructieamgounded the problems
associated with the new housing developments. B 8vY0s it had become clear
to many that the post-war approach to public hausiad failed. Slums had not
been replaced by “new towns” or “radiant cities't by “vertical ghettos” (Stohr
2005:41). ‘As a result, in the public eye at ledbke modernist tower block
became the scapegoat for an era of flawed housolgigs’ writes Stohr
(2005:41). A visualisation of this flawed implematmbn can be found in
Johannesburg, South Africa, where the Pontetower time resulted in a vertical
slum (see Picture 7).

Strong images such as the Pontet8ivare key in the perceived
legitimacy of the use of modernist concepts for ghke of low-income housing.
Modernism - in its own turn too - has come to bgarded as a paradigm that
needs to be broken with in housing design. Indeeib St al. (2008:9) in their
overview of contemporary modular construction daidtely start their
introduction with reference to what they call “thiest emotional reaction” to the
terms ‘components’ and ‘systems’, explaining thhése terms evoke — not only
for architects — associations with industrial protthin, serial fabrication and
assembly lines; more precisely, post-war conswuactéchniques. That is, images
dominated by technology, uniformity, indeed evemotony’. The history of the
Pontetower in South Africa is physical proof oftjh®w burdened ‘components’
and ‘systems’ are by examples from more recentitaathral history. And despite
the optimist call to reconsideration of Staib et(2008), indeed prefabrication and
other modular concepts may encounter strong resstéor use for low-income
households.

The possibility to combine the implementation obpean building system with
climate mitigation
Roberts (2010) shows how iealpolitik - especially so within quickly urbanising
and socio-economically diversifying contexts - adépn strategies have more
chance to be acted upon. Her analysis is basedamgar term study of the city
of Durban, South Africa — an “early adapter” (Camnat al. 2009 in Roberts
2010:397). As Roberts (2010:399) explains from imithis context: ‘Mitigation’s
focus on carbon is abstract, often poorly undestad raises equity issues about
who caused and who should be responsible for asidgeghe problem’. Besides
that, climate change is often perceived as ‘a distad unlikely threat, with much
less urgency than other development challengesesspres’ (Roberts 2010:401).
Roberts (2010:399) analyses that for the Southcafricase, the mitigation work
that does occur within the municipal structuresmerely a by-product of

% The Ponte-Tower in Johannesburg was built in 1975 to a height of 173 m, making it the
tallest residential skyscraper in Africa. “Life in the building became truly brutal after the fall
of Apartheid. As crime rose in the once-upscale Hillbrow neighbourhood, numerous
gangs moved into building. Ponte Tower became a centre of organized crime activity, and
life in the building become extremely unsafe. Owners all but abandoned the structure to
decay. At one point the garbage piled five stories high in the open inner courtyard of the
building” (Desai 2010). The building was under complete redevelopment for high middle
class by a private developer since 2007— but his project failed due to the economic crisis
that hit the world in 2009.
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economical development relevant interventfdnor driven by international
funding that offers opportunities for economic depenent.

By contrast, a key reason for adaptation achiewagh prominence in
Durban is that adaptation or resilience-focuseerugntions offer the potential for
development-linked co-benefits that ‘are responsov@ context of poverty and
underdevelopment’ (Parry et al. 2007 in RobertsO2849). Roberts moreover —
based on the experience in Durban — argues thavergs linked with climatic
uncertainty increase, political support for climateange adaptation interventions
will also increase — particularly after events thegult in rapid onset disasters.
Roberts (2010:398) adds that in Durban there is &tided pressure of ensuring
that post-apartheid development gains are not umded or lost, and that the
escalating and urgent development challengesfatihg the city are not further
exacerbated by climate change’.

Satterthwait®® tackles the over-optimistic position that mitigeti and
adaptation will automatically follow through marketsponses and smart
technology greatly understates the impacts of ¢énchange and their cumulative
nature and wrongly assumes that those most vulleeraii be thus protected.
Meaning that resilience at the core house leveltrbaesactively designed too.
Discourse does matter, because it allows two segyndifferent worldviews to
find cggnmon ground — even between departments aero(2010) case study
proves~.

6.3 Summary

This chapter rises the question what the potergftdctiveness of the open
building system is when taken into rapidly urbamgscontexts outside Europe,
North America and Japan, and applied to low-incdroasing implementation.
Clearly, such contexts face very different chalks)g while low-income

households are moreover tied to very stringentrdéfoility criteria.

The exercise has been rather disenchanting. Bripgeaceived advantages
of the open building systems lose much of theiitilegcy in rapidly urbanising
contexts. When it comes to economics of scalepuardoubts have been raised to
its legitimacy outside European, North American daganese contexts, amongst
which: high capital investments and highly quadifieabour may be absent,

8 Roberts (2010:399) here gives the example of the energy crisis, which is the product of
the South African government's decision in the 1990s to privatize all new generating
capacity and the subsequent ‘procrastination in implementing this decision’. This
measurement resulted in inadequate maintenance of the existing electricity infrastructure
and a lack of development of the required additional generating capacity. Partly as a
response to this crisis, the mitigation strategy then has been formulated as ‘the national
goal of reducing electricity consumption by 10 per cent'.

 David Satterthwaite, senior fellow with the Human Settlements Group, International
Institute for Environment and Development (IIED). Satterthwaite contributed to the Third
(2001) and Fourth (underway) Assessments of the IPCC. Lecture at the Institute for
Housing and Development Studies (IHS), Rotterdam January 2011.

% For a more thorough analysis of sustainable development in the light of mitigation and
adaptation, as well as resilience see Annex 11.
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dependency on import of components may furtheertigs price tag - placing it
outside the effective demand of low-income hous#hoand the danger of the
inevitability of rigid, centralised and top-downpgly of multiple similar units
due to the need for cost-effectiveness — quite segdo the variety required to
meet diversifying housing needs and aspirationgapidly urbanising contexts.
The perceived pragmatic advantage of speed ofllasta likewise runs into
legitimacy issues when transferred to a rapidlyanrbing context. Reasons given
are amongst others that the opportunity offerecclap and widely available
labour is not taken advantage of through off-sigseanbly, while political-
economical considerations may seek to use coula e housing backlogs with
employment generation in the construction sectbe preconditions that lead to
improved accuracy — and the rational improvemeradgquacy - further push up
the price tag of components of open building systdfaced with inevitable trade-
offs, subjective values and considerations of theskhold itself — such as space,
privacy, future needs and aspirations — may be regigimate and urgent for
investments than accuracy.

The ideological motivations that further explaine thevival of open
building systems, may involve introducing an aleamcept altogether. Mitigation
is a contested concept and may not be perceivesl lagitimate motivation to
aspire flexible systems. Instead, it is quite §kéhat inrealpolitik design that
tackles immediate issues of adaptation to climdtange and that enhances
resilience is welcomed as more legitimate ‘housalytions’. “Deconstruction”,
“disassembly” and “dismantling” may alienate lovwe@me households who
themselves may aspire a house that radiates ‘pemogh possibly even as a
symbol of their acceptance into society and an esgion of their dignity. It is
hard or even impossible for prefabricated unitsdampete with the low-costs by
which extensions are realised by households theeseind the sheer variety of
types orchestrated by residents. In a context gbfa state, such incremental
housing usually takes place entirely outside muicicontrol, leading to the
inevitable conclusion that in fact almost the cdidsdion process is also outside
the building control of the architect. Aesthetic§ the modernist concepts
proposed for ‘housing solutions’ moreover are mtaren with socio-cultural
legacies in Europe, North America and Japan. Bulerost design is defiled by
strong images produced by the *“architectural comseces” of modernist
approaches to housing low-income households inpdst. These consequences
are very real and may lead to strong resistantkeetaise of modernist concepts —
contemporary interpretations of the open buildipstems alike.

The question is raised whether low-income househatd the right target
population for experimentation with open buildingtems altogether. Even in the
European context, the profile of the user needdtebéts that of middle-class
income groups. Moreover, the stringent affordapillevels of low-income
households make them very vulnerable and littleabbgp of coping with the
consequences of design failures in experimentalsinguprojects, while the
appearance of it may exacerbate their feeling pausgeness. There is ample
evidence that effective implementation require$yeamnd meaningful co-decisions
by stakeholders — primarily the targeted benefiesa+ to assure both legitimacy
and affordability of the design proposed. If angthithis chapter proved that the
fieldwork must have a very open-minded perspedbvapen building approaches.
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Chapter 7 Case study analysis: discussion of findys

Now that the case study has been introduced, anthdthodology explained — as
well as a first assessment of the potential of dpelding systems for low-income
households in rapidly urbanising contexts - heeefthdings of the fieldwork will
be analysed. Insights of Napier (2002) are integrdtut with an eye to how the
consolidation process proceeded over time, in ¢énsesthat there is the advantage
of the temporal dimension in retrospect. There $$rang suggestion that it is not
so much the core house as it is the plot that rhbasthe unit of analysis of
consolidation processes if the sustainability @f pinoject is assessed. The chapter
is split in three. The first part gives a broad dved impression of how the
consolidation process of the households proceedenly 26 years into
consolidation of the core-housing project. The secpart discusses five major
trends observed. In the final part, based on tlayais, a translation is made to
several considerations for future core-housing emmntation. Put as bold
statements, the considerations discussed aim ¢metri further thinking on
contemporary implementation of the core-housingceph Again, it is highly
recommended to use the annexure as a constantnedeto get a more lively
insight in the issues discussed.

7.1 A sample of households in 2011

How did the consolidation of the core houses proceemw 26 years after

implementation? To allow for analysis of the fielilk material in the next

chapter, here a first description of the main hbokis included in the sample as
well as the level of building development on th@ot is given. For further details

please refer to Annex 6.

Main households included a nutshell

The 2011 sample includes 25 plots (see Table A13)- Accupying them are 7
nuclear main households with an average of 3.4 Ipe@ single-person main
households and 15 extended family main householts an average of 5.8

people. Looking at the gender of the heads of tha mouseholds, the picture of
Eyethu as a whole — KPRU (2005:41) speaks of arpuaced gender-gap” with
the ward population made up of some 67% for femaigseflected in the finding

that a disproportionally large amount of the howdddh is headed by single
women (14 out of 25 main households).

It is particularly striking that 21 out of the 25am households included in
the sample have lived on the same plot for at [Bastears, which in turn echoes
the low mobility found through the 2005 enumeratisee KPRU 2005).
Interestingly, it was possible to make a distinetioto I and 2 generation€’ to
the core house and plot, whereby, as an operatiemal 1st generation refers to
the head (and spouse) of the main household wétonfioved into this core house
and plot, e.g. “original residents” since implenagiun. 2¢ generation refers to a
(adult) child of the original head - who has passedy/moved out - now
representing the new head of the main householdpyatg the core house (and

% A distinction inspired by Kader Abdolah’s (2005) novel Het huis van de moskee {The
house of the mosque}.
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extensions). This hierarchy of the core house wamstance observed when on
one of the plots, the™generation head had passed away, and the secondary
household living in a backyard, moved into the dwsase, now forming the'?
generation to the plot. Possibly theff,ahd 29 generations to the house can be
used as a complementary indicator of mobility witthe project — or the lack
thereof.

With regards to the income levels of the househatdthe sample, the
overall picture is that of impoverished familiesthwa struggle to make a living
(see Table A4). 13 main households have only 1laegncome from formal
wage, while 10 have none. Irregular forms of incqrevail, meaning the income
is quite unpredictable. 10 main households use pl# for commercial
entrepreneurship, having either a business on itremters. Indeed, in the
neighbourhood there are few formal local job oppaities, there is a huge
reliance on transport because of its distance goanomic nodes, and little retalil
and lifestyle provision. In such a context, smaifdrmal’ businesses are key to
survival (Brown 2009: 6). But the informal economynot a good employer either
as the market is saturated with existing smalleseattivities. There is a lot of
duplication — people offering the same serviceproducts — which means it is
harder to make a living out of retail. In retailyaow, little value adding activity
is going on (Brown 2009:6). Having renters on thet peems to be one of the few
demands in the market.

The fieldwork identified that households often degph@n so-called ‘social
wage® to meet ends. The general picture of impoverishedseholds is
confirmed by the finding that 10 main household=iee at least 1 form of social
wage. For many a household the pension and thd alaige was the only really
predictable and stable form of income. As the sérthe head of the main
household on plot#H23 puts it, speaking of his rapothnd her pension "If she
dies, we also die of hunger with her. Because we on it". Adding to it:
"Sometimes | go fixing something for others in tHeuse, at least | will get some
cents, in order for me not to go out and rob soewpfe". This family was found
to be the most impoverished by far. The 2005 enatwgr, proves this point,
showing an amounted 2,563 (19%) of recipients ofadavelfare grants in ward
94 (KPRU 2005:43). It becomes clear that househdidge very stringent
affordability criteria for extensions — while suss&l extenders may be
exceptions that merely confirm the rule.

Level of extension achieved on the plot

The level of extension on plots included in the R@8ample overall has proceeded
over the past years, and is starting to includeenpoominent and advanced levels
of extensions (see Chapter B)is safe to conclude this, based on the obsemwati
that the most successful extenders in the neiglhiooar have achieved a level of
extensions that was not yet observed 15 years ad¢apier (in 1996). It is likely
that the more successful a household has beentendirg, the more it has been
able to direct the house towards its own prefereraned aspirations. After all,

%% | am indebted to Dr. Mark Napier for introducing me to the term, interview August 11,
2011.
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space and privacy are only two aspects of manyilgesshotivations to extend
(see Model A2).

Six of the plots were intentionally selected ag/tikeluded an “upstairs” -
the local name for a house with both a ground arfitsa floor. The upstairs
represents, with quite certainty, the most sucok$svel of extension achieved in
the neighbourhood in 2011: it is both the most lgosktension, as well as the
extension requiring the most advanced skills ame investment (see Annex 7 for
a photo collage). It is striking that the upsta&xsension is primarily built to relief
housing stress and indeed a very good option todotal 16 bedrooms were
added by the 6 main households on the additional.fiThe ‘upstairs’ may serve
other purposes too. One of the households withugstairs” runs a tavern and
added the upstairs to allow for the use of the mkimirs” for commercial purpose
only. Another household ran a rental entrepren@prsthereby the bedrooms on
the additional floor were built for the purposerefting them out to couples that
would share services, which were also added upstair

13 Of the plots included detached extensions. &Rieen included a total
of 4 “flats” - a local name to refer to a detacldiension of conventional
material, commonly with one bedroom and placedrmtbr at the side of the core
house. One of the flats included separate serviding main household had
intentionally built this structure with good quglitin order to accommodate
renters as an income generating strategy. Relatneited all other flats. The
flat is an interesting development, as in 1996 retached structures of
conventional material were yet identified (Napi€02).

If this sample is any indication, ‘backyard shachee still most common
form of detached extension, in this case on 10splbhis local name refers to a
detached small structure of (predominantly) imperema material behind the core
house (e.g. not within visibility of the street&jdonly including a bedroom (see
Annex 8 for a photo collage). All types of detacleadiensions primarily included
bedrooms, with a total addition of 18 bedrooms.

Interesting is the finding that 8 of the 25 plo&slladded a carport, a trend
indicating the improvement in lifestyle. Clearlyetmeed to park a car was not
anticipated by the original project implementersttaes positioning of the house
makes the construction of the carport quite difficu

Non-extending perceived from a temporal dimension

The only “non-extender” included in the 2011 sampfgoears to be an interesting
case with regards to the plot development (seaueid@). On this plot (#H25),
extension activity was going on in 1996, namelyval§ attached impermanent
extension (this can be established on the mapsdad\by Napier 2002, see Map
Al). 15 years later the extension has disappedi®gl current residents have only
been living here for 3 years now, renting it frdme bwner who had moved out to
the rural areas, having removed the impermaneensidn before he left.

This example highlights that when at a certain mumi& time no
extension activity is taking place, one cannot tahe that the plot has been
“underutilised” since implementation. Such a momémtleed is merely a
‘snapshot’. It also stresses that an evaluatiothefeffectiveness of a core house
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project that takes the temporal dimension seriquslyst focus not primarily on
the households but on the plots, as householdnaide.

Picture 8 Underutilisation? A snapshot of plot#H25 along the consolidation process of the core house.
Picture by author.

Relief of housing stress in terms of space

To what extent did households included in the 28&fnple manage to relief
housing stress? The table in the annex (Table @&s an overview of the ratio
of habitable space per person upon occupationra2@11 for every single main
household included in the 2011 sample. This sani@eeby indicates that 23 of
the 24 extenders were able to reduce the housiegssin terms of space quite
considerably, even as years of occupation vary gntfoem.

Housing stress in terms of privacy

As for the rooms added, the same logic as idedtifikeady earlier by Napier
(2002) is apparent in the type of room added, witbriority to firstly add space,
then privacy as the initial core house had a higising stress in both regards (see
Table A5). Top priorities in type of extension fauamong extenders (24 in
number) included in the 2011 sample are:

bedroom(s)

living-dining room

detached extension with bedroom(s)
toilet(s)

a passage to allow for extensions

ogkrwnE

While the addition of bedrooms primarily indicatég priority to add space, the
sheer number of bedrooms added also indicates @ékd for privacy. Indeed,
smaller rooms may be preferred over several langes, as already observed by
Tipple (2000). From this angle, non-extenders drase¢ who could only extend
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little are likely to experience very high levelslafusing stress, not only in terms
of space — but also in terms of privacy.

The more rooms a household was able to add (adb®itl in most cases),
the more likely it is that the main household hasrbable to direct the level of
privacy towards more culturally accepted situatioftss supports the finding that
in cases of detached extensions the bedrooms aegsabccupied by males and
never by females - unless a woman is living togettith a husband or boyfriend
(see Table A6 — A9). The rule of thumb in this seargven applies to non-relative
renters, whereby no female renters were founday st a detached extension,
whatever the material use thereof is. As residerpained, a young man needs
his own privacy, to be able to welcome friends gadn and out as he pleases. Or
to put it the other way around: women are consildo® vulnerable to live
‘detached’ from the core house where the main Hwoldestays. Also, cultural
gender rules are involved relating to the honoufyotfing) female and the family
as “rumour may spread” of her whereabouts if tmeilfais not seen as capable of
keeping an eye on her — although a male is alssuytosed to “mess arourid”
The most important reason given was that the neigiitood is perceived as
particularly unsafe and families are trying to pritvulnerable members first.

There is a strong suggestion from this sampledhdtpstairs’ — being of
conventional material and more importantly, beitigiched to the house of the
main household — is able to provide a certain le¥@rivacy and perceived safety
to adult female members of the household (see TABle- A8). It seems that
indeed women will be the first priority for thespstairs conventional attached
extensions. Young male adults may also stay ugstget the urge to provide for a
detached extension for adult male seems a difficatle-off. One plot with an
upstairs (#J3) for instance also included a backj@r the son of 38 years old in
order to provide for a detached place for him @greied a secondary household).

The impression is that, particularly for extendathiiies, it is not even so
much possible to speak of “certain moments in ifieeycle” (see also Annex 10)
as shocks and triggers seem to be more like a eyitheno specific ending. As
children/relatives grow older (triggers), granddhain are born (shocks) — within
this sample of 25 main households now includinggtehdchildren. The fact that
all 13 grandchildren stay in attached extensioreamséo prove the point that
detached extensions are considered ‘less safeare’ vulnerable’.

The lack of privacy for the main household who kBdsan either relative
or non-relative secondary household (paying or,rest)well as the hardship for
members of these secondary households themseleksaity shown by the place
these persons must share services with other holgsehMost renters used
services of the main household or had to refernwtheer plot for servicing, or
were sharing services with other renters. Only ime ocase, notably the
conventional detached rental extension, was sexyiprivate. Relative secondary
household members all had to use the services efnthin household. The
situation is also observed by Brown (2009:8-9), wéjports that "there are some

% The interpretations of the observation given are confirmed by the Human Settlement
Department of KDF (Khayelitsha Development Forum), Validation of research outcomes
at meeting with the Human Settlement Forum of KDF, August 8, 2011.
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tensions with sharing services with backyard stmes or extensions and the main
house, where in the case of core-housing onlyctire is provided with a tap

inside or just outside the house structure’. Merelnsidering secondary

households — whether paying or not — would howeyessly underestimate the
densification that is taking place. This mattetaisen up in the next chapter.

7.2 Trends identified 26 years into consolidation

The qualitative nature of the fieldwork has beermtipalarly suitable for
identifying possible trends. The term ‘trend’ istroduced here to indicate a
possible direction in which the consolidation psxef the core houses and their
plots are developing. The term also intends tossttbe fact that any patterns
identified can by no means be generalised intonerged tendency as the selection
of plots has been intentional with a bias towardscessful extenders (e.g. not
random) and the total sample is too small (see teh&). Instead, the five trends
identified here may be an interesting entry fotHar detailed studies and hint to
considerations for future — hopefully more effeethvimplementation.

7.2.1. Trend 1: Alternative densification and increnental verticalisation
Implementation of housing — of any type - has thigiospatial implications which
impact the direction of urban development and wéretiat direction moves
towards more sustainability — or not (see Chaptd).2n that light, careful
consideration of planned densities ought to bernaegral part of low-income
housing implementation as well.

(In) efficient plot-use: which perspective?

It is important to notice that current debates patisl planning in South Africa

take place within the dominant paradigm of ‘compates’ (see Chapter 2.4) and
uses this discourse. The “traditional delivery” bbusing to low-income

households in South Africa, which, with little vaion since 1994 delivered
40m2, mostly free-standing, freehold houses is umadessure as it ‘does not
represent a comprehensive or responsive solutioaxigting demand patterns’
(Urban Land Mark & SHF (2010:12-14). This implidsat the core-housing
concept too, in its 1970s interpretation (see Giraptl) — and the interpretation in
the Khayelitsha project in the 1980s — is undesguiee.

Contemporary analysis of apartheid housing — tHss eeferring to the
core houses in Eyethu - illustrates the line ofkhig in the analysis of the
sustainability of low-cost housing. Notably, therslardized Apartheid houses
used the idea of detached one-story, one-familygsuoin plots of 200-300m2
(Vestbro 1999 in Gren 2006). To indicate the ‘ieefiveness’ and
‘unsustainability’ of the Apartheid housing provitjea rough estimate is given of
the floor area ratio (including streets and othggrospaces) which was 0.1 to 0.2
— as Vestbro (1999 in Gren 2006:1) concludes ‘g Vew density, even when
compared to middle and upper class areas with one/@story bungalows on
large plots and ample space for greenery along degang roads’.The line of
thought is to then move on to the many negativesequences — explicitly also for
low-income households themselves — which are theome of overall low-
density development (see also Chapter 4.3). Tlseoé course a fallacy in simply
correlating the quality of the living environmentthvdensity, as argued first by
Alonso (1973 in Richardson et al. 2000).
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In the light of these (rather heated) debates, raportant question
becomes: how do the households use the plots iedludthe 2011 sample? There
are strong suggestions that the key to truly valtive densification that has taken
place in the core houses of this case study oeepaist 26 years since occupation
lies in understanding the plots from their embeddin a quickly urbanising
context. With very limited access to the house- amdl market by (members of)
low-income households, and being located in aeset@ht with little income
generating opportunities, plots have — by sevemhrhouseholds included in the
sample — been put to optimal usage.

Secondary households

Interestingly, among the plots included in the 2@ainple more people occupy
the plot than are included in the main househoklaA indication: of the 25 plots
in this sample, 8 plots included a total of 14 &ddal separate households,
meaning that their members did not pool incomeh thié main household.

A total of 6 relative secondary households weretified on 4 of the 25
plots (see Table A6). Generally, heads of the ixedadecondary households are
older and if this sample is any indication, theyymi@nd to live in a detached
extension on the plot. This would be an indicatdso of the use cdmptyspace
in between superstructures as a demarcation ofgyintimacy and dignity
between households.

13 paying non-relative renters were identified ba 5 plots intentionally
included in the sample because the main houselads known to have renters
(see Table A9). Interestingly, renters in this sknwould stay anywhere on the
plot; in an attached extension to the core, intacked impermanent extension, in
a detached conventional extension or even upstairs.

One rental entrepreneur is included in the 2011psar(plot#F19), who
has multiple rental rooms and even owns a ploh&rron down the road with
rental rooms only (e.g. no members of the main ébaolsl live there). For all
other main households, it seems that having reatahs is an income generating
strategy to complement other strategies while éf llousehold had the choice, it
would probably opt for other employment that doegffect the intimacy of the
house.

Tipple (2000:51), drawing on the work of Gilbert\&arley (1990), writes
that though commercial renting is seen to be a ye&yr business, indeed the
ability to rent rooms out for profit is an importasource of income for home-
owners. Low-income households seem to find thisrcwf income both
convenient and profitable, even though it may mimt they have to crowd or
endure relative strangers sharing some of theiredtim space. Drawing on the
work of Korboe (1993) and Amole et al. (1993), Tlgo(R2000) argues that in some
contexts, the house has a role as a social saétyonthe poorer members of
families. ‘Indeed, in some circumstances, it isarelgd as very anti-social not to
allow others to rent space in your house for maoregratis because of family or
other connections’, writes Tipple (2000:51). Havems tend to be rented out only
when family members do not need them or as a mafasgsing sufficient money
to keep the house in repair (f.i. in Ghana). Maguseholds have occupied the
lion's share of the habitable space in their hqusesupying the original house
while accommodating any extra households in therestons (Tipple 2000:50). In
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contrast, in other contexts, renting is a businesgure for at least some profit
and may motivate extensions to the house (Tipp0®92489, 116).

Alternative densification

The most revealing finding of the 2011 fieldwork ikat an — primarily
involuntary - alternative form of densification tag place at the plot level, which
is not accommodated for, in conventional indicaorsmeasuring densification.
The phenomenon was first highlighted during a nmngetcalled in by the
community-based organisation KDF Human SettlemesruiiR, as part of the
start-up of the fieldwork for this thesis. The Ghi&f Housing® opened the
meeting by saying:

“Our government promised a lot, and when we came into Khayelitsha our

children were very, very young. But now, our children are adults and they
have no where to go and live in backyard shacks. Our children!”

Alerted by this distinction between young and adciiildren within main
households and the hierarchy of superstructuretherplot, a closer look was
given to the composition of the main householdsve as the space individual
members were occupying (e.g. where are their bedsdocated?). Based on the
findings from conversations with heads of the mhouseholds, as a rough
indicator, the age of 21 was taken as a point @fadaere — which was later
confirmed by the Human Settlement Department of K06 be the age young
adults (male members in particular) would be caergd independent and able to
start their own life elsewhere. The semi-structurgdrviews had revealed that,
particularly in extended families, other relativeupg men and women ought to
be included in the analysis as well.

To better analyse the household composition antiaddl indicator was
added to the analysis, namely: ‘adult descendant&.term ‘descendant’ is used
on purpose to allow for a broader interpretatioat tmerely children or even
relatives. Particularly amongst extended familiee,concept of ‘family’ has been
identified as a very broad interpretation. To ilfate, the head of the main
households of plot#J3 for instance, an elderly wanmadopted a non-relative
orphan as part of her extended family. This indicain a working definition,
refers to 21+ aged persons who have been raispdra®f the main household
from childhood onwards or throughout their teenggars and — importantly -
now still live on the plot. Using this perspectigé ‘adult descendants’ an even
closer look to the household composition, showsrtteny members are at an age
(21+) to leave the house, but haven't.

Using the indicator of ‘adult descendants’ a d#far picture altogether
emerges of perceived densities on the plots (sééeTa7, A8). 19 Male adult
descendants can be identified among the total ofpl@fs. 17 Female adult
descendants are identified in this sample, witimtlhetotal of 13 children.

Staying is both fateand relief to these adult descendants. Looking at
income levels of the separate main householdsTabke A4)it would for many

9 Meeting with the Human Settlement Forum of KDF, July 15, 2011.

% validation of research outcomes at meeting with the Human Settlement Forum of KDF,
August 8, 2011.
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adult descendants be a sheer impossibility to beodnected from at least the
steady flow of income provided by social wage ofogtly) pensioners and
children’s’ grants. For many an adult descendaisttiterefore aational trade-off

to stay for some relief in their personal financs#uation. Finance is not the
whole problem however in a rapidly urbanising andcig-economically
diversifying context where the “non-availabilitydahigh cost of housing units in
the affordable housing market” also contributesh® issue of people falling
through the cracks. The market is constrained bympmex and high-risk
processes’ that result in ‘time delays, increasests; uncertainty and limited
supply of housing units’ (Sikhakhane 2010 in Tigsam 2011:41). Accessing a
government house through the state-regulated systatiocation in South Africa
takes around 1,173 days, in contrast, it takes anlgverage of 34 days to access
a shack in a backyard and some 69 days to accelsaci on its own plot in a
squatter settlement (Urban Land Mark 2007 Napier 2010:3). Constraint access
to land, housing and services is confirmed by Brd@2®09:8) who reports that
‘shortage of land is very real in T1 V2 [Eyethuyhile ‘no new housing has been
built in the neighbourhood since the 1980s, meattiag) subsequent generations
have few housing options — especially in competitigth all the newcomers in
the peripheral informal settlements’. The resultreports Brown (2009:8), that
young people overcrowd with their own families it parent’s houses in T1 V2
or live in a backyard structure or extensions.

To truly value what goes on here, it is insightiulconsider trends in the
housing backlog in South Africa as a whole overphst years. ‘Notwithstanding
the provision of 2.3 million housing unifsto nearly 11 million people’, reports
Tissington (2011:8), ‘South Africa still has a hmggs crisis after 16 years of
democracy, with over 2.1 million households lackiadequate housing (and
millions more lacking access to basic servicese Tibusing backlog has grown
exponentially since 1994, and continues to incre@lssington 2011:34). It is
revealing to dig further into the reasons for tihevailing backlog. Gradually the
picture emerges of a modernising, urbanising cqumith changing lifestyles and
aspirations — whether or not this is still a “catglt after the end of Apartheld

Changes in household structures have serious iatigics for housing
backlogs (Tissington 2011:34). Urban Land Mark &FSE2010:14) report that:
‘On average, about a third of all households gdlyecansidered to fall into the
“housing backlog” statistics comprise single-persbouseholds, one-third
comprise two-member households, and the remaihiing tomprises households
of three or more members’. The report groups themsmall households”, and
explains that many of them are not small out ofessity, but ‘result from normal

9 Report Urban Land Markets: how the poor access, hold and trade land. Available:
http://www.urbanlandmark.org.za/research/x41.phpcessed: September 25, 2011].

%A rough indication. The Department of Human Settlements (DHS) (2009 in Tissington
2011:30) admits that data it relies on to estimate the housing backlog in South Africa on is
most likely unreliable.

9 Factors reported by (Tissington 2011:34) include: changes in household structures,
rapid urbanisation, migration to cities and large towns and large towns, lack of
opportunities in rural areas, structural unemployment, more households falling into the
subsidy income band and less access to housing finance.
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demographic trends and include singles such as mimtiapeople, students,
widows and widowers and temporary migrants, andrveonber household units
including young couples, couples without childreame-sex partners and single
parents’.

The increase in “small households” as society difles socio-
economically, is closely tied to aspirations. Fougger generations, Khayelitsha
is the end of the filtering process, and indeedeths a lot of mobilitywithin
Khayelitsha and surrounding informal settlementgogbe move from one
neighbourhood to another, reports Brown (2009284,their prospects improve or
decline, going from informal to formal housing, aswime vice versa'. Yet, there
has also been a movement out of the area by profets to neighbourhoods
which are close by, but safer, and have better certial and public facilities and
transport infrastructure (Brown 2009:7). Young peopre ‘particularly under
pressure to ascribe to middle class norms of utygafidrown 2009:7), which in
the case study analysis have been linked to agsispiration for inclusiveness
and status.

The aspiration to ‘move out’ is possibly best retikel in the lifestyles of
the “Black Diamonds®™. The study ‘Black Diamonds on the move’ shows how
the new black middle class in South Africa achieteegulfil their aspiration to
move out of the townships into the suburbs basedhemr increased access to
finance. According to this study, between 2005 2687, the number of black
middle-class families living in suburbs in Southriéd's metropolitan areas grew
from 23% to 479%. The people studied claimed that “their heartseveill in the
townships”, but gave pragmatic reasons for makivegnhove to the suburbs, such
as: making a sound property investment, tighteusigcand better-resourced
schools for their children, while some also repbrteeling societal pressure to
move to the suburbs as it represented a visiblé wiasuccesS®. It is likely that
as soon as income levels go up — (urban land) copison levels will go up as
well. In the case of middle and higher income resid in South Africa, this
means that the plot is often large enough to irelndividual garages, spaces for
parking and individual yards. It is this essentimdernist characteristic that is
currently under attack; the strong pro-suburbawstiwvhich involves a focus on
the free-standing building, surrounded by privgtace as the basic building block
of settlements. In South Africa, as Dewar (2000)2Hdgues ‘the single
freestanding house on its own plot has been ertezhas the image of the ‘good
urban life’, even in the case of the lowest incormemmunities’. The

% One of the first larger (and private) channels to use the term was the University of Cape
Town's Unilever Institute of Strategic Marketing, in its 2006 Black Diamond research. Source:
http://www.unileverinstitute.co.zal/index.php?ltemBdl &id=72&option=com_content&task=view
[Accessed November 28, 2010].

99

Source: http://www.southafrica.info/about/people/blackdiamds-230507.htm [Accessed:
November 28, 2010].

100

Source: http://www.southafrica.info/about/people/blackdiamds-230507.htm[Accessed:
November 28, 2010].
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materialisation of this ethos is one of the massons South Africa has the lowest
density of urban forms in developing counttfé¢Jenks 2000:4).

Suddenly, the main households involved in the 2€drhple shed a new light on
the “efficiency of the land use”. Imagine all adulescendants within these
households would have the means to leave and inaaaparate household. This
would lead to a situation of 36 additional housé$ & much lower or very low —
namely single-person - occupancy rate. Even iféhgles were excluded, since it
is possibly less culturally acceptable for thenlite alone without an extended
family if they have no partner, then still, an aduial maximum of 19 separate
houses would be needed to accommodate all thesesnfabr them, a formal
house is practically out of reach unless time sdu®r waiting — probably better
framed as ‘coping’. Thus, it is fate that leavesnthlittle option to move — as well
as fate that in some respects keeps the generalngobacklog from growing
even more exponentially.

Incremental verticalisation

It seems that within the dominant discourse on amtipn, verticalisation is only
approached as medium-density apartments, whergiarage households live on
separate floors. If that would be the only way ¢éocgeive verticalisation as a form
of densification, then this type of densificati@nhardly taking place in Eyethu —
apart from possibly some rental entrepreneurshifg éise case on plot#F19 (see
Annex A7 for pictures).

The alternative approach to densification howelss keads to a different
appreciation of ‘incremental verticalisation’ thattaking place, stemming from
the housing stress perceived by the main househdldhin conventional
compaction paradigm detached houses on separasesplem to be considered as
problematic as such, whereby verticalisation aseoiesl by the successful
extenders in Eyethu would not be considered a fofrdensification as it only
accommodates one and the same household stillmetiti entire pldf2 Yet, the
fieldwork conduced suggests that verticalisation ardetached plot may be
another alternative form of densification as itoal for multiple - otherwise
possibly separate households of to also be accoremdadn the very same piece
of land. In the 2011 sample this even resulted oremadequate housing as all
upstairs were built of conventional material. Theed not necessarily be the case
elsewhere (see also Picture 13, Zillman 2000).

Incremental verticalisation reliefs housing strpasticularly also in terms
of privacy as more rooms can be added (albeit $naaidl in more culturally
dignified ways of co-habitation. It may even be afethe contributing factors
allowing adult members to stay. The housing jouragethe household members
on plot#F6 is a point in case (see Picture 9). Hére head of the family, an

101 The metropolitan area of Pretoria, for example, stretches over roughly 100 km from

north to south, and 75 km from east to west; while it is more than half the area of for
instance the metropolitan area of Sdo Paulo, it houses only 1.5 million people, equivalent
to a tenth of the population of metropolitan S&o Paulo, and only 45% of the total area of
Pretoria is built up (Schoonraad 2000).

102 At |east, in all the compaction literature (e.g. Jenks & Burgess (eds.) 2000) studied for

the sake of this exploration, such an approach was never encountered.
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elderly woman, is building what is locally referredas a “family house” (see also
Chapter 6). Her daughters both still live in anomfial settlement with their

boyfriends and children, in backyard shacks. Theygradually moving to her

family house now, as the upstairs proceeds. Likeroextended families in the
2011 sample, the once separate households aredyalstarting to pool their

incomes, now forming 1 single main household. Aditahal benefit is that the

grandchildren and the grandmother receive socigewso a pooled effort will

allow sharing the predictability of at least somenmy flow over the household
members. What is happening on plot#F6 illustraked statistics may be quite
deceiving: this plot will include 3 households nmesignto 1, both as an outcome
and for the lack of options in the land- and hogssystem. Here, alternative
densification is taking place.

Picture 9 Grandmother on plot#F6 is co-coordinating the construction of a ‘family house’,
which will give home to 3 previously separate households.
Picture by author.

7.2.2. Trend 2: A steady shift towards the use obaventional material

When a household manages to extend over the yéayscapation, as the 24
extenders included in the 2011 sample did, is thesepattern identifiable in the
use of material for extensions? To answer this tqueshe extension trail of the
25 main households included in the 2011 sample been analysed both
qualitatively and quantitatively.

Order: first impermanent

The graph (Model 3) gives a brushed impressiorhefuse of material for each
next extension by the 24 extenders (intentionatiguded in the 2011 sample, in
an attempt to identify a pattern - should thereahg. Importantly, the starting
point is occupation by current main households tHimplementation of the core-
housing in 1983 (see also Table A10).
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Model 3 Broad brushed impression of the order of material use for extensions by the 24 extenders
included in the 2011 sample along their extension trail since occupation.

The material use of each extensiofi,(2", and 3rd) is visualised with a colour. The bluelaids
the direction of interpretation along the tempaliahension Visualisation by author and Beudeker.

In the analysis of the extension trail, percentagilsin the sample are given for
the sole purpose of a quick reference as a polgoaitiern is explored. Such
percentages can by no means be generalised aarnimesis far too small in
numbers to allow for that. The same holds true tfa time lapses between
subsequent extensions, even more so as they ael\clkted to socio-historical
and political dynamics over the decades after implatation of this specific core-
housing project (see Napier 2002). On the otherdharo core-housing is
implemented in a vacuum and for every project thtebe many factors which
are out of the control of the implementers but@esty impact their consolidation
process.

Obviously, all 24 extenders undertook a first esten. This first
extension followed on average 8.8 years after caboip. Two households
simultaneously built both an impermanent and cotigeal extensions. Even if
these two are excluded, 14 out of a total of 22 faxtensions are of impermanent
material (64% in this sample). This figure corresg® with the finding of Napier
(2002), that 11 years into consolidation, impernmamxtensions prevailed among
extenders (see also Figure 4).

A second extension was undertaken on average 18ds yafter
occupation. 12 out of a total of 20 second extersiondertaken were of
conventional material (60% in this sample). Of thémeplaced an impermanent
extension. On 8 plots, the use of material wenhfrmpermanent to conventional.
Only on 3 plots the reverse happened: after a @xiension of conventional
material, the second extension was of impermaneatenmal. 3 Other plots
continued to use conventional material. In 6 caske, material use stayed
impermanent. One main household had simultaneousigrdinated the
construction of two 1st extensions of different en@tl and is therefore excluded

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 92



here (hence a total of 19 plots of which the ordemalysed). With these figures,
the order of first extending with impermanent mialeend then moving to
conventional material seems to be further confirmed

Eight main households had constructed a third siten while a 4
extension was only identified once in this 2011 gemAs an indication: the
extension was undertaken on average 19.3 yearsoaftapation. 6 of them were
of conventional material (75% in this sample), dfieh 5 had already been using
conventional material for thé2extension as well.

Push and pull motivations to aspire for "convenéibextensions”

Despite the small sample, the qualitative naturemmist of the information

acquired during the 2011 fieldwork supports thetguat found. The most
interesting finding is possibly that there is sachktrong, legitimate (e.g. internal
motivation and demand) aspiration to construct withventional material. What
are the main motivations to aspire conventional emeat found during this

fieldwork?

‘The imperative to extend usalledoor space is increased in Khayelitsha
by adverse weather conditions and less opportgnibeuse outdoor space for
living’, analyses Napier (2002:220). The site onichKhayelitsha was planned,
the Cape Flats, has quite particular geographindl @dimatic characteristics —
which make habitation a challenge. The area hasditbtranean climate, with
warm dry summers and cool, damp winters, yet sithee area is generally
exposed to ocean winds, sudden changes in temperaay easily occur. Dewar
& Uytenbogaardt (1991:89) call the wind a major iemvmental problem of the
Cape Flats, coupled with the lack of ground coVéis at times results in savage
sand storms that may at one time almost cover thesds. Cold wet spells,
especially in August and September, can make bfy difficult for those living
in sub-standard housing.

Indeed, the first extension of impermanent materigdarticularly in the
light of the strong aspiration for conventional engions — can perhaps be best
understood as an “emergency housing solution”. &lerl key a relationship to
the availability of material and the type of extens Based on his case study
Napier (2002:218-219) concludes that:

Consolidation activities in Khayelitsha were taking place in a locality where the
availability of informal builders and materials meant very cheap space could be
built using informal materials. As a result many households who could not afford
formal [e.g. conventional] extensions nevertheless were enabled (although not
consciously by the original developers) to consolidate.

Thus the availability of impermanent material amformal builders made it

possible for people to relief their most urgent$ing stress, which in Khayelitsha
clearly was ‘space’. The speed of constructinghsimpermanent extensions
surely adds to their attractiveness as at leasedomm of solution. The speed of
building an impermanent extension among the extsndehe 2011 sample, took
a maximum of 2 months, and a minimum of 1'd3¢see Table A10).

198 The fastest cases involve the delivery of a ready-made backyard module to the site,

purchased from a local informal businessman who sells standardised shacks.
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Then again, among the strongest motivations ta@$pi conventional extensions
is no doubt the terrible indoor climatic conditiohmany impermanent extensions
— particularly the backyard shacks. When constduatéh zinc roofs, the “climate

intelligence” is such that in summer the indoorissvment is smoulderingly hot,

while in winter it is freezing indoors. Electricjtypeing privatized, was a high
utility cost for almost all households included tie sample, meaning that the
indoor climate wasn't mediated by either ventilatim summer and heating in
winter was postponed as long as possible. A corsditke part of impermanent
extensions seems to include salvaged material, imgéme structure is in fact not
new and material is already worn down somehow, ymgl maintenance issues
start already right after occupation. Insulatiopasticularly cumbersome, and the
strong Cape winds tend to blow through every srop#ning in the structure.

With hard rains, which abound in the Cape, manydesds complained about
leaking and were very worried about the health @¢mrd of those who had to

sleep in it.

Added to that is the (perceived and real) vulnditgbof living in —
particularly detached — impermanent structuresetgaind security are indeed at
the front of the service needed (Brown 2009:9; 20C1). The high influx of
predominantly poor people to Khayelitsha exaceshdémsions over resource
allocation, as well as other fractures such assclalace of birth, “cityness” and
political party affiliations (Brown 2009:6). Crimés pervasive — including
organised crime - and affects business and residgike (Brown 2009, Standing
2003). Impermanent material is not capable of stappullets from harming its
occupants, and easy to break into. Living in ‘slsf¢kof wood and corrugated
metal poses serious challenges to fire resilieacel, regular fires cause high
numbers of casualties (BBC 2011). Vulnerability fiee increases as an area
densifies and neighbours build close to each athigrg wood (for examples of its
impact see Aboobaker 2011 and Steyn 2011). Imjbyetthe analysis above of the
situation of males and females (particularly 21-Hdchn/relatives) it becomes
clear that the situation is particularly dire/ingdate in terms of space and
unhealthy/not climate adapted and unsafe for yoneqg.

Apart from the push factor out of impermanent egiens due to their
inadequacy, the pull factor of conventional matesafurther strengthened by a
black South African cultural value attached to tie$d and ‘appearance’ (see e.g.
Devpruth 2011). The strong desire for conventionaterial can be recognised for
instance in the way people speak about houses anfessful extenders, using
terminology expressingwe, admiratiorandrespect The value of appearance can
also be physically observed in the careful attentioven to the facades of the
houses of successful extenders (see also e.g. Badn2000), and the relative
investments — compared to the total cost of therston — made in it.

The cultural values attached to ‘status’ and ‘apgeee’ is not confined to
this context, but also observed elsewhere. Foamtst Price (1974 in Tipple

10% A local term for extensions made of impermanent material. Yet, the use of it is not very

precise when it comes to contiguity as it may refer to backyard shacks (e.g. detached
structures) and extensions to the core alike (e.g. attached). Moreover it is not a neutral
term. Therefore it is not used as an operational term in this thesis.
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2000:61) calls it ‘the big man — small boy syndromgh regards to his findings

in the Ghanaian contexts. Or Holston (1991 in Tep000:41), who, studying the
Brazilian contexts in which people build their heusees ‘the expression of
different levels of relative affluence in the desmnd construction of the dwelling
as means of creating differences among the poat, the ‘big man syndrome’

may not reflect the deeper longing of these exjoass

Possibly deeper even than ‘status’ and ‘appearasmtiee deep longing to
be integrated into society as a full citizen anc¢hieve a ‘sense of dignity’. In
South Africa this longing has a particular painfocio-political history of
segregation of black and coloured people from #iei¢ of the society, economy
and “democracy” during Apartheid. As a consequettee term ‘dignity’ is now,
in relation to housing for low-income householdsnast interchangeable with
‘adequacy’ and its use abounds in governmental lugsns and public
expressions alike. Politically too there is consadbde pressure to offer houses that
have a ‘decent” image. In South Africalequate housingnd dignity are even
both enshrined in the constitution: "Everyone has tight to have access to
adequate housing (section 26) ~ and “everyonentesent dignity and the right to
have their dignity respected and protected (sedt@n(Tissington 2011:12-13).

It is not unlikely that the desire to break witlspaxclusion is very present
among low-income households in other urban cont@ts outside South Africa)
as well, as poverty usually has powerful structgealses inherited from the past.
The use of conventional material — in this lightbecomes, after Holston
(1991:462 cited in Tipple 2000:41) a ‘representatd a passage from disrespect
and denigration to competence and knowledge’ throlilge production and
consumption of what modern society considers ingmrt

The other side of the coin of ‘status’ and ‘dighiy a deeply engrained
sense of ‘shame’ and ‘exclusion’. Napier (2002)eatty signalled to the
difference in positioning of impermanent materiabehind the core house — and
conventional material — to the street side. Theligize nature of the 2011
fieldwork allowed explaining this positioning maredept. Even among the most
successful extenders in the 2011 sample, carefidideration was given to hiding
impermanent material or construction chaos fronmstheet side.

Most painful was the situation of those who thewselfelt they were
living in a state of deep shame because they vidrglin backyards. Here, the
act of extending itself was not at all perceivedaadvictory of the people’s
housing process” as Turner (1972, 1976) would pbsskee it, or Brillembourg et
al. (2005). It is also quite opposite to the legaoyne revolutionary writings left
in certain parts of Central America; a discoursétioé victory of the poor” that
engrains a sense of dignity in a poor man’s wagnaking a living by what is at
hand, even when it differs so much from middle slappearan¢®. As one
young male member of the household on plot#H23a@xed, referring to the —
quite skilfully - constructed two detached bedrodmesand his brother had built
out of salvaged material collected for free: “Areuykidding? Only when | am

1% sych as the impact of liberation theology in the 1940s-70s. For further reading one can

for instance refer to Ernesto Cardenal (e.g. 2002) or Gustavo Gutiérrez (e.g. 1996).
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drunk | think it is beautifu®® (see Picture 10). Like other ‘shacks’, their
structures — even though they run a barbershogtinden them — is hidden from
the street view as good as it gets.

Picture 10Shame. “Are you kidding? Only when I am drunk I think it is beautiful”.
Picture by author.

The deep sense of ‘'shame’ as opposed to ‘statals’dagnity’ engrained in the
black South African culture alerts to the diffigultf establishing just how much
of the material would be ‘salvaged’. Residents wlidag hesitant to acknowledge
the use of salvaged material, and stressed thecisguwith formal material
suppliers. Particularly successful extenders wdnddproud when they were able
to hire formal contractors and builders, seeingl$o as a guarantee for better
guality construction. Based on these findings, tgyres on the use of salvaged
material must be approached with caution as theylmaconsiderably biaséd’

7.2.3. Trend 3: The adequacy of initial layout angbositioning of the core loses

a lot of its relevance over time — but not for (prtonged) non-extenders
Architectural analyses that had been studied podhe fieldwork all stressed the
key importance of a thoughtful positioning of th@ein direct relationship to its
design, whereby the combination of design of theaincore and its positioning
was seen as a key enabler — or constraint. Ardhiepress concerns related to
the positioning of a core house with an eye todbestruction of extensions as
well as to its adequacy. Bronchart (2000) analytes efficiency of all the
varieties possible in the positioning of a coratiel it to the habitable spaces that
can then be added later on (see Annex 9a). Pasigias also linked by architects
to the orientation of the provided core in relationclimate intelligence and to
“obeying basic rules of decency’. As Cooke (200p@%alyses in reference to

106 Youngest son, age 19, living on plot#H23, semi-structured interview, July 27, 2011.

97 It is for this very reason that the survey outcomes of the use of salvaged material of

neither Napier's (2002) fieldwork, nor the 2011 fieldwork are included in the quantitative
tables of this thesis.
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RDP houses, the consequence of a positioning inmidelle of the plot is that

‘space for additions at the front and back aretéudti while on top of that, houses
are “facing the street on the north side” and hside windows that look straight
into each other across a narrow, unusable gap’.

Thus, a rather unexpected outcome of the fieldwsmkducted 26 years
into consolidation of the core-housing project wzat the initial house layout was
no longer of much relevance to (successful) extendeeither was its original
positioning. The temporal dimension had renderedh bquite irrelevant.
Particularly in the case of attached extensionsasiventional material original
walls had become less and less useful to the msid®ver time commonly at
least two original external walls had been knoc#ledn — up to the entire house
(plot#H21).

In that light it is perhaps more precise to stat for the initial years of
the project - and for those who cannot extendlattak initial design of the core
house and its positioning are indeed essentia¢lation to their basic adequacy
and cultural legitimacy related to values on dignjprivacy etc. Professionals
dread the lack of design quality that has charms&@rthe first decade of state
funded housing delivery (Napier 2005). As Ikhayalandy Bolnick, a Slum
Dwellers International (SDI) representative fromp€alown, puts 1% “In the
governments’ housing programmes, design is almosttimought about. The
projects focus on land, tenure security service etc. The result: Matchbox
ghetto’s as far as the eye can see”. The term hbates’ pops up in various
publications, referring to the overwhelming “unifoty” and “paltry dimensions’
of the low-cost housing implemented (see Picture aBo e.g. Silverman
2007:29). The quality of the material use and tbensiness of the structures
initially provided are equally contested, by praiesals as well as by residents.

Perse

Picture 12: Matchbox ghettos?
Source National Department of Housing (1994 in Napie02D

It is easy to overlook just how long it has takeeresuccessful extenders to add
more space to the initially provided house up tmmare reasonable level. In
Khayelitsha, 11 years into consolidation, many leboetds had still not extended
at all: 23% of the households, almost a quarter,ndit manage to add space. For

198 |khayalani-Andy Bolnick. Open interview, May 19, 2010, Eindhoven (The Netherlands).
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them, ‘coping with housing stress’ possibly be$erts their situation, and their
quality of life was impacted as a result of nonemsion argues Napier
(2002:219). This ‘coping’ is still recalled by'heneration heads of households
today during the 2011 fieldwork, for instance whbe head of plot # F17 tells
that she and some other adults in the householdtvebeep on the kitchen floor at
night, while the others slept in the only 1 bednodhere was no privacy for the
married couple whatsoever. Looking at her ‘extemgrail’ (see Table A10), this
situation lasted for 6 years with 10 people. Maspartant, in the light of this
exploration, is that the woman felt abandoned arsfiead by the government who
had implemented this house bereft of space andgyiv

7.2.4. Trend 4: More advanced extensions may be ioeessible due to

investments required in solving a physical constrait of the initial core
Once residents start to consolidate the logic déresions stems primarily from
the needs, priorities and aspirations and — ciryciatrade-offs with regard to
resources. There is a sheer variety in the physiethmorphoses core houses
undergo when in the hands of successful extendersrionly those with enough
resources for it). Bronchart (2000:49-92) for im&t& categorized extensions (and
consolidations in general) she observed in Eastibonleading to the following
nine categories:

1. Volume extensions to the core house

2. Rearranging the plot to introduce a hierarchy of the extensions (e.g.
backyards behind the core)

. Arranging/finishing the interior of the extensions

. Extensions with a veranda

. Extensions under construction

. Modification of the roof

. Improvement of the quality of the core house/rooms

. Extensions with mixed materials (e.g. conventional and impermanent)
. Constructive/ aesthetic details (such as facades)

ooNOTU A~ W

Yet, even as it is a good start to direct obseowati the list cannot simple be
transferred to other contexts (for instance: intkyehardly any veranda was
observed). More importantly, the list is not exieasas time proceeds — similar to
the level of extensions observed and categorizeldprer (2002) based on aerial
photography, which now, 15 years later, needs evere categories.

In fact, even households themselves are unlikebiready know in which
direction their extension trail will move as yeage by, as their needs and
preferences are determined experimentally. Or thay suddenly be offered an
opportunity within their embedding in a tight landnd housing market and
rationally seize it, possibly even before they hetieeir threshold in coping with
housing stress, rendering all careful consideratiafi housing needs quite
meaningless (see Chapter 3.1, Annex 10).

Among successful extenders included in the 201 1pkgnthe roof proved
problematic to those who had both the willingness the effective demand for an
“upstairs” in the 2011 sample as well as it posethpr constraint. The roof of
the initially provided core rendered the verticatemsion the most expensive
among all the extension level observed, as thisfi@ had to be demolished and
a new solid ground floor had to be laid to allow tbe structural soundness
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required. As such, the roof cut off the option of‘apstairs’ for most households
due to the major investment required to removedbisstraint.

It was observed that quite to the contrary, thelsvaf the initially
provided ‘Apartheid house’ were physically a losdeconstraining to successful
extenders. The way they used their core housenregespects is an analogy of
an open building system, as the walls seemed t@ sex a primary system infill —
e.g. extension material — could be plugged intoer&his a conscious attempt
among extenders to exist external walls intact ashmas possible as it saves out
material. In that respect, the external walls didtonstrain the consolidation
process.

Based on this analysis, it seems possibly moreuli$&fith an eye to the
longer-term consolidation process — to focus ony$§al constraint’ as an
indicator of the ‘potential environment’ (after Gah972) provided by the initial
core. A constraint is (after Longman 2003):

-Something that limits the freedom to do what one wants, a restriction

-Control over the way people are allowed to behave so that they cannot do
what they want

It is also closely related to an ‘obstacle’:

-Something that makes it difficult to achieve something
-An object which blocks your way, so that you must try to go around it.

Physically constraining cores made extensions wessetily expensive, as they
required that part of the initially provided sugeusture is demolished before the
extension can be commenced. In a working definitjgmysical constraint

therefore may be defined as an obstacle in thealindore designed and
implemented by the professional which increasesctists of extending since the
initial core needs to be partly altered to allow flee extension, thus making the
aspired extension more inaccessible to the veryesasers the initial design
intends to target.

7.2.5. Trend 5: The slow pace of extending with ceentional material is
primarily related to the strategies of ‘stored asse and the use of the
temporal dimension to ensure affordability

The model of the extension trail (see modeViSpalises the temporal dimension

of the consolidation process. If anything, the tilapses between extensions

reveal that consolidation of the core house indeew speedy process.

A quick glance at the extension trail of the howde# included in the
2011 sample (see Table A10) already suffices tac@dhat apparently residents
are still in the middle of their consolidation pess. With the strong aspiration for
conventional material in mind and considering thidabut 4 households included
in the 2011 sample turned out to live in the amrasbme 25 years (see Table Al —

199 After Weaver & Rotmans (2006) who argue for ‘sustainable development’ that another

way to reach consensus and operationalisations — and often an easier way — is through
identifying unsustainable conditions and could also be applied to the concept of
‘adequacy’. See also Chapter 3.
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A3) the question arises: what explains the slowepEaealising the conventional
house aspired?

Extending as a struggle

Could it be that the slow pace by which conventicmmnsolidation of the core
houses takes place is related to the speed of rootish of individual
conventional extensions? Among extenders in thel Z&nple, the construction
of a conventional extension took a minimum of 2 kéeeip to a maximum of 22
years++ for an ‘upstairs’. The latter extreme ie ttase of a grandmother who
aspires to build a family house for her childrerd gmandchildren, building an
upstairs. During the Focus group discussion shessymthe past 22 years of
extending as “a real strugglé®. Her and other residents’ own accounts
nevertheless reveal that it is not the construateif that is such a struggle, nor
finding the material or the skills needed to realts

Semi-structured interviews revealed that the pdamwostruction followed
the logic of money coming in. A striking observatimade during the fieldwork
was that residents would already start constructng that long pauses would
follow after commencing. The consequence was thatisés were ‘under
construction’ for prolonged periods of time. Visgi the inside of the houses of
conventional extenders during the 2011 fieldworkeeded that several parts of
the house more resembled a “perpetual constructtai. Bronchart (2000:3)
highlights the situation of families who are reglylaconfronted with periods of
no employment: ‘the construction {of extensions}eof finds itself in a stand still
for shorter or longer periods, waiting for new newes which will make it
possible to continue the constructibi’ Clearly, the use of the time dimension to
effectively ensure affordability may result in higRs in the construction.

Only 4 households who built conventional extensiaese able to access
upfront finance through a loan and thus ensureedpdinalising”. All the other
“conventional extenders” have in common that theg the temporal dimension
as a strategy to afford the conventional extens{sas Table A11)According to
Tipple (2000:109-110) 'the phasing [of consolidalicepresents the mostfective
way for low-income households to invest: to buiédnauch as can be afforded for
cash at any one time.' If at least part of the @dohcome was predictable and
consequent every month, for instance if membeif(f)ehousehold had a formal
job or if one or more of the members of the houkkheceived social wage, the
possibility to join a saving group was opened a$l e a method to use the
temporal dimension with a little more pressure talgasaving.

What is the logic of already starting to buy matkeand construct while
one knows that one cannot finalise it? The patteas found to be so prevailing
that it was taken to a focus group discusSiorParticipants explained that already
commencing construction even in the face of theregiptability of follow-up

10 Eocus group discussion, August 5, 2011. Boardroom KDF, Khayelitsha, Cape Town

(South Africa).

! Translation from French by author.

12 Eocus group discussion, August 5, 2011. Boardroom KDF, Khayelitsha, Cape Town

(South Africa).
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income — should it ever come - was a strategytévdlly materialise any spare
resources at any given moment. Napier (2002:18Bady analyses that this
observation is ‘similar to informal building habitdserved in many other parts of
the world where residents stockpile their own materas a form of stored asset
prior to construction’.

Several participants related the strategy to tbeibedding in an extended
family where “money evaporates as soon as it comésHeads of these
households explained they have so many trade-offaake with income that is
not used for food or servicing (e.g. educationtf@ children, helping out family
members as a cultural responsibility etc.), thagpdsable income” for extensions
is particularly difficult to come by — especiallp &is incomes are usually highly
unpredictable (see Table A4, Allin several respects the surprisingly high
incidence of this method confirms the need to avbad all the money evaporates
before it is put into use for the extensions. Ragsthe cultural obligation to take
care of others as soon as “it goes well with yolifgi plays an important part in
the reasoning behind stored assets in the form |lady commencing
construction.

It was also observed that as soon as an extenamrmathleast walls and a
roof and windows, it would be already used — if fastextra bedrooms, then at
least for storage. Thus, the long pauses in betyweateeding with the extension
did not prevent them from being used already teefrélousing stress as soon as
possible. Moreover, one could never know whether éxtension would be
finalised anywhere soon anyhow.

Consolidation efforts are an integral part of thepital market

One should not be mistaken to conclude that thesalmtation efforts of low-
income households take place completely outsidecipital market — or never
include financial objectives (Burgess 1982). Anadgs Turners’ concept of
housing, Burgess (1982) argues that Turner fundtaitgnfails to see the
relationship between a house’s use-value (utiaty) its market value (exchange-
value), falsely polarizing them. Instead, arguesgBss (1982:66), in the self-help
form of petty-commodity housing production, the gwoer and consumer are one
and the same and the resident has not altogeticapes capitalism — ‘he is
merely in another part of it'. Thus, although surtle informal sector can also
serve this need for affordable material, if malersascarce, this has a direct
impact on the consolidation of housing, which malet even longer. The reason
is that, as Burgess (1982) argues fiercely againsher, the accessibility and
availability of tools materials, land and finanae shemselves also functions of
the capitalist market ‘with its relations of proioa, consumption and exchange’
(Burgess 1982: 77-78). This analysis may echo imesgesidents” motivation to at
least start construction - even before one is tbkdford to finalise it - “as prices
go up all the time”".
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Picture 11 Local craftsman working on modules being sold at ‘Greenpoint’, entrance to Khayelitsha.

Picture by author.
Whether the actual construction can be affordethbyhousehold will also depend
on the levels of building skills that householdsdéee access to - e.g. without
payment in money - either within the household @hwv their network (Napier
2002:345). If residents rely on services outsidartbwn household or network,
they may again phase the construction — usingaimpadral dimension. Bronchart
(2000:26) observed how residents in East Londorfaredy members for the first
stages of the consolidation, and then — if mealwsvaior it — may hire a local
craftsman to continue the construction (see Picliire It is not necessarily a
smooth construction process, as Bronchart (2000.@8), reports:

Construction {by an artisan or a qualified bricklayer} is proceeding in very
irregular phases (as a function of the means of the family, and the regular
phases of un-employment amongst most of them); the main chunk of the work
is done from day to day and paid per day or per half a day.

(...) The construction of an extension is always a prolonged process, evolving
gradually and to the pace of the means that are at the family’s disposal.

(...) A very important aspect of the optimalisation of the plot concerns the
evolving character and successive phases of the extensions to the core house. It
is actually only exceptional that an extension is realized in one go with the
assembly on the plot; such rare cases correlate with exceptional means and do
not i:gncern the most dispossessed population seen in our {Bronchart's}
work**>,

Woven through all the consolidation efforts of lavecome households is the
primary requirement to ensure day-to-day affordgbil

It is the resourcefulness of low-income househthds leads to cost saving
(Turner 1978). Resourcefulness is used here ta tefethe efficient use of

3 Translation from French by author.
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available resources by low-income households ‘vapi#liticular attention to the
differences between capital and income and to tle of spending less than is
earned’ (Turner 1978:87). The materials supply @sscand the construction
process is bound to vary from locality to locali§onsolidation studies show that
residents can be quite inventive in adjusting thedwes to their available (e.qg.
local) material resources.

Spreading investment throughout time — mortgagéogya

There is in fact a strong analogy between increaldrmusing and the principle
behind a mortgage lo&Hf that is: spreading the investment through timebiip a
full house, a household would have to take a |laarest most likely doesn’t have
the equity to pay the full house at once. But:tf@ low-income majority there is
an absence of viable mortgage sources (Tipple 2@dDer because low-income
households do not have access to such a loan (seelM2, or because the
economy does not have a well-developed formal firrsystem. In both cases
housing will have to beelf-financedr directly financedLea 2009:29-30; Tipple
2000:114). Self-finance, analyses Lea (2009:29%0) be provided ‘either by
equity acquired through many years of prior savirgéh most countries the
majority of real estate transactions remain findnds/ cash -or through
incremental construction’ The latter is echoing the pattern found among
conventional extenders in the 2011 sample.

First of all, there is an analogy with a down pagmeé\ bank usually
requires a down-payment before a mortgage loaivéndo a household, meaning
that the household will have to save for a consiblertime before it gets access to
the house. In incremental housing, acquiring tloe isl a form of down payment.
Plot location is key; it is the only factor thatncaever be changed afterwards —
especially so in housing systems with little mdpiliPreferably the plot is in a
relatively good location to access the economigvidiels undertaken by the
household, and possibly the plot also includesicesy Yet, high demand in the
market for serviced land in good locations and sghure tenure will increase the
price of the down payment. The temporal dimensim loe used to save for more
equity — or in the case of public housing, be amagting list longer to access an
affordable plot on a good location with secure ten(e.g. the most adequate
housing). As a household cannot wait forever, oy m&n be desperate to access
housing, it is most likely that the household needsiake considerable trade-offs
in location, and start to prioritize or even just {@r that piece of land which is
accessible to theH? (see Chapter 2.3, model A2).

Once the plot is acquired, the “instalments” to llmeise can commence
through consolidation towards the full house. Asdlee 2011 case study showed,
residents may opt to make the “instalments” in fibwen of already starting to

141 am indebted to Carlos Morales-Schechinger, Mphil, for this analogy in all its detail

related to location, transport and incremental construction. Here | further work out the
analogy to core-housing and fill in the incremental strategies with the experiences of the
households included in the 2011 sample. Interview May 3, 2011, Rotterdam.

15 50 much so that the households takes another mortgage, namely on the location of

the plot — paying daily instalments for transport, again spreading the costs through time in
the face of the inability to show upfront finance for a better location.

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 103



literally materialise it in the form of buying mate and commencing

construction — even when they know they cannotifiaahe extension in one go.
Indeed, the investments a family can make in exitgnd may not come regularly
and the extensions may follow the pace of moneyimgnm. Possibly one of the
most interesting aspects of households’ way ofrfgaionsolidation” observed in
the case study is that they would alreadgd®®mencingonstruction as a form of
stored asset.

Speed as legitimate demand?

Speed in finalising an extension may be a legittmdémand of low-income
households themselves, but it is explicitly not thest urgent constraint to their
consolidation process. When the most well knowrrepmeneut*® selling the
prefabricated modules at “Greenpoint” was inquafter the targetable niche of
the local market he had found, his answer was: 'fdginess is for those who can
only afford a deposit for buying a shack. We delithee ‘bungalow’ to their plot
and then my men come to collect small sums of ds an a weekly basis”. This
explanation also makes sense out of the strippfngvery possibly “luxury” —
such as insulation — from the finishing of thessibahelters. “It is a terrible
business,” continues Lagumas, “sometimes the renterand take the house with
them. We make a lot of costs and never know whetlgewill be able to collect
the money. It is also a dangerous business." Thgataus side of this market, as
well as the analysis that this entrepreneurship veasscally centred on the most
fundamental constraint of all the extenders — monayay have or may not have
been confirmed by the way this entrepreneur walkéd with two auxiliary
crutches under his arms (see Picture 12). Hiddgfhad been hit by a bullet in a
violent confrontation and was amputated as a caresexp.

T

Picture 12 The most well known entrepreneur in modules at “Greenpoint’: "A terrible business".
Picture by author.

1 Dumisoni Lagumas. Expert Interview, August 6, 2011, Khayelitsha.
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7.3 Implications for future implementations

To what extent is the introduction of an open huogdapproach expected to result
in more effective core-housing (e.g. legitimateg@ehte and sustainable)? Based
on the exploration and analysis thus far in theosdchalf of this chapter a
translation is made into five rather bold staterseittis a conscious choice to
formulate the findings in this way. There is notprgion whatsoever that these
considerations are sufficiently explained here, cmmplete or even completely
accurate just yet. Rather, as has been the aimsofhtesis al along, it is hoped that
they may trigger (and perhaps even provoke) furthimking and more effective
practice. Suggestions for further detailed studyraade in the conclusion of this
thesis, which follows in the final chapter.

7.3.1. Consideration 1: Don’t reduce the plot belova reasonable size

Here is a powerful imad¥ of core-housing implementation in Khayelitsha
displayed in a journal to communicate the concepssumed effectiveness (see
Figure 6). It is a misleading image too as it octynmunicates a snapshot of the
project right after implementation, showing a “ntdiox ghetto” on “empty plots”
(e.g. low land-use efficiency).

Figure 5 Powerful — and potentially misleading - image
of core house implementation and its assumed effectiveness.

The subscript asks the reader of Architecture SAfrba: ‘Is this the city we want? Environmentstout
the ability ever to transform and improve — Khatghla, Cape TowrSource: Geo in Dewar 2009:8.

Y The image is of course also very powerful in bringing across the mono-functionality of

housing implementation of this kind, the lack of variety in initial houses, lack of trees to
enhance resilience to the climate conditions etc. all of which Dewar (e.g. 1991, 2000,
2009) must be credited for observing already during Apartheid period.
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‘Density is in the mind of the perceiver, as Agiak Davidson (1996:6) state,

referring to cultural backgrounds. Yet, densitygeéred is also dependent on
whether the beholder has a time dimension in miimis powerful image fails to

communicate three primary pragmatic advantagesredsonable plot size. In the
discussion below, no specific size is given to dvwbie pretention of universality,

yet to give some indication, the discussion belswbased on the analysis of
consolidation on plots sized between 194 and 204“4nPhe fundamental point

made is that the plot needs to have at least sotueefpotential.

The plot is an enabler for alternative densificatiand for livelihoods

The first pragmatic advantage of a reasonable g is that it is an enabler.
Core-housing implementation must not eliminate flegibility offered by the
plot. With much smaller plots, the absorption cagyaof housing projects
implemented as a whole would be considerably reflucas alternative
densification is restricted, further adding to hagsstress of households thus in
fact, making it only a short-term solution. Low-ome households can use the
plot’s land coverage to progressively achieve calty acceptable forms of relief
in housing stress related to privacy, space aneénmahuse values (e.g. detached
structures, upstairs etc.). The potential of the fdr income generating strategies
—such as leasing a small part of the plot for lagopersons’ business - mustn’t be
cut off either. It is a pragmatic considerationcginwhile ideally low-cost housing
for the poor in the city is located close to thigy centre and job opportunities, in
realpolitik low-income housing projects tend to be implemerdsdresidential
dormitories on peri-urban locations, far from jgtportunities. Although (at least
in this case study) having renters as an incomergéng strategy may take a
while to reveal itself as the area must first beeomore interesting from a
location-perspective and more densely occupiedjdied plot sizes may indeed
close off future opportunities for outsiders to laast have some form of
affordable access to the city.

A reasonable size allows for higher levels of esitamin the future

There is a second pragmatic advantage of a reasopbtt size, namely that it
eventually allows for higher levels of extensiomangst which is incremental
verticalisation. Bearing in mind that a settlemisrib process, one should not plan
for a ‘static’ situation (Davidson & Payne 2000ard cutting the size of plots too
far is exactly that: static. An interesting case povided in the Ismailia
Demonstration Projects. Commenced in Egypt in 197&med ‘to develop a
model for urban development which would be accésdib low income groups
and which would echo the pattern of developmer&Egyptian cities’ (Acioly &
Davidson 1996:15). The way housing normally develom Egypt is
incrementally, depending on income and demand. H®f8® poses particular
challenges on how to plan for a plot that can acnoduate these changes. In this
project, the challenge was ‘to design a systemra@didle to middle and low
income families starting with one storey development assuming that average
development would extend to two storeys within a200year period’ (Acioly &
Davidson 1996:15). A striking example of plot sizegates to the trade-offs
considered between smaller plots giving greaterdé#bility, or larger plots with

118 Faizel Amoo, Expert interview, August 4, 2011, Khayelitsha, Cape Town.
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greater flexibility over time. Design professional&re the ones debating the
trade-off and eventually decided on a plot withranfage of 6 metres - designed
to be economical for infrastructure provision. lrate the implementation phase
the response of the local people to the plots Wasthey were too narrow; they
argued that if the plots would have been wider5-6f.9 m — people could have
constructed two flats on each floor sharing theesatair access, and thus be more
efficient. Acioly & Davidson (1996:15) conclude ‘ithis case the paradoxical
result was that the approach which initially ainsdyreater densities, in the end
would have resulted in lower density’. Or as Glbfigut it during the Focus
Group Discussion, referring to the ‘upstairs’ skeconstructing in Eyethu: ‘At
least the plot here is large so | can build my faiouse on it'.

The plot must at least offer a “fair share”

The third pragmatic perceived advantage of at l@aseasonable plot size is
allowing for a “fair share”. This is not merely @&heological motivation but has

everything to do with coexistence and preventirggdgbnsequences of a lack of it
in a city (see Chapter 2.4).

The concept “fair share” here introduced is takemfthe climate change
debate in relation to development of the poores# Esg. Satterthwaite 2009) and
in a similar line of thought here applied to ‘plize’. Satterthwaite (2009:551)
argues that ‘it is ndtir to equate increases in Green House Gas (GHG) emsssi
per person per among low-income populations (segnf.1 to 0.5 tonnes of
income populations per yéa) with comparable GHG increases among high-
income populations (for instance, from 7.1 to DAnes per person per year) The
‘most fundamental point’, argues Satterthwaite @881, 558) is that increases in
GHG emissions per person by people below the gltiaal share” should be
considered as ‘qualitatively different from any @th in GHG emissions per
capita among individuals or households above tlag ‘Share” level’. ‘Making
provision for increases in GHG emissions for thpseple below the “fair share”
level so that they can move out of what might bméal “energy poverty” cannot
be considered in the same light as increases issgmns from those already above
the “fair share” level’ (Satterthwaite 2009:551).

The analogy becomes clear when ‘climate changepkaced by ‘sprawl’,
‘global’ by the ‘urban land system’ and ‘GHG em@ss’ by ‘plot sizes’. In South
Africa, the sprawl caused by low-cost housing ptgas matched by the spatial
decentralisation of high-income groups— also onpérgphery (Schoonraad 2000).
New developments for high-income groups mostly télke form of walled
enclaves and security villages; some of these dpwsnts contain lot sizes
ranging from 1,000 m2 to 4,000 m2 (Schoonraad ZHX): This sheds a totally
different light on making provisions for low-incon®useholds to reach a plot-

19 Focus group discussion, August 5, 2011. Boardroom KDF, Khayelitsha, Cape Town

(South Africa).

120 coze (carbon dioxide equivalent emission) is a measure of emissions where other

greenhouse gases (such as methane) have been added to carbon dioxide emissions,
with adjustments made for the difference in their global warming potential for a given time
horizon (Satterthwaite 2009:551). A global fair share of emission is generally set around 2
CO2e tonnes per person per year (Satterthwaite 2009:551).
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use that at least offers a reasonable potentiatielucurrent RDP policy a 250m2
plot (Tissington 2011) - whilst pointing out moreepisely where the largest
political task lies, namely in bringing the plozas of middle class housing (e.g.
in new projects) more in line (e.g. compaction)hné negotiated “fair share”.
Napier?’, would even argue for a fixed minimum plot size fow-income
household projects as a form of (ancient Greek)ateacy: all get the same equal
start and what is done with it after that is uph® residents.

7.3.2. Consideration 2: Don’t repress impermanent@ensions, guide them
from the start
Achieving at least some form of housing through emmpanent extensions are
everything but romantic as one would almost stathink when reading about the
‘people’s process’ (Turner 1976), the ‘growing heu®rillembourg et al. 2005),
‘architecture without architects’ (e.g. Olivier Zf)0and the like. Without ever
being introduced to ethnographic work or indeedspeally enter impermanent
extensions — that is: not on a sunny day, butemntirdst of a fierce winter rain, or
at night with little street lightening in a dodgyea — it is hard to get a sense of
just how it deprives inhabitants of some very basiequate living conditions
related to health and safety.

Given the choice families would surely opt to acoomdate all members
of the household in conventional material extensiofet, due to unpredictability
and only small flows of money of the majority lonebme households, it is clear
that trade-offs are inevitable and many househatdscoping’ (see Chapter 2.3,
Model A2). In that light, impermanent extensiong ar first step towards more
adequate housing in terms of occupancy rates petabée room and privacy. To
residents of core-housing along their consolidapoocess, the key question is
whether their ‘struggle’ will be further frustratebly regulations — or not.
Impermanent extensions also impact the safety eétdement as a whole. A
striking example from the case study is the fretjfiezs which are raging through
townships, jumping from house to house as impermtagdensions catch fire.

There is however a complexity arising here fronslolag interests. It is
not all that surprising that when the Human Settlets Department of the KDF
was confronted with the regulations for impermanettuctures and the
philosophy of ‘safety and health’, the first resperwas: “You may have been
misinformed*?*

Alertness is required when it comes to buildingndtads for adequacy in a
context of consolidation processes. Since housngolitical, standards may be
used as symbols of progress, not measures of arhents (Martin 2009:39).
Moreover, there are many clashing interest involbetiveen various income-
groups within the city, such as property valuessjalities to recoup investments
in extending, city image etc. Standards may defaednterest of the residents of
urban areas against hazardous development — but ddye also be used to
condemn whole settlements that are ‘below standddrtin 2009:39).

121 Expert interview and validation, August 11, 2011, Cape Town (South Africa).

122 Mava Kenneth Nowala, Validation of research outcomes with the board of the Human

Settlement Forum of KDF, August 8, 2011. Expert interview via email, August 15, 2011.
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The rhetoric of housing by people will not be megful if the regulatory
framework puts considerable constraints to impeenanand informal
consolidation. It is an unrealistic approach tedoimal construction is growing
by a rate that is equal, or even exceeds, thdieoplanned growth of urban areas
in rapidly urbanizing world, and more often thart moa context of a soft state
that lacks capacity to control and enforce theofeihg up of regulations at the
micro level — the plot. ‘Informal construction is \&ery urban phenomenon,
indivisible from urbanization. It is an alternativeay of urbanisation’ (Zerjav
2009). For all the danger of romanticizing informabnstruction, what
publications by Turner (e.g. 1979), Brillembourgagt (2005) and Olivier (e.g.
2003) at least achieved is awareness of the skaky sf it and the fact that it is
completely outside the horizon of official plannisgstems. Or as Zerjav (2009:ii)
puts it, an approach should be introduced in plagphthat would recognize this
alternative way of urban growth — alternative beeaaf the current rules of the
game, but equal by numbers — (...) in order to ovarcthis bizarre situation {of
still being frustrated}’.

Repressing impermanent extension may most likely taad to further
deterioration of living conditions in terms of hang stress, further stigmatisation
and further frustration of the people’s “struggbeextend” a core house. If it is
unlikely that permission will be given for the typéextension a household has in
mind, it is equally unlikely that a household walgk for it in the first place —
certainly when the state is too soft to enforcesegiuences and the sheer numbers
of “illegal” constructions in fact make the builgipermit somehow illegitimate by
definition. Meanwhile, if the resident is lucky njoy de facto securityfrom
having impermanent structures bulldozed, thereaisllit any pragmatic reason
left to go and get a building permit. Thus, othesrenproactive approaches will
have to be explored.

The second case study conducted by Napier (2002)sircomparative
analysis — a core-housing project in Inanda Newtewnay offer some clues to
‘alongside’ guidance of extension activity. Herg,ykars after occupation, Napier
(2002) observes a ‘'much more permanent product’ ithd&hayelitsha. Napier
(2002) analyses that this outcome can be — amantgsts - directly related to
building supervision and guidance right from thartstMost extensions in Inanda
were built with local authority permission, whilhé local authority was seen as
being supportive of consolidation and a much maemnanent set of extensions
had resulted” (Napier 2002:192). Government or N@@Ilvement was painfully
absent in the first decades of consolidation in y¢htgsha. Here, Napier
(2002:220) sees a causal relationship betweenaittetiiat extensions remained
predominantly impermanent in nature and the ‘latlemablement’ from local
institutional and legislative contexts at leastingithe 1980s and early 1990s.

While long-term involvement of an NGO is indeed digrial (Napier
2002), it is also little cost effective and themefaot a permanent solution (see
Chapter 2.1). Hence, finding an angle to guide mm@a@ent towards conventional
extensions is much more sustainable when sougiit Wahin the embedding in
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the local municipality. Amot® gives the example of supervisors coming to a plot
to give indications, which do not cost to follow,uput do greatly improve the
soundness of the structure, whilst also checkinghenlocal builders to deliver a
good job (not a free service, albeit in some casdsidised by the government).
Such an approach does require considerable stadicitg (both in numbers and
skills) and the legal space maanoevrewith regulations in order to fit into reality
on the ground - to be able to be flexible with ti, perceive the temporal
dimension, to not repress but guide.

7.3.3. Consideration 3: Give residents a level play field in the trade-offs
made in the initial superstructure
There is a striking warning in the Khayelitsha cageich is the often seen
situation in which a project is set up in such & Wat it does not enable people,
but cultivates a situation of “holding up your hamad of “apathy” as opposed to
entrepreneurship, ownership and enablement (se&agmink et al. 2004, Moyo
2009, Tissington 2011). Napier (2002:221) concludleshe core-housing project
in Khayelitsha that:
The lasting expectation that the government would still come back and extend
the houses for the people was evidence that core-housing as a form of
development had been misunderstood, or more likely, it had been seen for what
it was in the way that it was originally offered: a way of coercing residents to
participate in an undemocratic system. In the Khayelitsha case, there is little
doubt that the original intensions of the ‘inventors’ of core-housing had been

conveniently adopted by the State as a way to bring citizens within the control
of its apparatus.

Napier (2002:121) analyses that ‘the sense of osierof the project by
residents, both literally and psychologically, we present to the same degree as
in Inanda Newtown {the other case study in Napieomparative analysis}'. The
perception that others would come in to extendhihieses for them, revealed ‘an
exact inversion of what the planners had intendleak people be responsible for
the establishment of their own housing’ (Napier2QQ).

Napier (2002:136-137) inquired in his surveys whettesidents were at
all aware of the core-housing concept, posing thestion: “When you moved
into this house, were you told by anybody that ymuld need to improve and
add to this house yourself?” 90% of the originaidents included in the survey
said that they had not been told that they need@thprove their own houses. No
wonder the entire project was perceived as a temd@onsultant-driven
implementation. The low level of participation imetdesign process is considered
by Napier to be among the most obvious explanafionghe lack of identification
by residents with the core-housing project.

It is revealing to look at the South African houysgrant to understand the
trade-offs involved with the way funds for projétiplementation are approached.
Current housing policy allows for a one-off capitghnt per househdltf as a

128 Faizel Amoo, Architectural Technician and Senior Building Inspector of the Building

Development Management Department in Khayelitsha. Expert interview, August 4, 2011.

22 The one-off capital grant involves $2,480 per household earning below $117 a month,

and an income-based declining contribution to households earning less than $220 a
month (Dewar 2000:216).
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contribution towards land, services and some stioetsre (Dewar 2000). This
has a direct consequence for trade-offs made inintpbementation, which of
course seeks to be cost-efficient. An example ohstrade-off is that between
plot size/location and quality/size of the supersiure. Impossible house layouts
are submitted by contractors for ‘little boxes'téafHarber 2010) under the State’s
subsidy programme (RDP), showing houses as smdlba® and without any
consideration of their use by residents - evemtedl to put furniture inside — and
with serious compromises of lighting and ventilati@penings as well as
minimum areas for habitable space (see Figure Alhe& 9a). In an attempt to
protect the resident and in the face of the palitiaspects of low-income
households (see discussion dignity above), thdigallimperative of the South
African government is to provide low-income housingith as much
superstructure as possible. National housing pahag prescribes that only 50%
of the subsidy may be used for land and infrastingéctosts, and a minimum of a
30m2must be built (Todes et al. 2000:236) — by now camiyna 40m2.

‘The land price becomes the softest variable’ asedyDewar (2000:216).
Consequently, low-income housing projects contitudoe erected on cheaper
peripheral land. Dewar (2000:216) advocates thatrak government should
encourage using part of the subsidy ‘to write-ddia cost of better-located land’
which ‘would in the longer term represent a far eneffective form of subsidy’.
After all, the plot location is the only thing thedn never be changed and the most
important “down payment” of the low-income househ@tee the analogy of a
mortgage in 6.2.4.). It seems however that suaggesstion is almost moving in
the direction of proposing a site-and-service mijmstead of core-housing if the
same ceiling of funds available stays.

In the case study analysis here, especially sgildre the long pauses
between extensions (see Table A10). This implias fir many years the house
has not been adequate in terms of space and progasydering the high housing
stress levels upon occupation (see Table A10). ,Ttes smallest core may
quickly render the house inadequate in terms ofesfand privacy as the house
fails to accommodate the internal growth of thedetwld for as long as they see
no openings to extend. During prolonged periodsiai-extension, much more
careful attention to initial design may greatly moge the living conditions of a
household. Harber (2009) is among those architeaisg the alarm on “sneaky
designs by contractors applying for state subsiigte grotesquely distorting the
adequacy of housing designs and not abiding evethdyninimal requirements
under the national Housing Code (see Annex Blgsigners are urged to ‘look
inside the houses as well’ to avoid replicationimpossible trade-offs made
merely on financial analyses (Habitat in Harber2@0).

Thereby it must be held in mind that the effectesnof the initial design
cannot just be rationally established, as it i® g@lerceived relatively to the land-
and housing system. Residents in the 2011 samplexpiessed that they are
relatively well off in the Apartheid core housesasleast it is “so much better
than post-1994 RDP houses” whose quality is so (oat ‘the majority will
require major renovation and maintenance in yeaatber than decades’ (Dewar
2009:11). When asked what exactly is better, resgdeefer to the structural
soundness and material quality of their “Aparthiecdise”. Residents’ perception
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of the ‘decency’ of their house echoes reports ost-ff994 houses, such as:
"Houses built for poor people under an RDP goventrdevelopment programme
in Naledi, Soweto, are falling apart just monthtelafesidents took possession”
(Marinovich 2009 in Berger 2009).

Considerations on positioning are not approacheetiymeationally either,
meaning that sound architectural considerationsffadiency need to be flexible
to allow for legitimate demands of residents (slse &odel A2, Annex 10). For
instance, when asked about the positioning of tigenal core on the plot, most
residents were quite satisfied with the positioningthe middle, expressing
particular satisfaction if it was positioned say Zfom the back of the plot,
leaving some privacy from the street side but alhgwfor the (impermanent)
extensions to take place “out of sight”, while désfing the apartheid house to the
street with its quality material (conventional) lasg as they had no means to
extend conventionally and further personalise #wade. Such reasoning renders
several of the more efficient suggestions for pmsihg made by Bronchart
(2000), in fact, not legitimate culturally. The éxmtion of other options of
positioning in terms of efficiency is revealing eetheless (see Annex 9a).

Broadly brushed this leads to the conclusion thagdted beneficiaries
must have an early place at the decision tabldy avitevel playing field amongst
other stakeholders in trade-offs made in the ingteucture. Not only may this
give residents a better sense of ownership andiidation with their house and
the “struggle to extend” that they agree to takeruphemselves within their
available housing options. Given transparency abth& possibilities and
limitations of available funds, plot location andkzes etc. Such a form of
implementation allows for a shared responsibiliy the concessions made in the
initial structure while together agreeing on whadsic adequacy and dignity is to
start with’. Moreover, it is a pragmatic approachaspectrum of aspects about
the initial core can in fact not only be rationalietermined in order to be
effective — here particularly legitimate — in tleger term.

It is certain that the ‘best of worse’ trade-offe dighly contextual (e.qg.
settlement layout, project budget, access to lanthe city) and interwoven with
the expectation that society and targeted bendBsiahave of the housing
programme. Providing the smallest core that is atrbereft of design in a context
where people expect to be offered at least songnityi and a ‘right to a full
house’ may (quickly) render it both an illegitimgieoposal as core-housing as a
form of development will be misunderstood. Just lsaweh transparency and ‘a
level playing field’ can be pragmatically realisisdsubject for further study and
comparative analysis. What is certain is that thee-tiousing concept itself faces
a huge legitimacy challenge here in rapidly urbagisand socio-economically
diversifying contexts.

7.3.4. Consideration 4: The initial superstructuremust primarily attempt to

less physically constrains on future extension
Incremental consolidation allows for developmentiage passes and needs and
priorities for the household become clear — inst&aelying on predictions which
may be misguided or simply impossible to make ydsing the temporal
dimension in construction also has the added hbierefibove a “full house”
provision - of not necessarily having to know thvemual use and being able to
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already use the current situation even when thiglibgiis not finalized. This use
of the temporal dimension in one’s advantage beasemblance to the logic
behind leaving parts of the land in a city openléber use (see e.g. Angel 2011).
Could it not be that in fact the design of the agtens is most effective when left
out of the control of the architect? And, couldat also be that there is just such a
sheer variety of extensions possible once resowmeghere, that it is virtually
impossible for an architect to try and control that

For the long term consolidation process, therestmang suggestions that
the focus of the design of the initial superstroetmust shifts to finding ways to
leastconstrairt?® households in the way they “do consolidation” thiage their
housing needs, priorities and aspirations. A gdlodtration of such constraints
comes from Bronchart (2000), who studied ‘trulywémpoverished famili¢$®
in East London and the constraints of their ingiaprovided core house.
Bronchart highlights the key importance of the heigf the walls of the core in
relation to sloping roofs, showing that too low licgjs here do not allow for
extensions to the side as their subsequent ceiliniyde so low that one cannot
stand there (see Figure 7). Thus in such an intoaé design, first investment
must be made in higher ceiling before the extensambe undertaken — a wasted
investment which may have been avoided.

Figure 6 An enabling initial design of a core house as it does not constrain future extensions
in relation to minimal height of the walls.
Source: Bronchart (2000:1, 108).

Earlier, in the context of this case study analysi®ias been discussed that an
‘upstairs’ implies a considerable improvement ie thirection of both resilience
and safety — adding to that cultural values of gowand dignity. As observed by
Zillman (2000) in Caracas, where verticalisationaking place through informal
incremental housing processes, second storeysoaeatially more hazardous to
its residents if the construction is not sound (ak® Picture 13) so that it is
interesting to explore the possibilities of guidanés Ramsay (1995:3) already
analysed in an early stage of elemental housingemm@ntation: ‘the upward
extension of a house to provide for an additiof@drf or dwelling is difficult to
accommodate unless prior provision is made in@sigh and construction’. The
design may be able to guide incremental verticatisahrough reducing the costs
to achieve that level of extending. In practiceadaly this will imply a very
modest — yet structurally sound — core house.

25 | am indebted to Alonso Ayala, supervisor of this thesis, for highlighting to me this

approach to an enabling core-house, with reference to the “people’s process” Turner
(1972, 1976) and Tipple (2000) observed in respectively informal settlements and state-
provided housing.

126 5ophie Bronchart, Belgium, interview over email, October 30, 2010.
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Picture 13 Verticalisation of ‘shacks’ in Khayelitsha.
Sourcehttp://www.capetown.dj/Regions/CapeFlats/Khayeétsthayelitsha.html
[Accessed May 30, 2011].

7.3.5. Consideration 5: The principle okeggenschap may serve as a tool for
flexible and participatory core-housing implementaton
While open building systems have been promoted perteived within the
construction system as a way out of the incapgboit traditional building
processes (see Chapter 2.2) open building cancinbfa taken to a much more
fundamental approach which moves away from tramgi@pproaches and leads
to a newtool of articulating the interface between various Isvef building
control. “This particular approach to the desigrited built environment (...) has
financial, physical and management implicationssif@n & Konigk 2009:55).
More specifically, using the principle afeggenschap- distributed decision-
making on building control at the various levelgtod built environment - may be
a tool to sharpen thinking on core-housing impletaigon (see Chapter 2.2).

Napier (2002:341) warns that to use the informatioom studies on
preferences prior to designing new housing may logkr the need for
participation of the actual beneficiaries in thesiga of a project. Moreover,
participation is not about asking people what thegnt — as their wants are
experientially determined (Dewar & Uytenbogaard®1p The latter confirms the
importance of participation throughout, as needgfgpences and aspirations
reveal themselves in the course of time and cabeopredicted by the low-
incomes household in advance either.

Indeed, the built environment is not static andvles an interesting
context in which to study the relationship betwestgbility and transformation,
argue Osman & Konigk (2009: 54). ‘Dewar and Uytegdmrdt (1991:35) refer to
a process of ‘negotiated reactions’ whereby cowtiisuransformation is achieved
within a stable environment. This is perceived asoemmon characteristic of
successful urban places’. Likewise, ‘a house ordeggial unit is a changing
organism, adapting throughout its lifetime to siianging social status, economic
status and lifestyles’.

It is in disentangling the various levels of thepatstructure that
zeggenschamay aid thinking about participation throughout thietime of the
core house. The focus is on transparency and dialdgoughout, as explained by
Osman & Sebake (2010:246):

The concept of participation, as an accepted paradigm in development, is
explored through methods that allow for user participation in design decision-
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making. Such design-aiding techniques optimize the contribution of role-players
in housing through maximum transparency and effective communication. (...)
Adopting a democratic process in decision-making processes regarding the built
environment and acknowledging the large number of participants in its
development. (...) The concept of participation is thus, not only confined to
“once-off” consultation in initial stages of design where in some cases
communities participate in decision-making processes, but also as an on-going
process where the built environment allows for future adaptations (Osman &
Sebake 2010:246).

Incremental housing must be well planned but notroled (Davidson & Payne
2000, Combrie 2009, Dewar & Uytenbogaardt 1991:&&ggenschampossibly
offers a new tool for approaching participatiorresidents as well. ‘The approach
differs from those where end users are involvedaaision-making at the outset
(reference here can be made to Ralph Erskine) aackhowledges that
participation is ongoing throughout the life of eject and not once-off at the
beginning of a project’ (Osman & Kdnigk 2009:55).

The initial core house must clearly and visiblyntify different levels and
systems to make it possible for future residentsiriderstand which parts are
supporting and in fact enabling them to extendagel investments (after Osman
& Sebake 2010, Osman & Konigk 2009). This resulitthe creation of a primary
level — base building or support structure — alloyvfor the manipulation of the
secondary levels, such as infill by impermanentemait and local building skills,
gradually moving to conventional material if exterglare fortunate to be able to
access the required resources for that. This teaaspy in building control to the
resident ought to be an integral part of the diaéowith all relevant stakeholders
— not the least of them the users themselves +deitcupation. Possible ways of
realising this must be taken into further detasdtadies and are of course highly
contextual — being not only dependent on the embgdd a specific land- and
house system, but also the project at hand.

To explain how the principle afeggenschapan be used astaol for the
core-housing concept it must be translated to acifspe core-housing
implementation project context. In fact, one vemyeresting application of this
principle has been made by several of the headsded in the 2011 sample of
the fieldwork of this thesis: the “circle of ladiesas the saving group calls itself -
operating in Eyethtd’. These ladies each month contribute a fixed susave up
for (mostly) conventional extensions — the secopdaistem — to add to their
initially state-provided core house — the primaygtem. The ladies are being both
extremely strict on monthly instalments to the sgvigroup in culturally
legitimate ways that only they understand best. ddresequences of bailing out
and letting other ladies down in the saving group severe: the circle of ladies
will come to get all the furniture and electronioside the house — the tertiary
system. The way they operate however never endatigershelter of a family. It
is morally wrong in their eyes to put the most edatal shelter of a household and
its access to the city at stake as collateral iftarfcial constructions. The ladies
understand all to well “the struggle” that theseud$eholds face, the

27 Several semi-structured interviews with heads of households participating in this

saving group (see Table Al1l) and the Secretary of the “Circle of Ladies”, Focus group
discussion, August 5, 2011. Boardroom KDF, Khayelitsha, Cape Town (South Africa).
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unpredictability of their incomes and their vulnafigy to whatever time will
throw at them. The ladies are also well aware efftbuseholds’ vulnerability to
abuse within formal financial constructions dueignorance/unfamiliarity to the
implications and possible consequences of upfrov@nte when the house and
plot are put as a collateral and insufficient usthrding of the value of their title
deed. Accordingly, when joining the “circle of ladl’, participants of the saving
group have given the other ladies building contradr the tertiary system, but the
building control over tenure and the superstruct@mains in the hands of the
head of the low-income household. Her shelter,thatof her children, cannot be
taken from her or her family.

Thus applied,zeggenschaps a slower, yet ultimately more effective,
process of achieving adequate housing than eltieesweat-equity concepts of the
1970s (see Chapter 2.1) or clear-cut extensiongogexl in contemporary
experimenting on low-income housing by professisn@ee Chapter 1). Some
project contexts will allow for microfinance andfrgnt finance of extensions,
some won’t. Maybe there is access to formal loangaybe there is reason to
discourage that if residents are too vulnerableylaimpermanent material
abounds, maybe it doesn’t. Maybe there is an egjstommunity that is targeted;
maybe beneficiary households have no concept df etieers existence. Maybe
there is an NGO involved with the project to addcapacity building, maybe
there isn't. Maybe socio-historical legacies make & particularly complex
situation; maybe the implementation is much ledgigally sensitive. Maybe the
rights of the low-income households to the city anshrined in the constitution;
maybe they are very politically explosive. Maybenyanstruments to promote
coexistence already exist to aid Local Governmemtybe this option is yet
unexplored. Maybe there is a “circle of ladies”; yipa saving groups are alien
still. And so on.

Clearly, the core-housing concept becomes much refieetive if it is
understood as a flexible building made up of vasi@ystems with different
possibilities for building control. This allows farform of implementation that is
capable to be adapting to the particular embeddfrigpth the plot and the core.
Zeggenschapnay be a tool to facilitate such a dialogue witke thain actors
involved with the plot and the superstructure owere — most importantly — its
users.

7.4 Summary

The fieldwork of this thesis takes place in 2018 yRars into consolidation of the
core-housing project. Possibly the most remarkedbleelopment identified during
the 2011 fieldwork is the establishment of the &iad Development

Management Department which may also hold importeminges for the

consolidation process of the core houses in Eyéfiy2). The new building

regulations require a building permit not only fmrnventional extensions, but
also for impermanent extensions. The regulation ther latter is still widely

unknown, and building supervisors take a reactpmgr@ach as the consolidation
process is largely outside of municipal control.

25 plots have been selected for the sample of holde in 2011, based
intentionally on their level of extension. With seds to the income levels of these
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households, the overall picture is that of impaosteed families with a struggle to
meet ends. Irregular forms of income prevail, megnihe income is quite
unpredictable which is observed to have direct ichpan the process of
consolidation. An interesting finding is that theshcommon form of regular and
predictable income (e.g. every month the same athasirsocial wage; grants
provided by the government. At times whole extenfdexilies thrive on it, and it
is an important factor in the ability to afford ersions.

Priority of extension among main households inctuotethe 2011 sample
has gone first to adding space then privacy, adnitial core house has a high
housing stress in both regards. As for successxt#nsion, the ‘upstairs’ is
considered to be the most successful level of dmzdimn achieved, as it is both
the most costly extension as well as requiringrtfesst advanced skills and time
investment. Even so, backyards still prevail. Ataal function of the attached
and detached structures was identified, wherebysingle females would be
housed in detached impermanent structures, whelelétached contiguity allowed
males more of their ‘own life’. Most importantlyarhilies would be attempting to
protect vulnerable family members first from thdnarability and harshness of
impermanent detached extensions, giving prioritiidasing children and females
attached to the core. It is striking that the upsteseems a fairly good option for
relief of housing stress, both in space, privacy] greater perceived security as
compared to the vulnerability of detached strudwetimpermanent material to
the (climate) elements and crime.

Particularly for extended families, it may well th@t housing stress is not
a matter of “certain moments in the lifecycle”. tiesd shocks - the arrival of new
family members - and triggers - members growin@ug requiring more (gender)
privacy - are entering a cycle with no specific iagdas the house passes on to the
following generation and the household becomes mnge complex. Extended
households thereby struggle to achieve some fordigoity to live together. Lack
of privacy is especially prevalent in the caseamfandary households on the plot,
either relative or non-relative renters, as theseraonly must use the same
services as the main household.

Several new indicators to assess the effectiverfeb® core house have
come out of the 2011 fieldwork. It seems relevardistinguish betweerfand
2" generations to the core house - versus new holaselas another indication of
mobility of the target population over time. Thesgmning of bedrooms on the
plot in combination with their occupants has be#roduced as a possible
indicator of hierarchy in relation to the main helsld — whereby empty space on
the plot is also used as a demarcation. The inalicatlult descendants’ has been
introduced, in its working definition referring 81+ aged persons who have been
raised as part of the main household from childhaoithrough their teenage years
and now still live on the plot.

Using the newly identified indicators, and thoseadly given in the
methodology, five trends can be identified amorey2h households included in
the 2011 sample: 1) Alternative densification amteémental verticalisation; 2) A
steady shift towards the use of conventional malte3) The adequacy of initial
layout and positioning of the core loses a lot®felevance over time — but not
for (prolonged) non-extenders; 4) More advancedrestbns may be inaccessible
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due to investments required in solving a physioalstraint of the initial core; 5)
The slow pace of extending with conventional mates primarily related to the
strategies of ‘stored asset’ and the use of th@dteah dimension to ensure
affordability.

The term ‘alternative densification’ is used toereto those forms of
densification observed which do indeed suppressvkeall housing backlog but
are not (yet) accommodated for in conventional waymeasuring densities. A
growing proportion of adult descendants have neratiption but to stay with the
main household. Two factors have been identified &xplain the process of
alternative densification: fate due to externalcnral processes and relief based
on rational trade-offs of opportunities, needs asgirations of adult descendants
themselves. The socio-spatial importance of theraative densification’
becomes even more relevant considering fulfilleddi@-class aspirations
whereby an increase in income is also matcheddonsiderable increase in land-
consumption. The operational term ‘incrementaligalisation’ is introduced to
refer to the construction of second (etc.) flootsch relieves the internal housing
stress of the household. Such incremental versiatadin is quite a successful form
of relieving housing stress, allowing not only foore people per plot but also for
a certain culturally legitimate level of dignity itarms of contiguity and privacy.

Within the 2011 sample, 65% of the first extensiagge of impermanent
material, while — to the contrary - 60% of the s®toextensions were of
conventional materi&®. Interesting is the finding that there is a stroimgernal
motivation to construct with conventional materidhe imperative to extend
usableindoor space is increased in this specific case studpdwerse weather
conditions and less opportunities to use outdoacsgor living. The very small
initial houses moreover make extending by any meaossible more like an
“emergency housing solution”, whereby impermaneratemal offers a quick
solution. Yet, the terrible “climate intelligencedf many an impermanent
extension — most importantly the backyard shacks #s turn is amongst the
strongest push factor to work hard to achieve cotiweal extensions. Added to
that is the vulnerability of living in structure$ mnpermanent material to crime
but also to quick onset disasters such as firéloding — again particularly so in
the case of backyards. The pull factor of convewtiomaterial extensions is
strengthened by the presence of a powerful cultdiciotomy of status versus
shame. Status is reflected in language as welhaghysical appearance of the
facades of successful extenders. Shame over impemhenaterial use is reflected
in language as well as in the physical positionofgthe extensions and the
hesitation of revealing the use of salvaged mdtdfimmdamental for grasping the
dichotomy status-shame is the deep longing to tegiated into society as a full
citizen and to achieve a ‘sense of dignity’.

With the temporal dimension in mind, the case stliyws that successful
extenders may alter the original core altogetherjmaich so that it may even
becomes unrecognizable when compared to its oligiesign, positioning and
orientation. Thus it is perhaps more precise ttedtaat for the initial years of the

128 percentages here are only offered as a quick reference within the sample and cannot

be generalised (see Chapter 5).
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project - and for those who cannot extend at dlie- initial design of the core
house and its positioning are indeed essentia¢lation to their basic adequacy
and cultural legitimacy. Once residents start tosctidate the logic of extensions
stems primarily from the needs, priorities and mns and — crucially - trade-
offs with regard to resources. In fact, the casmlystshowed it may be most
relevant to use ‘physical constraint’ as an indicabf the longer-term
effectiveness of the initial core. Time may renméentionally designed adequacy
and enabling aspects quite irrelevant, unless itlavbe possible to save costs of
achieving a higher level of extension by buildingni there instead of first
knocking (parts of) the initially provided structudown.

Among the 24 extenders included in the 2011 santipéeconstruction of a
conventional extension took a minimum of 2 weeks,to a maximum of 22
years++ for an ‘upstairs’ among the main househioldsided in the 2011 sample.
Yet the latter, the longest period, proves to leerésult of the particular strategy,
namely to stockpile materials prior to constructmneven already start hiring
builders and start construction as a form of st@gsgkt - even when the extension
cannot be possibly finalised yet. Reasons idedtifieere, amongst others, to
prevent money from "evaporating”, particularly imet case of (cultural)
obligations within extended households and the egtiptability of incomes, as
well as being able to already start using the spaxeelief housing stress and that
prices soar into time. The ’struggle to consolidasenot detached from the
surrounding market; to the contrary, it is an inégpart of it. It is the
resourcefulness of low-income households that leadsost saving. Extensions
must abide by the rule of spending less than isezhras access to upfront finance
is commonly unavailable. Only through phasing itvests over time can this
fundamental criterion for affordability be guaraade

Based on the trends identified, five consideraitiave been given for
future core-housing implementation. Each of thesaterations is directly related
to the three elements of the conceptual framewsustainable, adequate and
legitimate. To allow for a more comprehensive dsston of the outcomes of this
research, the considerations raised in this chayptiebe taken to the final chapter
— which is the conclusion.

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 119



Chapter 8 Conclusion

Surely at first glance, the exploration in thisdisehas been disenchanting when it
comes to the potential effectiveness of applyingtemporary open building
practice to the superstructures that are part t#-housing projects. Figuratively
transferring the perceived pragmatic advantagesidemlogical (eco) modernist
motivations of open building systems within its tex of origin - Europe, North
America and Japan - to rapidly urbanising contexds a humbling exercise that
revealed serious issues of legitimacy. Here, verfferént opportunities,
limitations, challenges andealpolitik may require other advantages and
motivations altogether. The question is raised iekow-income households are
the right target population for experimentation hwibpen building systems
altogether. Nevertheless, it was also a fruitfukreise, as the issues and
dichotomies revealed offered a fresh discourséhéocbre-housing concept that
sharpened the focus of the case study analysi$all@ated.

The case study analysis of 26 years of consolidatiothe core-housing
project in Khayelitsha highlighted another sobenieglisation: it is primarily the
plot potential (location, size etc.) - not the sgpricture - which is the ultimate
flexible building environment of the core-housingncept as time proceeds. This
leads to the inevitable conclusion that neithemaventional 1970s core house
design nor the most sophisticated adequacy of@vative, contemporary design
will ever become the primary enabler to the loweime household. It is the
reasonable plot size that allowed for a spectrurfolhs of densification on the
plot, commercial activity and incremental vertisalion— to name a few.
Especially relevant also is the useenfiptyspace in between superstructures as a
demarcation of privacy/intimacy and dignity, reatisthrough contiguity of the
attachments (e.g. attached or detached from the lvmuse where the head(s) of
the main household live(s)).

The temporal dimension further puts the importaméethe initially
provided superstructure into perspective when,eality, what happens to it is
likely to soon be outside the control of professiomlesigners and project
implementers alike — and possibly even outside oipai control. Time rendered
initial design, layout and positioning of the c@alenost unrecognisable in the case
of successful extenders. Khayelitsha is an intergstase to reveal this effect of
the temporal dimension as for years residents Wedteto achieve their more
adequate housing in isolation from almost all ingitbnal assistance. Yet, even if
considerable subsidies would have been involvedsupport consolidation
processes of the users,regalpolitik elsewhere, their duration has proven unlikely
to last long enough to witness the “normalisatiarf’ the project site into
displaying similar trends as observed in surrougdinformal) settlements - they
may have even postponed such normalisation. Atengoidramatically change
the key characteristics of construction and housmglementation within a
specific urban context - such as bypassing inforrnatractors and builders - have
proven equally short lasting.

Incremental housing driven by “the people’s protessustn’'t be
romanticized, as it best resembles an emergenagtisih. In Khayelitsha the
rather extreme housing stress of the small corsdn@26m2) in terms of adequate
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space and privacy led to a strong urge to extendnyymeans possible. Outdoor
climate conditions further increased the imperatovextend usablendoor space.
The availability of impermanent (either salvagedbmught) material and the
inaccessibility of conventional material due to fgce tag resulted in most
households “opting” for impermanent extensions. Tmwajor concerns low-
income households themselves expressed duringeldevbrk — apart from space
and privacy — are climate resilience and safethe$e extensions.

An interesting finding of the fieldwork — which ifact is no more than
common sense — is the strong aspiration respontleensselves express towards
the achievement of “permanent extensions”. Thelfierk revealed that powerful
socio-politic dichotomies are interwoven with theeaning of material use for
extensions in Khayelitsha. Conventional materiadgsociated not only with less
vulnerability to the elements and crime/violenceyt balso with dignity,
status/show-off and indeed proof of inclusion agub citizen. Impermanent
material thus begets strong, opposite and negatwmotations such as: deep
sense of shame, temporary status and separat&éhegshysical positioning of the
extensions depending on their material use — eftgtew off” or “hide” - further
proves the powerful connotations given.

While the use of salvaged material and local infarbuilders may have a
completely different meaning in another socio-pcdit context - indeed in some
parts of Latin America it may be interpreted asplkeple’s victory and creativity
despite their poverty and oppression — an imporfantion comes up here.
Governments’ approaches to impermanent structuee® lbeen burdened by
modernist concepts on urbanisation, leading themetaeive “slummification”.
Would it not be possible to — instead of focusing repressing impermanent
extensions - to work alongside residents themselt@sards achieving
conventional extensions, using their own strongrimtl motivation for it? Or, as
respondents put it: “the struggle to extend”, néfgr to the realisation of their
right to adequate housing.

On the basis of the case study analysis it is sigdehat for the sake of
thinking about design requirements to the core dasiselevant to break down the
time after occupation into two periods. The firsripd is that of extension with
impermanent material only - or even non-extensiawaiting the second phase
where conventional extensions may get within thache of the household.
Material use is here an operational term. To itatst in Khayelitsha impermanent
material refers to zinc plates and wood, while @mtwnal material refers to brick
and block. How long each period may last variesattyeper household as it is
based on individual coping behaviour — the toleeant housing stress until its
threshold is reached and something must be domeligve it. In fact, the case
study reveals that the first period may be quitelgmged — well over a decade.
For this period — and certainly for non-extendetkle-initially provided core is of
fundamental importance to its adequacy in term#sofpace, privacy, climate
resilience and safety. It is here where thoughttuisideration of housing layout
by architects and project leaders is essentiatheg balance trade-offs with the
stringent affordability criteria of the target pdgtion as well as the project
budget. There is every suggestion from the casky stnalysis that early dialogue
with the prospected residents on these trade-offy myreatly enhance the
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legitimacyof the project — particularly in the first (prolged) period of little or no
conventional extensions.

Any ‘housing solution’ however must bear in minéathhe bottom-line of
people’s consolidation of the initially providedrean the period that follows is
pragmatism, in the sense of real cost-benefit demations low-income
households conduct within their stringent affordigbcriteria. The main strategy
most households have to ensure affordability ofveational extensions is:
spreading the investments through time. Stockpitimgierials and even already
starting construction while no one knows when it be finalised are common as
a form of stored asset.

The exploration in this thesis has led to the atgrsition that it is exactly
herein that thoughtful design of the initially prded core can be a powerful
enabler of people, in that it pulsast constraintto the way “consolidation is
done” once the household enters the second peniddtarts a first conventional
extension. Constraint has been operationalise@discing the costs to achieve a
higher level of extension. Instead of trying todfimngles to implement an
enabling design, it is suggested that a more waekayproach is to accept that no
one knows what time will throw at the project origfhextensions a household
will want to construct over time — probably not evite household itself as it's
composition may be quite unpredictable and perdetiecency is a moving target
in time and relative to surrounding houses. Yethm phase that the professional
still has building control — namely prior to implentation - it may be possible to
be involved in an active quest for a design thdtices the costs to achieve locally
desired extensions that may indeed also enhanitiemes. A striking example is
given by the ‘upstairs’ — a secondary storey ofvemrional material — which for
the core-housing implemented in Eyethu, Khayelitéimplied removing the
original roof and replacing it by a supporting ftdo'st. This proves so expensive
that this type of extension — as much as it maytyeenhance adequacy and
resilience of the house — has been only accedsilseme.

Most importantly, there is no such a thing of atlpgactice which can be
universally implemented (after Pugh 2001:414, Nap@02:19). If anything, the
exploration in this thesis has revealed how imptritais to consider effectiveness
from the embedding of the core house in a spetafic- and housing system.
Even so, the core-housing concept, once again,eprtie be able to serve the
principles of the day’ (after Napier 2002:24). Sséecommon denominators in
the discourse of the “people’s housing process” aid“open building
approaches” - respectively in Turner (1979 see Blanis 2003) and Habraken
(1998 see also Osman & Konigk 2009) in ‘the paftdcwvay of seeing’ kept on
returning as a fresh approach to the core-housmmgcept. These common
denominators centre around the principles of ‘usefisuilding control’,
‘autonomy’ and in seeing ‘the act of building’ ihet light of the ‘temporal
dimension’. These common denominators point to eissibeyond a one-
dimensional focus on the moment of completion & thitial core and plot or
snapshots in time that merely focus on physicaéapmce.

It is suggested that the principle péggenschap distributed decision-
making in building control — may serve as a usdhdl for more effective
implementation that also included managerial, faian and participatory.
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Zeggenschaprges to think about flexible interpretations wéi®yr different agents
can play various roles in various levels of the deoulesign depending on the
embedding, and may aid to think of more meaningétilpragmatic approaches to
participation of all stakeholders involved, not tkeast the residents themselves.
Possibly then taking up the principle a@keggenschapas a tool to guide
implementation may even help to get beyond therfgedf a déja-vu with regard
to the current revival in the interest for the ecbomsing concept. The tool
developed in this thesis — using an intentionalimpdified thus workable
distinction between legitimate, sustainable andjadte — indeed proved helpful
in balancing inevitable trade-offs in implementati@and is expected to be useful
for further study on past or prospected core-h@usnplementation.

Recommendation for further study

It has been the explicit aim of this exploratorgaarch to make suggestions for
further detailed studies. What follows therefore aome considerations that can
be taken into account in such follow-up studies.

The point is made that an assessment of the sabthtiy of a project — in
terms of land-use efficiency - must jointly focus the plotand on households
that live (d) on it through time. Several additibmalicators for density levels and
perceived legitimacy have come out of the thesiglvimay aid further detailed
study to plot-use optimalisation:

- Age and gender of household members in relationaterial use and
contiguity of the extensions in which they havearthedrooms as an indicator
of their vulnerability and the need for privacyvesll as culturally perceived
hierarchy of the superstructures

- Secondary households on the plot, and their adoessrvices

- 1%and 29 generations to the house as a possible indicatbeanobility of the
target population

- Adult descendants in relation to reasons behindhthusing backlog in a city.

The case study of this thesis proves that plotrusst befollowedover a

prolonged period of time - not merely in the froffbae snapshots of physical

appearance at one moment along the consolidatanegs.

If the plot indeed is the most fundamental enabliethe core-housing
concept, the core-housing concept itself requimesovative thinking which
considers the plots’ embedding in a quickly urbizgsand modernising context.
Possibly further comparative studies with site-aedsice schemes may be a
fruitful path for advancing the core-housing cortaémdeed the plot is the prime
enabler. It isnot argued here that 200m2 (and over) plots are evigntihe best
size for core-housing implementation. Indeed theessi implemented in
Khayelitsha are quite a royale exception to sidesvéhere. Plot sizes moreover
cannot be determined in a vacuum but must be regdtiwith the particular
project embedding in a specific land- and housesysnd culture. More detailed
studies are needed to analyse how plot optimalisabver time can be
harmonized with the problems related to sprawl -ictvhmay have a huge
negative impact on low-income households themsglissas well as on the city
at large. The analysis in this thesis suggests tihat‘room for the future’
paradigm may be more useful in advancing the cotesing concept than too
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rigid focus on compaction. The beholder of ploesiand densities must have the
temporal dimension in mind. Thus, if planned deesitare already high upon
implementation — depending on the desirability le# tocation and the speed of
urbanisation - inadequate housing conditions may $& the unwanted outcome.

A much larger sample of extenders is needed thlkestavhether the order
in the use of material as observed among the hoildsemcluded in the fieldwork
can be generalised. Quite a considerable sampldoté will be needed as a
numbers’ game is involved: with every next extendioe number of households
that managed to achieve that (e.g.rdaextension) is shrinking quickly. Moreover,
it may well be that this order is only relevantsome urban contexts, whether in
others all extensions are commonly constructedo¥entional material.

Variety - which is essential to sustainable housiegelopment (see e.g.
Tipple 2000, see Chapter 2)is endangered by two processes stemming from the
embedding of the plot and its house in the cityteaps downraiding and the
‘exodus’ of upcoming middle class leaving behindoatcast ghetto. It was hoped
to analyse the process of downraiding during tlediork, yet in practice,
tracking down households that had left proved paldrly difficult (e.g. current
households would not have contact details — ords#dmt to provide these in case
of informal arrangements, and possibly know littee nothing about former
occupants). Stemming from the scope of the exptorapriority was given to
other issues during the fieldwork, particularlyr@tation also to available capacity
and timé?°. Further detailed study may be able to analyse ithportant and
complex aspect of elementary housing projects.

The focus on the aspirations of household membehngre possibly to
imitate middle-class moving out into suburbs amittaxtensive lifestyles - has
been revealing nevertheless. When considered ooty the perspective of the
unit, then reselling or renting out the house lgyititended low-income household
may be considered ineffective-targeting. From taespective of housing mobility
studies, reselling or renting out can however lgamed as a normal process of
citywide mobility. From the perspective of livelibds, the possibility of renting
out in a locality may be an essential part of theal income generating strategies
of low-income households. Suddenly then, “tailotealsing” may become a
moral question: what gives the provider the rightiécide for the household what
to do with their own housing and how to fill in thetrategies?® New approaches
altogether may be required such as consideringdtteement as a whole instead
of individual plots when trying to implement vagiet income levels right from
the start> Examples of experimentation and best practiceth uwinovative

129 This explicitly does not mean that downraiding is less of a challenge for core-housing

implementation — to the contrary. If only in South Africa, numbers are huge. According to
the Minister of Human Settlements, based on a random sample of 10% of the housing
units completed between 1994 and 2008, of the approved beneficiaries since 1994, only
34% is still occupying houses allocated to them in terms of the National Housing Subsidy
Scheme. Source: Parliamentary Question No 2692 (2010 in Tissington 2011:62).

1% B Hendriks, lecture at Institute for Housing and Urban Development Studies (IHS),

June 7, 2011, Rotterdam (The Netherlands).

31 |n South Africa there is a restriction on reselling or "otherwise alienating" of the

dwelling/site within a certain period — 8 years - from the moment property was acquired in
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instruments in existing settlements can be found@nazil, such as attempts to
safeguard a territory of the urban poor by using&ZEonas especiais de interesse
social, special zones of social intejettee e.g. Acioly 2007, Sandroni 2009).
Whether such instruments can be applied to nevegi®js to be further explored.
As for the application of the open building systents, use for low-income
households is here found to imply serious legitynassues — possibly then it is
more suitable for middle-income or public purposes.

The issue of impermanent extensions poses a mhgllenge to core-
housing implementation — not only from the poinviw of the occupants’ health
and safety, but also at the site level due to isie for quick-onset disasters and
lack of adaptive capacity, and even on the citglevhere such activity may be
perceived as ‘slummification’ with all the consegoes of stigmatisation and
market value of that. Yet ‘resilience’, it is bestderstood as a discourse - but less
as a workable criteria for actual implementatiomj@ects®2. Therefore, it is
recommended that an operational definition is dgwed for each specific context
into which the core-housing is implemented. Vulbdity to disaster in the
context of housing may be the result of: unfavole'@oil conditions, closeness to
problematic elements, unfavourable situation faquaing property, construction
faults, unadjusted type of construction and matgrisocio-economic problems,
too many people living in the area, poor water, tvvawater and electricity
service$s® Further detailed studies are needed to be abteale a distinction
between those disasters that ought to be tacklddnathe primary and secondary
system of the superstructure on the plot (e.g. boese and residents’ infill to
that), and the key agents involved herein, andetlibat should be taken to other
levels— as for instance done by Davis & IzadkhaD@) in relation to building
resilient urban communities — or beyond. The néxqp svould then be to consider
the municipal capacity of the urban context to witiee housing is proposed.

Obviously, without residents even knowing what thiention of a core
house is, its implementation completely missesntlagk in making residents feel
agents of those levels of the structure over whlaky are proposed to have
building control and progressively attain more fudlusing. Still, among residents
of Khayelithsa, 26 years after implementation, ¢h@ras a general sense of
resentment amongst respondents that these hadeant“decent” houses to start
with, as a full citizen is entitled to. This posasserious challenge for future
implementations of core-housing, but there is astesson learnt here — that
targeted beneficiaries are given a level playietgdfin decision-making as early as
possible in the housing process so that they nmiay davnership of the concept of
core-housing.

an attempt to protect beneficiaries from downraiding (Housing Act 1997 section 10A in
Tissington 2011:15). Clearly in practice, the regulation still fails to ground low-income
households or to avoid the site from gentrifying.

%2 For an analysis of ‘sustainable development’, including the discourse of ‘resilience’,

see Annex 11.

133 | aura Liuke, lecture ‘Planning safe cities; the right to the city — a safe city is a just city’,

lecture at the Institute for Housing and Development Studies, May 18, 2011, Rotterdam
(The Netherlands).
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Glossary operational terms

An overview of operational definitions as used witthe context of this research. For a
discussion see thesis main text, where referenasis made to the sources of the
elements included in these operational definitions.

1st generation to the (core) house
The head (and spouse) of the main household whbrfioved into this core house and
plot, e.g. “original residents” since implementatio

2nd generation to the (core) house
(Adult) child of the original head - who passed gwa moved out - now representing the
new head of the main household occupying the cousdr(and extensions).

Adequacy (working definition)

‘Adequate’ refers to the perception and considenstiof the professional (e.g. architect,
provider, building supervisor) on the quality oEthouse and its minimum performance
requirements in terms of 1) structural status amegrity, 2) occupancy level,
3) level of servicing 4) resilience. Adequacy isreover understood as an inherently
political issue in direct relation to the humanhtigo adequate housing and minimum
standard requirements by regulation which the pgifmal must take into consideration.

Adult descendants

21+ aged persons who have been raised as pam ofidm household from childhood or
through their teenage years and now still live ba plot. May or may not be blood
relatives to the head of the main household.

Adaptability (in relation to open building system)

Considers 1) the materials used to manufacture ildifgis components, 2) the
components themselves and 3) the building as dly.eftkey indication of the flexibility
of a building.

Adaptation (in relation to climate)
Initiatives and measures to reduce the vulnergholfitnatural and human systems against
actual or expected climate change effects.

Adaptive capacity
Refers to the whole of capabilities, resources iastitutions of a country or region to
implement effective adaptation measures. As suictlite opposite of vulnerability.

Adequate

Refers to the perception and considerations ofptoéessional (e.g. architect, provider,
building supervisor) on the quality of the housg(¢echnical, functional, and aesthetic)
and its minimum performance requirements. Adequacynoreover understood as an
inherently political issue, referring to relativerpeptions of “decent housing”.

Affordability (in relation to the house)

The concept of affordability measures the financadacity of a household to purchase a
housing unit. A rough measure of the affordabiliya housing unit is the “price to
income ratio”- which compares the average prica lobusing unit with the yearly income
of an average household (generally from 2.5 tartes). When a household has access to
credit, a better ratio to consider is the “repaytmianome ratio” (or the “effort ratio”)
which compares the amount of the monthly repayntdnéan obtained loan and the
monthly income of the borrower. This is also likétybe the best measurement for the
affordability of consolidation “instalments”. Theafority of low-income households
however have no access to such upfront finance.
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It is important to not only look at housing codist also at utility costs and taxes.

Alteration
Rearrangement of the interior of the house.

Alternative densification

Optimal plot usage which allows for the accommamtatof adult members of the

household (e.g. 2nd generations to the house) whah have otherwise moved out and
started separate households if it was possibléhtm to fulfil their aspiration to do so —

adding to the general housing backlog in the cgurtdternative’ refers to the fact that

this aspect of densification is not accommodated ifio the dominant discourse of

measuring densification of low-cost housing.

Backyard shack

A local name referring to a detached small stractof (predominantly) impermanent
material behind the core house (e.g. not on theesgide), in the back of the plot. The
shack includes one bedroom only.

Compaction

To increase built area and residential populatiensdies; to intensify urban economic,
social and cultural activities and to manipulatéawr size, form and structure and
settlement systems in pursuit of the environmergakial and global sustainability
benefits derived from the concentration of urbamcfions.

Consolidation
The investment of residents themselves in the irgrent of their core houses, either
extensions, rearrangements, alterations or imprewnesnm

Contiguity (of extensions)
Whether extensions are built next to the origirmlde, or separate from it on the plot.

Conventional material/extension (within the Khatgkla context)
Extension using permanent material such as briddamk. Not necessarily sourced from
formal contractors.

Coping behaviour

Tolerance of housing stress, up to its threshale -point at which something is done to
relieve rather than continue to tolerate it. Vasidorms of coping behaviour can be
adopted while priorities in trade-offs are hightgdl and personal.

Crowding

Degree to which the number of people in an areaeds an accepted level of occupancy;
which implies that too many people live or workaiigiven neighbourhood, plot, dwelling

or room. “Accepted” is, of course, a relative cqutcéepending on cultural background
and socio-economic status’ (Acioly & Davidson 12%8):

Indicators of crowding within buildings are: persgrer dwelling and m2 per person.

Density of overall settlement
Population density: number of persons living incertain area. Common
indicator: inhabitants/ha.

Residential density: number of persons per unit ifistance a plot) within the
residential areas of a settlement.

Gross residential density: number of persons livmgn area divided by the total
area. See also: gross area.

Net density: number of persons living in an areaddid by the net residential
area. See also: net area.
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Perceived density: the level of density which pedpkl an area has. Dependent
on the individual and his/her background culturevedi as on the nature of the
built up area (Acioly & Davidson 1996:23).

Dwelling density: number of dwelling units per heret

Direct finance
Often referred to as informal finance. Direct finarcan be provided by friends, relatives,
small savings and lending clubs, or housing codjpesor landlords.

Down(ward)raiding
Higher income groups occupying housing and landnidéd for lower-income groups
resulting in gentrification of the neighbourhood.

Dwelling
A housing unit originally designed to house oneifam

Effective demand (in relation to housing improvethen

The ability and willingness of a household to affa certain housing (improvement)
proposed. The ability to pay depends particulagpruthe economic conditions of the
potential users of a house; usually expressed par@ntage of a household income.
Willingness to pay in fact better represents effectiemand (see under ‘willingness to
pay’, see also utility costs).

Extended fungibility

Meaning that parts of the house can be convertdftlysveonveniently and without loss
from one use to another. This has a spatial compdnecause the distinction between
reproduction (domestic activities) and producti@conomic activities) is not clearly
drawn.

Extension
Refers to adding floor area in order to add spadké house.

Filtering (up)

Generally used to refer to a movement up the ‘mmusadder’ within a city housing
system in which there is a process of moving to @enexpensive or better quality
property. Also associated with vacancy chains.

Flexibility (in relation to open building system)
An indication of long-term value retention of theilding based on its adaptability to
changing circumstances, requirements etc.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Gives an indication of the height of the buildimgrelation to the plot size. Commonly
expressed as a decimal fraction which representsotal floor area (on all levels of the
building, including thickness of walls) divided tye plot size.

Formal development
Development which is according to zoning and boigdiegulations. (Acioly & Davidson
1996:23)

Ghetto
A separated area within the city which is the resfilnvoluntary spatial segregation of a
group that stands in subordinate political and aocelationship to its surrounding
society.

GIDI index
Indicates the income distribution in a societyinéome were distributed with perfect
equality, the Lorenz curve would coincide with #Hedegree line and the index would be
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zero; if income were distributed with perfect inaljty, the Lorenz curve would coincide
with the horizontal axis and the right verticalsaand the index would be 100.

Gross area
The total settlement area, including all land geg. roads, public spaces, residential-use
etc.).

Habitable space (and non-habitable space).

Broadly interpreted and refers to any room of tleide in which people are likely to
sleep, with the criteria of at least having a rdmédrooms, living rooms, kitchens and
spaces used for commercial purposes during the Mag-habitable space, defined as
rooms or spaces in which people are less likebldep (e.g. bathrooms, toilets, passages,
staircases, stores etc.).

Household

Single person or multiple-persons - related andfwelated - who pool their incomes and
may have a common budget. In other words: if aernople on the plot don’t put all
incomes together, it is a separate household.

Main household: The household living in the origicare house with its extensions
including the head who is in charge of the entite s

Secondary household a separate household on theegoits members do not pool the
income together with the head of the main household

Household characteristics
A broad sum-up of at least a) the composition efttbusehold, b) the household type and
¢) its household history/journey.

Household composition

Commonly includes: number, age and gender of paapilee household, the age of the
household head (usually the senior income earaad,the household type. Sometimes
the health of the household is also included (f@tance referring to endemic diseases
which may be attributable to environmental factohs)the fieldwork moreover, 1st and
2nd generations to the house, secondary househotdalso seen as indicators of the
household composition.

Household lifecycle

The household lifecycle follows the household fridsenformation, through the growing

phase of a family if applicable and then to the tamiing phase to death; in a
contemporary understanding possibly also includihgusehold dissolution and

reformation. The moment in the lifecycle can bensag a “snapshot” of the household
composition at a certain point in time.

Household income
The income of the household members put togetheethver through formal or informal
activities — or a mixture of income generating tefgées.

Household type
Whether it involves a nuclear family, an extendednify or single person; in a
contemporary understanding seen as “snapshotké&ihdusehold lifecycle.

Housing costs

Housing cost encompasses all cost related to h@)ptot, (2) its servicing, (3) housing
construction and (4) fees, overheads, financiat obsorrowing and yield on capital
base.
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Housing journey

The historical track record of a household in atipgsts to location (e.g. moving house)
— either positive or less fortunate in terms ofaased the needs and preferences of a
household. The housing journey may to a large éxtetermine the frame of reference
through which a specific household will perceive durrent housing situation. Also
relevant to that are the length of residence inpttogect town/city, length of residents in
the project site, birthplace of the household hesason for migration to the project town
or city and location and type of first residencéha project town or city.

Housing ladder

The concept of a housing hierarchy within a citysiog system in which households can
filter up and acquire more expensive/qualitativeperty or alternatively filter down and
inhabit less expensive/qualitative property. Cominaamssociated with the ‘exchange
value’ of a house on the market.

Housing stress

A gap between current levels consumption of housimgj the demands and preferences
of the occupiers. Perceived housing stress vameshpusehold and may spring from

changing socioeconomic circumstances, tastes aaferpnces, changes in housing
attributes and prices — and other external inflesrguch as public decisions relating to
land use or transportation.

Housing system

Refers to all the complex interrelationships betwgmoples, needs, market values,
construction industry capacity, legal frameworle #xisting forms of housing supply etc.

Important related aspects are: institutional acfaerso are responsible for the housing
stock construction, the allocation of housing ahd ticcess to finance), competitive

income classes (and issues related to gentrifitatiod the housing stock (vacancies, the
hierarchy of stock, the availability of affordatdéernatives, the exchange value of the
current house/land and the possibility to recowestment).

House type

The analysis of house types is a systematic wagtudying the design of residential
buildings by considering a limited number of fastanplicated. It is a classificatory tool
that allows presentation and comparison of keyufeatin a standardized manner. Each
house type can have many variations. Examples oééndypes in South Africa are:
attached houses, row houses, town houses, couttyadouses, perimeter block, multi-
story walk-ups, high towers, high-rise buildingdasingle detached house.

Impermanent material/extensions (within the Khagieé context).
Using materials such as earth, corrugated irony@bygl etc. Not necessarily sourced from
informal contractors.

Improvement
Refers to enhancing quality of the house.

Incremental housing
Incremental construction and expansion of housagi®cess in which homes are built or
expanded over time by residents themselves — githieformal or in formal settlements.

Incremental verticalisation

The construction of second (etc.) floors on a ptetmming from the perceived housing
stress of the main household, particularly alseéeimms of privacy and cultural dignity
values. Incremental verticalisation may allow anowdating for alternative

densification.
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Inertia element
The hypothesis that people will rather stay whérmeytare due to intangibles such as
social ties (or the local network), the bother @ving, neighbourhood attachment etc.

Informal development (in relation to housing)

Development which is not according to zoning anidding regulations. Normally refers
to spontaneous housing and related commercial cewveint (Acioly & Davidson
1996:23).

Impermanent extension
Extension using materials such as earth, corrugabed plywood etc. Not necessarily
sourced from informal contractors.

Institutional actors

Associated with the supply side of housing, conmpgishousing authorities, private
landlords/individual owners, sellers, the real &siadustry, housing associations (etc.)
but also involving the role of lending institutiortie provide for finance (such as
mortgages).

Intra-urban mobility

The movement of households within specific city thaaries. Often used to contrast with
regional migration, conventionally understood aslrto urban migration and inter-urban
migration (in between two different cities). Assateidd with vacancy chains within a city
housing system.

Legitimate (working definition)

Refers to an actual demand for a housing solutiothé specific households to whom it
is proposed - the “users”; the implementation ofc@e that enables incremental
consolidation strategies of the household.

Main household
See: household.

Mitigation (in relation to climate)
Technological change and substitution that redaseurce inputs and emissions per unit
of output, meaning implementing policies to red@¢G emissions and enhance sinks.

Nett area
The area allocated for residential use (e.g. tted tvea of land or building deducted by
the non-residential areas).

Non-habitable space
See: habitable space

Nuclear (family)
A family unit that consists only of a husband, wafed children.

Occupancy rate
Ratio of occupants to the number of habitable rodee also: habitable room.

Outcast ghetto

A spatially concentrated area with residents wieexccluded from the mainstream of the
economic life of the surrounding society, which sloet profit significantly from its
existence. The ghetto is the result of involuntgtial segregation of a group that stands
in subordinate political and social relationship ite surrounding society, whereby
ethnicity is combined with class.
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Physical constraint (in relation to consolidatiohacore house)

An obstacle in the initial core designed and immatad by the professional which

increases the costs of extending since the irita¢é needs to be partly altered to allow
for the extension, thus making the aspired extensiore inaccessible to the very same
users the initial design intends to target. Mayulsed as an indicator of the potential
environment from a longer term consolidation pregaesrspective.

Plot coverage

The proportion of the total plot area occupied l§ldings. This measure indicates the
amount of open space that is left on a specifit @i@rea of land. Its value is commonly
expressed as a percentage which represents thadgfloor of the building divided by
the plot size (Floor Area Ratio, FAR).

Pragmatism
‘What is possible’ as opposed to what is the béstthe context of low-income
households primarily considered in relation tortisgiingent affordability criteria.

Prefabrication
The offsite making of the elements prior to instédin at the site.

Progressive housing approach
Elemental housing whereby low-income householdpereided with an initial house by
which they themselves are intended to progressattdyn adequate housing.

Rearranging the plot
Refers to changing the original way in which theigewas put on the plot; changing the
use of the plot.

Refurbishment
Describes personal action to improve the locatiglf thus making the neighbourhood
more liveable.

Residential mobility
See: filtering and intra-urban mobility.

Resilience at the plot/core house level
Increased climatic adequacy and increased safajy f@duction of vulnerability) from
violence/crime and familiar fast-onset disasters.

Salvaged material
Recycled material.

Secondary household
See: household.

Self-finance
Self-finance for housing can be provided eitheefQwity acquired through many years of
prior savings or through incremental construction.

Shack

A local term in South Africa referring to extenstiomade of impermanent material. Yet,
the use of it is not very precise when it comesdntiguity as it may refer to backyard

shacks (e.g. detached structures) and extensidhe twore alike (e.g. attached). There is
a negative connotation to it.

Shock (in relation to housing stress)

Discrete events which increase the household sifleencing housing stress. Typical
examples of shocks are the arrival of children threo dependents (e.g. elderly) or a
divorce but also obligations to accommodate membktise extended family.
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Social exclusion

A process whereby people experience a progresssgedf their identity and involvement
with the wider society; certain individuals are ehaccess to positions and resources to
live a fully participative life. It is the oppositd coexistence.

Social wage
Income received from the State in the form of ggafixamples are: pension, disability
grant, child support, foster child grant, care aejgacy grant etc.

Sprawl

Situation where land uses occupy more land thaegisired. ‘A condition of land use that
is represented by low values of one or more of filllowing dimensions: density,
continuity, concentration, clustering, centralityiclearity, mixed uses and proximity’
(Galster et al. 2001:685 in Gren 2006:4).

Sustainable (working definition)

‘Sustainable’ refers to a process of qualitativepriovement that responds to the
challenges that face the urban land- and housisigsyand its residents in the long term
(25-50 years, e.g. at least two generations) thrqargmotingoptimal use of land (plot
size) and through implementing housing thaagsessiblgfor low- and middle-income
households within the settlement, atailored (typology/adaptability of superstructure,
plot potential) to their needs and demand.

Threshold (in relation to coping behaviour)
The point at which the household takes action liewe rather than continue to tolerate
housing stress.

Trend

Indicates a possible direction in which the cortdlon process of the core houses and
their plots are developing; any patterns identifeeshnot be generalised into a general
tendency but may be an interesting entry for furthetailed studies.

Trigger (in relation to housing stress)
Refer to events may be seemingly less dramatic tehacks’ but do bring about
changing needs for space and privacy — for instauten children are getting older.

Upstairs
A local name in Khayelitsha for a house with botreund floor - ‘the downstairs’ - and
a first floor — ‘the upstairs’.

Utility costs
The cost of using the house - e.g. charges andféeeservices, transport costs to work
etc.

Vacancy chain

The phenomenon that when one household moves @éwohousing, a second household
moves into the housing left vacant as a result mtsulting in a sequence of events.
Associated with tracking households through theshaustock.

Vulnerability (in relation to disaster, climate)

The degree to which a system is susceptible to,uaatdble to cope with, adverse effects
of climate change, including climate variabilitydaextremes. Vulnerability is a function
of the character, magnitude and rate of climatengband variation to which a system is
exposed, its sensitivity and its adaptive capacity.

Willingness to pay (in relation to housing improwstt)
Willingness to pay represents perceived utility deaefit of a service. Factors that are
likely to affect willingness to pay include: the useholds income; the potential of
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additional income or savings owing to the improvedise or service; the level and value
of time saved; the perceived convenience, religlalind quality of the improved house or

service compared to the old house or service. Wgitless to pay has found to produce a
much more accurate estimate in cost-recovery Glounls as it is a better representation
of effective demand.

Zeggenschap (in relation to the built environment)
Dutch for the principle of distributed decision-nvakin building control at various levels
of the built environment. Can also be used as adaotool for implementation.
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Annexure

Annex 1 Effective core housing: conceptual framewdr

For an explanation see Chapter 2.3.
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Annex 2: Elemental, applying an open building apprach to low-
income housing.

By Aravena Architects, Chile (e.g. Aravena 2007).

L

Picture A 1 Elemental Chile
From left to right:
Implementation in Mexico, clearly showing the commsupport systei"ﬁ‘l.

Two units on separate floors, implementation inl€Hicture: Contal & Revedin (2009:117)

Residential infill with impermanent material in GH?®.

134Weblog Designboonhttp://www.designboom.com/weblog/cat/9/view/7306reéntal-
architecture-las-anacuas-monterrey-mexico.ltessed: September 25, 2011].
135

Dezeen. http://www.dezeen.com/2008/11/12/quinta-monroy-Bjeadro-aravena/
[Accessed: September 25, 2011].
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Annex 3 Town 1 upon implementation and occupation

Factsheet of the Khayelitsha Town 1 Village 1 andT2V1 & T1V2) project upon
implementation and occupatiomformation based on Napier (2002) unless otherwise
indicated.

Implementing Agent: Administration Board of the Western Cape (ABWCYhawvan
Niekerk Klein and Edwards (VKE) consultan@Government authority: Western Cape
Development Board.

Location: Location beyond the urban edge of Cape Town, astartte of 35 km from
the central business district. Site's climate/gaphy poses serious challenges to
habitation. Settlement layout: A division into four ‘towns’ each comprising of fou
‘villages’ (Town 1-4) was projected, but due to isegpolitical processes the project
proceeded in an amended form resulting in theainimplementation of Town 1 Village 1
and 2, as well as site B and C (site-and-sen/ite®lanned densities:A 3,200 hectare
site (32km2), levelled. For the core housing in Tidimvillage 1 and 2) about 5,000 plots
were demarcated. Gross density - Village 1: 18sKite Village 2: 22 sites/ha. Nett
density (e.g. area dedicated for residential u$g eVillage 1: 55 sites/ha, Village 2: 49
sites/ha (e.g. per 0.01 km2 / 10.000 m2)

Construction: 1983/4,0ccupation: October 1985, after having been standing empty for
2 years. Residents had no say in the locationeohtluses assigned to them.

Plot size: plot sizes varying from 144m2 to 160m2, laid outksto-back. Although in
2011 plot sizes in Eyethu, T1V2, were found to &rgér, namely between 194 and 204
m2"¥". The plot layout of T1V2 is displayed further on.

Core house type:a 4 room cores, with two habitable spaces (kitcbed/living room), a
wet core which can be upgraded to a bathroom asmdadl passagedesign consultant
design which was then translated by contractocstimee core house types — see pictures
next pagePositioning: in T1V2 (now Eyethu) usually at the front, closeth® street
side, in the middle between the two plot sides.fBgher on for an illustratiorDelivery:
mass housing by large contractdruse cost:direct costs of the houses were R9,400
($11.750 at the time) per house with R5,000 bepenson the servicing and the rest of
the building.

Level of servicing: At the settlement level — all roads tarred storntewaAt the plot level
there is water supply, flushing toilets and showkis electrical connection.

Resident origin: backyard shacks in nearby townships — 82% (e.gufstilgy, Nyanga,
Langa) and informal settlements - 15% (e.g. Crasisp while 3% came from other
areas such as rural arealousehold characteristics of initial occupants (in
retrospect): presumably a mean size of 4.1 people, mostly liungjtuations of poverty.
Tenure upon occupation:rental, heavily subsidized — residents only pardsgrvicing.

Support for consolidation: planned, but not implementeBarticipation: initial contact
with informal settlement community leaders, chaifesite in very few cases, no further
planned project participation after occupation.

1% site B and C included respectively 4,250 and 4,600 site-and-service plots of 78-90m2.

Quite soon these were taken out of temporary status by the government and further
developed into formal housing (Cook 1992 in Napier 2002:114).

187 Expert interview with Faizel Amoo, Architectural Technician and Senior Building

Inspector of the Building Development Management Department in Khayelitsha. August
4,2011.
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Picture A 2 From top to bottom: core house designs by ‘Wimpey’, ‘Murray and Roberts’ and
‘Besterecta’ contractor. The latter is the house type implemented in Eyeth

where the 2011 fieldwork takes place.

Source: Division of Building Technologic CSIR in plar (2002:118).
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Positioning on the plot, example from T1V2 (EyethuH section)

o A Y \ ‘ ; .l
o P e A
:’Mfunka Crescent; Cape TR South Afhcﬁﬁ, -

\

Picture A 3 Satellite view of the positioning of aore house on the plot.
Source: screenshot Google Earth (2011).

Picture A 4 The same core house from the street &id- Besterecta design.
Pictures by author.

Picture A 5 The same core
house from the back; room to
extend.
The concrete foundation which
is visible has been laid by
occupants, possibly to host a
R T temporary shack in the past.
[ Picture by author.

\
|
-
|
|
\
\
\
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Plot layout, example from T1V2 (Eyethu, | section)

The map is based on the aerial photography andassadsnapshot” of the level
of extension in 1996. The numbers refer to variategories as can be found on
in Table 2 (see also Annex 6). The two plots higttied here illustrate how for
the fieldwork of this research, every plot includedhe sample of plots was
identified, and its level of extension in both 13861 2011 was established. The
maps do not include street names as none existed ¥896. Therefore the plot

layout had to be compared with contemporary striagtes as displayed on a 2011
map (Map Al).

Plot #5
Level of consolidation
‘ 1996: 5
Plot #1 =X ST e 2011: 8
Level of consolidation ]
1996: 3
2011: 3

Division of Building Technology, CSIR Appendix C Page 14

Map A 1 lllustration of plot layout and plot identification,
as well as the establishment of level of extension in both 1996 and 2011.

Source original map CSIR in Napier (2002).
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Annex 4 Map of T1V2 (Eyethu, Ward 94, section F-Jjoday

(5,0

E s P A\

(Sclomon
\ Mahiangu)

Good Hope

False Bay Col.

dayo St (CP 54} 14 Mbulu St
5 Fundisa St {CP 54 15 Mhiontlo
& Tshitshi St (CQ 51 16 Mdubi St
7 Reggie Seﬁz‘r‘?;SE(CQ 54) 17 Mdlebe St =
8 Mzwakhe (CR54) 18 Mbongisa i ~
9 Ahmed Kathrada 5t (CR54] 18 Mbethankiinzi 5t {CO §3) Drift Sands 544
10 Cophe Cr. {CS 53]
NN

Map A 2 Kaya (T1V1) and Eyethu (T1V2) in today’s Khayelitsha.
Source: Map Studio (2010:146).
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Annex 5 Outline fieldwork methodology Mark Napier

Napier (2002) published a dissertation with thke tiCore housing, enablement
and urban poverty’ in which he studied the consuiah paths of househofd&

The study is retrospective and comparative of tetdesnents: a neighbourhood in
Inanda Newton in Durban and a neighbourhood indhaship of Khayelitsha in
Cape Town. The two case studies were chtdem the basis that they were
relatively mature settlemenfé at the time of research (1996) and represented the
delivery of core housing at scale in South Afri€amr Khayelitsha the study
focuses on the core housing which was constructétlliages 1 and 2 (T1V1 and
T1V2) in 1984.

The fieldwork of Napier (2002) includes:

- Aerial photography covering an almb$tfull house census of 4961 core
houses, conducted in 1996 — 11 years into consaida as a “snapshot” of
the level of extension achieved thus far.

- Follow-up physical inventories of 238 households Help analyse the
guantitative data of the aerial photography.

- Questionnaires / structured interviews with somg Z2%pondent households.

- Written accounts of the projects, project docum@naand interviews with
key agents such as the project managers who implechéhe projects and
present day community leaders further added to uhderstanding and
interpretation of the mainly quantitative data.

138 Obviously, the research question of Napier's dissertation is much broader than the

scope of this thesis. The central research question of Napier’s dissertation is: Should core
housing be accepted as a sufficiently supportive institutional and physical framework for
allowing or enabling households to counter situations of urban poverty, achieve adequate
housing and integrate themselves socially, economically and spatially into the city?
(Napier 2002:3). As outlined in the theoretical framework (see chapter 2), the definition of
‘adequate’ applied in this thesis differs from Napier's as in this thesis it was chosen to
search for working definitions.

% The two settlements were chosen by Napier (2002:87) according to a set of criteria,

namely: 1) availability sufficient historical and background information; 2) research
accessibility to settlements and willingness of residents to participate in a survey, 3)
availability of recent aerial photography records; 4) relatively similar development
histories of the project areas to allow comparison; 5) preferably represent delivery of
housing at scale; 6) cases should represent a mix of situations — successful and
unsuccessful consolidators, a mix of core house types and a mix of institutional
framework and delivery processes.

149 Here understood by Napier (2002:101) as settlements of more than ten years old.

! The original project in Khayelitsha included 5,000 sites and the aerial survey picked up

4961, meaning that the household surveys covered a 4.8% sample.
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Annex 6 Factsheet 26 years into consolidation (20111
Based on the fieldwork conducted by author in Ey€iiV2).

Comments

- The plot it is taken as a unit of analysis, imchg all that is built on it as well as
the people living on it. The plot number (plot#)asonymous (e.g. it does not
refer to an address), yet the section within Eyethn be identified by its first
letter (e.g. F, G, H, 1 or J).

- The tables take the main household that liveghm core house (and its
extensions if any) as a point of reference.

Operational terms and coding of main-household (bensi) characteristics:

M Male
F Female
& Forming a couple
+Hh Number of additional households these persons form
1% 1" generation of residents occupying the house smp&mentation
2" 2" generation to the house, whereby the original lesdpassed away/moved out
New A new household to the house altogether, no reaonnection to former occupants
Plot # Size of Years of Age, gender Generation / Age youngest | Additional households Age, gender head
Survey main hahitation head new member
household
17 4 4 35M&31F New 2F
18 3 26 48F 1 22M
G12 3 26 34M R 26 F 2™ 3M
113 3 16 55M & 46 F New 5k
H23 4 25 48 F 17 19M
H21 4 25 43 M 2™ 6M 2 non-relative renters 2Z3M&21F
(+1 hh)
H25 3 3 30F&30M New 1M
Average 3.4 people 17.8 years

Table A 1 Nuclear main households included in the 2011 fieldwork sample.

Plot # Size of Years of Age, gender Generation / Age youngest | Additional households Age, gender head
survey main habitation head new member

household
G15 1 9 53F New N/a
19 1 24 75F 17 N/a
11 1 26 27 M 2™ N/a 3 non-relative renters 26M

(+2 hh) 28M & 24 F

Average 1 persan 19.7 years

Table A 2Single-person main households in the 2011 fieldwork sample.
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Plot # Size main Years of Age, gender Generation / | Age youngest | Additional households Age, gender head
Survey hh habitation head new member
F6 5 26 60 F 17 2M
F10 8 26 70M 17 iM 3 siblings 50M
(+3 hh) 41M
34M
F17 6 26 56 F 7 2F
F19 7 25 28M 7 13 F 6 non-relative renters 34F
(+5 hh) 26F
26F
3MM&34F
27F
G14 7 25 55 F 17 4M
G16 5 25 45 F (&53 M) 1% 5M
G24 4 26 65 F 9% 18 F
H22 3 26 79M 1 12 F 1 not yet paying non- 23M
relative renter
(+1 hh)
14 1 26 72F 17 2 non-paying relatives 38M&30F
(son & girlfriend)
(+1 hh)
15 7 25 S59M&47F 17 5F
111 8 25 A5 M & 43 F New 0F
118 4 26 36F (& 36 M) 2™ 1F 1 non-relative renter 27M
(+1 hh)
120 7 26 44 F I oM
12 7 26 51F = 1IM&1F
(twin)
13 8 26 62 F 1* 1 non-paying relative 38M
(son)
(+1 hh)
Average 5.8 people 25.6 years aged 54

! Head of the household is the woman. The man is a boyfriend. The woman explicitly states she is the head.
% Head of the household is the woman. The man is a boyfriend who came in later. The woman explicitly does not consider him as the head.

Table A 315 extended family main households in the 2011 fieldwork sample.
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Operational terms and coding for pooled incomehefitnain household:

Regular Refers to a stable income of which the sum is #reesevery month. Here includin
wage-employed (e.g. formal and predictable payskocial wage (grant from th
government, pension), family sending in money miynth

© ™

Irregular Refers to a form of income of which the sum vadgegry month or may be ver
incidental. Here including: self-employed peopleg(espaza, dress maker, carpen
tavern), occasionally employed people (e.g. pieoekwconstruction), seasonal wo
(e.g. rural harvesting in summer, constructionummier etc.), and family sending

money at times.

y
ter,

rk
n

Regular income from:

Names of members of households to whom this applies:

- | Wage-employed
(e.g. regular predictable payslip)

2 (F6), 1 (F10), 1 (F17), 1 (F19), 1 (G12), 1 (G24), 1 (H23), 1 (I7),
1(I8), 1 (I11), 1 (113), 1 (I18), 1 (J2), 2 (J3), 2 (J20) = 13 main
households

- | Grant from government

3 children/grandchildren (F17), 1 for father who passed away
(G12), 1 child (G16), 1 disability, 2 for children (H21), 1
grandchild (H22), 1 child (H25), 1 child (111}, 1 sick grant (J2), 1
orphan 1 widowers pension (J3), 1 (J20) = 10 main households

- | Pension

1(F6), 1 (F10), 1 (G24), 1 (H22), 1 (1), 1 (19), 1 (I2) = 7 main
households

- | Family sending money monthly

1 aunt (G16) = 1 main household

Occasional / irregular income from:

Number of members of households to whom this applies:

Entrepreneurship on plot (renters,
hairsaloon, spaza ete.)

6 renters —and an additional plot with only renters (F19), 1 creche
(G15), 1 hairdresser (G16), 1 renter (H21), 1 not yet paying renter
(H22), 1 barbershop (H23), 2renters (I1), 1 tavern (I5), 1 used to
have a créche now (temporary?) closed of bad health condition
grandmother (19), 1 renter (I18) = 10 main households

- | Self-employed as craftsperson in informal
sector

(e.g. transport, selling groceries/food,
traditional healer etc.)

1 (H23), 1(I13), 1 (J2), 1 (J20) = 4 main households

- | Occasionally employed formal sector
{e.g. piece work, construction, transport,
field research for
university/commerce/municipality,
cleaner)

1(F17), 1 (H22), 1 (H25), 1 (11), 1 (111), 1 (J2) = 6 main
households

- | Seasonal work

{e.g. rural harvesting in summer,
construction in summer, work in tourist
season etc.)

1(G16), 1 (I11) = 2 main households

- | Family sending money some times

1 children sometimes (G15), 1 mother (G16), 1 children (I9) = 3
main households

Table A 415 extended family main households in the 2011 fieldwork sample.
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Rooms added

Comments

- The original included a bedroom, a kitchen, anbam and a passage. Thus, if
for these type of rooms a number 1 is indicate@,hixat implies that, whether or

not the room is the original, the result after 2&g is that there still is only 1 of

this type in the house (e.g. 1 kitchen).

- Habitable space — in the (broader) operationfhidien in this thesis - has been

highlighted.

Usable space: | Number added on each plot# and total
NB: For upstairs or backyard: see further on
1. Bedrooms 2 (F6) 3 (F10) 3 (F17) 6 (F19) 1 (G12) 3 (G14) 2 (G15) 3 [(G18)

2 (G24)2 (H21)1 (H22)1 (H23)1 (H25)3 (1I1) 1 (14) 3 (17) 3 (18)
1(19)2(111y1(113) 2(118)1 (J2)3 (J3) 2 (J20) =51
Of which rental | 1(11)1{F18)=2

2, Living / dining rooms 1(F6)1(F10)1 (F17) 1 (F19) 1 (G14) 1 (G16) 1 (G24) 1 (H21) 1 (11)2 (14) 1 (17) 1
(18) 1 (111) 2 (113) 1 (118) 1 (J2) 1 (13) 1 (J20) = 20
3. Kitchen 1(F6) 1 (F10) 1 (F17) 1 (F19) 1 (G12) 1 (G14) 1 (G15) 1 (G16)

1(G24)1 (H21)1 (H22) 1 (H23)1(H25)1 (11) 1{(14) 1 (15) 1 {17)

(
1(18)1(19) 1 (111) 1 (113) 1 (118) 1 ()2} 1 (J3) 1 (J20) = 25
Toilet 2(F6)1(14)1 (15) 1 (17) 1 (111) 2 (J2) 2 (J3) = 10
5. Bathroom 1(F6)1(F10)1 (F17) 1 (F19) 1 (G14) 1 (G15) 1 (G16) 1 (G24)
1(H21)1 (H22)1 (H23)1 (H25)1(11) 1 (143 1 (15) 2 {117) 1 (18)
1(112) 1 (113) 1 (118) 1 2) 2 (J3) 1 (J20) = 25
6. Passagesto allow for 1(F6)1(F10)1 (F19)1 (G14)1 (G15)1 (14) 1 (15) 1 (I7) 1 (18)
extension” 1(112)1(113) 1(118)1 U3) 1 (J20) = 14
7. Storage 2(G15)4 (15)1 (111) 1 (J2) 1(J20) =9
1]

8. Commercial attached
(e.g. spaza, creche, tavern —not
including rental entrepreneurship)

G15)1(G16Y1 (15) 1 (19) = 4

9. Veranda downstairs 1(J3)
(roofed open space)

10. Backyard shack Room type:

(detached, Jmpermansnt) Beinom 1(F17) 1(G12) 2 (H22)
2(H23)1(11)1(14)1(18)1 {111) 1 (118)
2(13)=13

Of which rental | 1(H22)1(11)1(I118)=3
Storage 1(F17) 1(G24)
Kitchen: 1({G12)
Toilet/bathroom:
Commercial 1(H23)

11. Garage / carport 1(F6)1(F10)1 (F19)1(G15)1 (H21)1 (15) 1 (111) 1 (113) =8

12, An upstairs (incl. stairs and Room type:

passage indoors)

Bedroom 1(F6) 4 (F19) 3 (I5) 2 (113} 4 (12) 2 (J3)
=16
Of which rental | 4 (F19) = 4 [yet 1 plot)
Living/dining 1(15)1 (13)
Toilet 2(15)1 (J2)
Bathroom 1(F6)1(F19)2(I5)1 (113)=5
Kitchen 2 (F19) 1 (I5)
Balcony / veranda 1(123)1(J2) 1(13)
13. Flat (detached, conventional) Room type:
Bedroom 2(G14)1(H21)2 (J20) =5
Of which rental | 1 (H21)

! The original core also included a passage, yet in many cases has been altered in such a way that the passage is
now gone. The figure here thus shows passages added to allow for extensions only, not the original passage.

Table A 5Usable space added on the plot.
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Various forms of densification on the plots includd in the 2011 sample
Operational terms and coding of material use:

| = Impermanent

Extension using materials such as,eathugated iron, plywood etc.

Not necessarily sourced from informal contractors.

C = Conventional

Extension using permanent materiah siacbrick or block.

Not necessarily sourced from formal contractors.

M = Mixed

A combination of impermanent and conventiomalterial used for the extension.

Coding of extension types - contiguity and material

Al Attached impermanent extension

AC Attached conventional extension

DI Detached impermanent extension (backyard)
DC Detached conventional extension (flat)

ucC Upstairs conventional extension (attached)

Plot # | 2™ household: Bedroom in: | Servicing: 39 Bedroom ‘ Servicing: ‘ an Bedroom in: | Servicing:
household: in: household:
13 Adult son DI Using services
38 M 2 bedrooms | in core/main
house
F10 Adult brother, AC Using services Adult AC Using services in | Adult AC Using services in
household 1 bedroom. | in core/main brother, 1 core/main brother, 1 bedroom. | core/main
elsewhere house household bedroom. house household house
50 M elsewhere elsewhere
41 M 34M
G12 Adult son, DI Using water in
wife and child 1 bedroom own kitchen,
34M 1 kitchen toilet and bath
in core house.
14 Adult son DI Using services
and girlfriend 1 bedroom. | in core/main
38M house

Table A 6 Relatives who form a separate household and the place of their bedroom.
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Plot # Sons 21+ Bedroom in: Daughters 21+ Bedroom in:
years years
F6 F34 AC
F30 uc
& 2 children
F10 F32 AC
& 3 children
F17 F 28 AC
Gl4 M 35 AC F29 AC
& 2 children
M 26 DC
M 22 DC
G24 M 28 AC F3s5 AC
& child
H21 M22 AC
H22 M 45 DI
H23 M 25 DI F23 AC
Is 32 uc
M 22 (twin) uc F 22 (twin) uc
18 M 22 DI F24 AC
I M 24 DI F29 AC
& 2 children
2 M 35 Uc F26 ucC
M 22 uc
13 F 42 uc
& 2 children
22 uc
120 M 24 DC k27 Al

Table A 7 Children aged 21+ within main household and the place of their bedroom.

Plot # Male 21+ Bedroom in: Female 21+ Bedroom in:
years years
F19 F 36 AC
M 24 AC
M22 AC
Gle M43 AC
118 M 27 AC
120 M 24 DC F42 AC
& 1 child

Table A 8 Other relatives (not children) aged 21+ within main household and the place of their

bedroom.

Comment®6 plots with an upstairs are included in the sangpl25 households. Of them, plot#113
includes an upstairs with one child under the a2y while plot#F19 is used for rental
entrepreneurship including only rental rooms inupstairs.
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Plot# | 2™ household: Habitable space: | Servicing: 3 ‘ Bedroom in: | Servicing:
household:

H22 Renter (not yet paying), single male DI Using servicing of core/main

(23 M) 1 bedroom household
118 Renter, single male DI Using servicing at the neighbors plot,

(27 M) 1 bedroom where there is another shack with his

brother

H21 Renter, couple DC Use servicing in core/main house

(23M&21F) 1 bedroom
11 Renter, couple Al Using servicing of main household. Renter, single | DI Using servicing on plot of

(28M & 24 F) 1 bedroom 26 M 1 bedroom his own relatives,

further down the street

F19 4 single female households ACT Sharing kitchen and toilet/bathroom

(34F uc with one other rental unit.

26F uc

26F uc

27F) 1 Bedroom each

Couple uc Sharing kitchen and toilet/bathroom

(34 M & 34 M) Bed —and with one other rental unit.

living/dining
room

! The survey didn’t identify which of the single female renters lived in which unit; 1 unit was downstairs, 4 were upstairs. All conventional material.

Table A 9 Non-relative secondary households (e.gemters) and the place of their bedroom on

the plot.
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Operational terms and coding for the ORDER and NMIof extensions and
overall level of extension on plot:

Type Description of consolidation level on the plot Contiguity, material and size
0 UNIMPROVED CORE HOUSE N/a

With no other structure of any kind on the plot.
1 DETACHED STRUCTURE OF (predominantly) IMPERMANENT MATERIAL Detached, Impermanent

Detached from house, built of impermanent material®, May be a bedroom (Locally known as ‘backyard shack’ or sometimes Any size

‘bungalow’) or another use (e.g. storage, garage, commercial).
2 SMALL, ATTACHED IMPERMANENT EXTENSION Attached, Impermanent

In the form of a lean-to. Smaller than or equal size to original
3 LARGE, ATTACHED IMPERMANENT EXTENSION Attached, Impermanent

In the form of a lean-to. Larger than original
4 SMALL, ATTACHED CONVENTIONAL EXTENSION Attached, Conventional

Smaller than or equal size to original
g LARGE, ATTACHED CONVENTIONAL EXTENSION Attached, Conventional
Larger than original

6 REMODELLED HOUSE Remodelled

Where the original starter house has been substantially remodelled so that the original is no longer distinguishable, or Any size

demolished.
& DETACHED STRUCTURE OF (predominantly) CONVENTIONAL MATERIAL Detached, Conventional

Locally known as ‘flat’. Must include at least one habitable space. Smaller than original
8 SECOND STOREY OF CONVENTIONAL MATERIAL Attached second storey, Conventional

A second storey on top of original core or one of its conventional extensions. Any size

Locally known as an ‘upstairs’.

. Any types for Inanda Newtown exclusively have been left out as some cbviously only apply to a different housing implementation with sites and services only.
. Very small shack structures of less than 1.5 m2 were disregarded in 1996. The criteria of a bedroom is for 2011.

Operational terms for relief in housing stress:

Ratio (p/h.s) an indicator of the number of people per habitabpace.
The ratio allows for comparison of the situatioronpccupation and the current
situation in 2011. It must be explicitly statedttttas is not a ratio for the plot as a
whole since implementation of the project, as sdmaseholds are new to the
plot. The ratio refers to the original housing stre&ipon occupation of the main
household currently occupying the plot (e.g. of fflegeneration to the house,
even if the original head may have passed away).

Comment on highlights in tables that follow below:

Extension materialindicates the trend for the use of material for 12" and 3 extension. In
other words: the most common use.

Ratio: the highlight indicates a relief in housing strasterms of no. rooms per person.

Level of extensiorthe highlight indicates an increasing level of esien over the past 15 years
(e.g. since 1996).

Comment on speed of construction:

++ indicates that the construction is ongoing, theesion not having been finalised yet although
(usually) it is already occupied if it has at leastls and a roof and closed windows.
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Operational terms and coding for the type of finagc of conventional

extensions:
T Time factor is used as a strategy to ensure affiria
U Upfront sum is accessed

Thereby using the following coding for the strateggd to access finance:

1 buying material and hiring builders as money conmgsconstructing
follows this logic

2a joining a saving group and opting for annual pagsavhich are used fqg
proceeding with the construction

2b joining a saving group and opting to wait till swequired is complete

3a saving up material required prior to constructistoying it on the plot

3b saving through the bank for the entire sum prior cl-nmencing
construction

4 taking a formal loan for construction (often exdhgl costs for

finalising)

..and the following coding for the effect on thegaf construction of extensions:

P

On the go, (lengthy) pauses

F

Finalised in one go

The table below moreover:

Indicates the maximum time spent on one of the enhwnal extensions on the
plot by this main household.

Excludes extenders who had been given the matgrigl it was donated). The
strategy of subsidiarity to the user (e.g. a régnteould in principle also be
excluded — although no conventional extensionshessh erected by renters in the
sample of plots in 2011.

Open building as an approach for more effective-¢wusing implementation? An exploration. 166

-



#Plot | Type Explanation Effect on pace of
construction
F6 1L Considering a loan for finalising the extension in one go now. Pmax:C11
months++
F10 u4q New household, loan possible due to formal job daughter F max: C1vyear
F19 T1 Buying material as money comes in from the rental business. P max: C 1 year++
G14 T3b F max: C 3 weeks
G16 Tl Buying material as money comes in, hiring people, then waiting again. P max: € 2 months
G24 U4 The loan was taken from the boss, who bought all the material and hired the constructors. F max: 1 week
Then manthly payments to pay off the loan. Respondent was unaware of need to pay
interest.
H21 U4 The Loan was taken by the former head (parent) who then passed away and left the F max: 3 months
daughter with an unpaid debt which then doubled as the family couldn’t pay off, was handed
over by the bank to an agent which resulted in: loss of her property title and turning her into
a renter from the agent with threat of eviction.
14 T2a Respondent started participating in the saving group in 2004 and continued until 2008, P max: 2 years
saving R600 per month and proceeding with construction annually until material was
finished and she would buy again. She stopped after finalising first extension, primarily as her
income wasn’t enough anymare to bring in the monthly sum required.
15 T3a Steadily buying the material needed as business went well. Then hiring a large company to F max: 1 year
construct in one go.
17 ua Including the extensions in the mortgage on the house (new household to the house). P max: 3 years ++
The finishing is done on the go.
18 T2b Respondent started participating in the saving group in 2002. She stopped when finalising F max: 3 months
the extension.
111 T1 P max: 5 months
113 T3a Respondent first collected all the required material from second hand suppliers and stored it | F max: 3 weeks
in his garage. The construction of the garage first follows this logic. Respondents has a pick-
up and is self-employed in transport.
118 T3b F max: 1% months
12 T1 P max: 22 years++
13 T2a The 1997 structure was made possible by a government subsidy to extend the core. P max: 10 years ++
Respondent started participating the saving group in 2001, putting in R500 every month,
sometimes R700 or R1500.
120 T3a F max: 1 week

Table A 11 Main households with at least one conventional extension who sourced their own
material their main strategy for affording it as well as the effect of that strategy on the pace of
construction.

Comment on highlights:

The highlight indicates the use of the time fae®l strategy to afford the extensions.
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Annex 7: Most successful extenders in the 2011 salap

e

e . oo B |
Picture A 6 Highest level of extension among ploiacluded in 2011 sample.

From left to right, top to bottom:
Plot # 2G, Plot #3J

Plot #6F, Household on Plot #F19, here a picturgoaie of the rental apartments
on another plot that is also theirs and better shibw level of extension achieved.

Plot #15, Plot #113
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Annex 8: Backyard shacks in the 2011 sample

Plot #H22, visualising the positioning and conttgwf ‘backyards’ (e.g. detached of the core,
placed outside the view from the street side). fih& module includes a single bedroom and was
bought from sellers at ‘Greenpoint’, the entratc&hayelitsha, and delivered within a day.
Currently it is used for a not-yet-paying non-refatrenter. The picture collage attempts to give an
impression of the of the lack of climate intelligerand resilience of this backyard structure ith rea
life. Clearly on this plot, the initial core houkas not been placed effectively as it leaves little
room behind the house to “hide” impermanent stmastdirom the view from the street.

xl

Picture A 7 Contiguity, positioning of extension oimpermanent material.
Picture by author.
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Annex 9a Professional analysis of the adequacy d¢fe internal
layout of a core house
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Figure A 1 Housing layout plan submitted for funding under RDP state provided housing
schemes for low-income households, flanked by a sketch drawn up to scale to illustrate how

even a bed couldn’t fit into the living space.
Source: Harber (2009:30).

Comment by Harber (20080): ‘The submission for funding {of this housing
layout} is serious, yet the house {proposed} onlgasures 6mz2. It couldn’t even
accommodate a standard single bed if drawn toseak.’(...) "This reveals an
important rule - all designs need to include fwretand bear in mind that there
are generally only double beds in townships. Bedssaared, couches are also
used and floors are slept on”. (...) “The Housing €aalls for a minimum of 5m2
plan area per resident, yet sometimes this iso\@sak 2.5m2, not much more than
the area of a door or a bed for that matter!
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Annex 9b Efficient positioning of the core house aording to
professional analysis of adequacy and potential.

Bronchart (2000) analysed various initial core gesiand their positioning. The
house design displayed here resembles the iniia@ provided in Khayelitsha.
The case study analysis in this thesis reveals lgitimate positioning is
dependent on the socio-cultural embedding of thre bouse. In Khayelitsha for
instance there is a direct relationship betweemthterial used for extensions and
their preferred contiguity, based on the perceistdus/dignity of the structure
and the vulnerability of its users.

SYNTHESE DES POSSIBILITES D'EXTENSION

1. Les modules d'habitat de base détachés & 2 pans de toiture

Orieatation 1 Orientation 2
du module du module

i [

S
i

!
i

(L i
THI:

1.3

1. On observe ici que l'orientation 2 offre plus de possibilités "d'extensions minimalistes” que Ja 1.

2. Le cas 1.5 offre le grand avantage 4 la famille de pouvoir étendre son logement:

- A l'zvant en créant un espace d'accueil pour "les invités"

- A l'arriére pour 'espace intime de la famille (chambres)

- Le module de base, relié aux réseaux d'eau, servira de cuisine et de sanitaires, séparant les deux espaces: accueil et chambres.
> Ce cas 1.5 sera présenté plus en détail en fin de chapitre

Zone d'extension minimaliste [ Zonedientension possible si hauteur des mues gouttereaux > 2 m 60

Zone d'extension avec construction d'un parapet [ Zonedextension impossible sans modifier Ia toiture du module de base

Figure A 2 Suggested efficient positioning of a core house with sloping roof.
Source: Bronchart (2000:120).
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Annex 10 Further readings: Motivations to consolidée

Needs and priorities in = Coping behavior L Strategies available
location (tolerance up to threshold) o adjust housing situation|

Household characteristics | —

Needs and priorities in
level of servicing Option 1

Refurbish (neighborhood)

Needs and priorities in

Housing journey space

Option 2:
Alter expectations
& aspirations

& (hierarchy of) privacy

Second home? ) -
Perceived tenure security

city / rural
Option 3:
] : : - onsolidate
Moment in household Perceived housing stress If option is cut off: o <
lifecycle in current house move house while
standig still 2 - -
. L ~Option.4:~
Anticipation of Move(intra-oity)
future needs 2 =
A
Aspirations
& preferences
L Considerations on moving
Household income > Avai]ihiﬁtg of affnréabje || st I nal Inertia element Tangible cost of
alternative housing > factors (city-wide) moving
Housing stock . " . N
(vacancy & Hierarchy of stock Allocation of housing Acces to finance
construction)
Competitive income i P
classes Institutional actors Savings Exchange value Possibility to recoup
& gentrification investment

Model A 2 Motivations to consolidate.

Visualisation by author and Beudeker.
BLOCK I: the household
The concept of ‘household’ is based on the arramgésnmade by people —
individually or in groups — for providing themse$veiith food or other essentials
for living (UN-Habitat 2011:190). Such a househaitdy be either: 1) a one-
person household or 2) a multi-person householthitnbroad interpretation, the
latter category may constitute of related or urieglapersons - or a mixture of the
two — who pool their incomes and may, to a greatetesser extent, have a
common budget. Especially relevant is the undedstgnthat one housing unit is
not automatically home to one household; the hguaimt may also be occupied
by more than one household or by a part of a haldglN-Habitat 2011:190).
The latter is especially relevant within the comtek this research, whereby the
unit of analysis is not only the core house bub al$mportantly — the plot.

Household characteristics

Household characteristics are most fundamental exxeived housing stress.
Housing characteristics are related to three aspédgt housing composition -
number, age and gender of people in the houselmaldree age of the household
head (usually the senior income earner); 2) theséloold type — e.g. single
person, nuclear family or extended family househ@dd 3) health of the
household - referring to endemic diseases facidasifison & Payne 2000:20).
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Housing journey

The historical track record of a household in aients to location (e.g. moving
house) is called ‘*housing journey’. In reality,ad&rgic housing moves are often
constrained by factors that are beyond the direatrol of households (Thorns
2002:174-175). Therefore, the concept of a ‘hougogney — suggested by
Thorns (2002) - is explicitly different from the roeentional concept of ‘housing
career’ which implies a ‘clear intentionality overhich capital is carefully
acquired through strategic moves’ (Michelson 1977G&sling et al. 1993 in
Tipple 2000:24).

Depending on where the household comes from, it peageive the house
as more or less ideal and have or not have experienth its consolidation
already (see e.g. Napier 2002). Davidson & Payn@04220), though not
themselves using the term ‘housing journey, alsdude the following aspects
which provide insight into the attitude that houslds may have to their provided
housing and whether they will see a need to cotatai length of residence in the
project town/city, length of residents in the pumjearea, birthplace of the
household head, reason for migration to the prd@eh or city and location and
type of first residence in the project town or city

Moment in household lifecycle

Most mobility studies use categorizations of hoosdhtypes - i.e. nuclear,
extended or single person - as a building block togir assessments and
predictions of mobility patterns. Others howevepsth to track the household
through its lifecycle. The household lifecycle @mlls the household from its
formation, through the growing phase of a famiif applicable - and then to the
contracting phase to death; in a contemporary wwhaeding possibly also
including household dissolution and reformationmément in the lifecycle can
then be seen as a “snapshot” of the household csitigppat a certain point in
time (Lansing and Kish 1957 in Tipple 2000:24).

Household income

A household’'s income as understood in this resegefdhs to the income of the
(extended) household members put together, whétheagh formal or informal
activities, or through a mixture of income genemgtstrategies. It is almost a
given that poor and low-income earning families| witpress a need to improve
their housing conditions; therefore a householdg€edch must be clearly
distinguished from theffective demantbr such improvements — e.g. the ability
to pay for the perceived need - as well aswiiengnessto pay or borrow for
them, which representgerceivedutility and benefit of a service (Daphins &
Faulhaber 2004). Turner (1972) argued extensiveiyhow relative costs are and
how inflexible the incomes of poor households. Wghess to pay has found to
produce a much more accurate estimate in cost-eegasalculations as it is a
better representation of effective demand (UN-H#a#005, Daphins & Faulhaber
2004).

Second home

Interestingly, Napier (2002) highlights how in mamfrican contexts, the
household living on an urban site does not nec#gsapresent the whole of the
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household since the household may have a second hatther in the city or in
rural areas. Such a home may be an inherent phvebhood strategies.

BLOCK II: requirements to the house

Households needs and priorities in location

The main priority of the household is access tdahle income for a livelihood.
Only then do priorities in housing build up. In ethwords: the household may
agree to live with a lower standard house (e.gy serall, bad servicing, insecure
tenure etc) and economize on other needs to betaldéord the plot. Since a
location in good proximity to the city centre oethub of economic activities is
expensive or may be even completely out of readbvieincome households, the
low-income household is likely to opt for cheapedaaccessible land at the
periphery. An exception is a low-income househdidt tis willing to make
enormous concessions on housing needs, if indeed ocamtral land is available
and accessible in the first place. Transport ctéstghe location of income
generating activities form part of the utility costf the house.

Needs and priorities in level of servicing (watssnitation, electricity etc.)
Servicing commonly refers to water, sewage, el@gyretc. — and there are many
gradations in level of servicing. Residents’ owniopties vary between
settlements and over time. For instance, ‘servioeBouses may be ranked far
ahead of the need for tenure with residents whdepreervices first — before
housing (Stevens, Marshall, Morrison and Rule 1B98lapier 2002:345). The
level of servicing bears essential consequencadility costs as well. Usually as
incomes go up, expectations are raised and newtefedemand is created for
more sophisticated servicing.

Needs and priorities in space and (hierarchy oiygrcy

A major motivation of low-income households appetrsbe for more space,
followed by the need for greater external and mdkmprivacy (Tipple 2000:29,

39). It is relevant to notice possible (unwrittenjtural codes for the hierarchy of
privacy in spaces, going from the very intimateverly public spaces. It is likely

that essential cultural-religious male-female codesy. Costello 1977) are
interwoven through this hierarchy, as well as canfedignity/shame in relation to

private/public display. If anything, Turner (1972976, 1986) has continually
stressed just how personal housing needs — ingutlie need for space and
privacy — are, and how personal the trade-offsusébold is willing to make.

The hypothesis of ‘shocks’ and ‘triggers’ proveb® useful in analysing

the households’ need for space and privacy. ltaarcwrites Tipple (2000:114),
that the increases in demand for space causecclBases in household size are a
major generator of decisions to increase or deerbasising consumption. Seek
(1982) called these discrete events ‘shocks’. Taipxamples of shocks given in
these studies are the arrival of children or otthependents (e.g. elderly) or a
divorce. Obligations to accommodate members ofetttended family, albeit not
in their own households but in an extension oftlibase, could also be credibly
grouped under shocks (Tipple 2002: 115-116). Tha taiggers' (Gosling et al.
1993 in Tipple 2000:24) has been later coined fer e events may be seemingly
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less dramatic but do bring about changing needsspaice and privacy — for
instance when children are getting older.

In urban contexts where formal - and even informamployment is hard

to come by, residents may come to see their hoegenll its value as merely a
dwelling and consider it also for its commeraiahtal value and for its use as a
base for acommercial enterprise- the so-called home-based enterprise (HBE)
(see e.g. Neuwrith 2005, Davis 2006, Bronchart 20@®r both uses, the
modification of existing space and the addition extra space through
consolidation can be essential prerequisites (€i@#00:51). Lipton (1980:190-
191 in Tipple 2000:53) stresses the advantageing@shouse as a HBE: it allows
the household to treat resources fungibly, mearilmf a resource can be
converted swiftly, conveniently and without loserfr one use to another. For
many low-income households, the dwelling is on¢heffew resources they have
for generating income so that sometimes, housinglidbons may have been
worse without commercial renters or HBE's, sincsidents need the income
generated to be able to afford the housing in its¢ place (see e.g. Strassmann
1986 in Tipple 2000).

Level of housing stress in current house

Housing stress is a gap between current levelsuoopison of housing and the
demands and preferences of the occupiers. Perchimgsing stress varies from
household to household. As it is relatively difficior low-income households to
change housing, the gap will grow gradually buthwitcreasing intensity over
time (Tipple 2000:23-24). The growing housing stresay also spring from
changing socioeconomic circumstances, tastes amferpnces, changes in
housing attributes and prices — and other extemmi@ences such as public
decisions relating to land use or transportaticeekSL983 in Tipple 2000:24-25).

Perceived tenure security

The level of tenure security is an essential carsiibn of a household, as it
effects whether it is worthwhile to invest in theuse as well as the perceived
security of accommodation. As secure tenure may ladseither too expensive or
completely out of reach for a household (e.g. tbeskhold has no accepted
collateral for a loan, acquiring a formal titleagprolonged and expensive process
etc.), this is a common trade-off. The household/ re@en find it completely
unnecessary to invest in acquiring formal securaure if there is sufficient
protection against eviction (Payne & Majale 200%he result is that often
perceivedde factosecurity — such as the guarantee that one wilbedbrcefully
be evicted, a prospect for regularization or streogal legitimacy — is considered
as “good enough” to be willing to start investimgone’s house (Payne 2002).

Anticipation of future need

The anticipation of a household to future demandirg of all related to the
moment in the lifecycle, and the housing shocks taiggers the family already
foresees. The likely needs of a next generatiod,hemw best the house can serve
them also appears to be very important in decistdrisw-income households in
developing countries (Tipple 2000). The househslaven likely to anticipate
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future 'shocks' in order to lengthen the time befanother adjustment has to be
made (Seek 1983 in Tipple 2000:25).

Aspirations & preferences

Housing preferences within income groups are ndoun but vary even from
household to household in the same neighbourho@der@nces may stem from
housing journeys. Examples are (sub)cultural valaled aspirations - e.g. an
image of ‘modernity’, or a continuation of ruralaotices — or more individual
aspirations such as the use of the house for coomh@urposes. The activity of
building a homecan be seen a socially vital part of integratioto iurban life.
Consolidators are expressing not only housing ndmdsalso the desire for
identity, a sense of belonging, dignity and acaegga A search for status among
neighbours may be an important motivator (see Kgllett 1995 in Tipple
2000:41). Yet, socio-historical and political dyriasn may also give the
construction of better housing a much deeper megamirsearch for acceptance as
a fully participating citizen.

BLOCK IlI: coping behaviour

Tolerance up to threshold

Coping behaviour is the tolerance of housing stnes<go its threshold. Michelson
(1977) conceptionalised the idea of ‘coping behawito explain how households
will vary in their threshold of housing stress,etpoint at which some action is
taken to relieve rather than continue to tolerdte(Tipple 2000:24). To be
meaningful and useful for analysis and action tbeve housing problems,
people’s housing needs must always be statednmstefpriorities (Turner 1976:
96-97). Turner’s fieldwork proves that there is emormous local and personal
variety of housing priorities which affect traddsofindeed, household coping
strategies may not be as easy to generalize dtersassumed. Instead, as Napier
(2002:342) advocates ‘housing adjustment studie=d rte redefine the basic
concepts of theories and hypothesis for each comexocality study’. Turner
(1976:96-97) goes even a step further and poirttshat it is actually only at the
individual household level that housing demand k=zaily be understood — and
only best by that specific household itself.

BLOCK |V: Strategies available

Many of the assumptions about mobility which haeer developed in cities of
Western Europe/USA are not transferable to citiedeveloping countries (Napier
2002:52). In well-developed housing markets houkksheho wish to adjust their
housing situation throughout their lifecycle hae ption of either moving or
improving. The choice between moving or improving & combination of both —
will depend on the balance of costs and benefgsaated with each alternative
(Seek 1983 in Tipple 2000:23). More often than riog, situation in developing
countries is a different reality altogether: forntausing shortages are extreme,
personal choice is much more limited by resourcestraints and the types of
strategic intervention such as new State housingymtion are very limited. As
Napier (2002:338) concludes, the arguments madgoinventional Studies are
‘very constrained in the light of the complexity decision making in real
situations and in the face of the alternatives twimg, which are not considered'.
Therefore, argues Napier (2002:52), it is cleat thanuch wider set of options
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needs to be considered to extend the models ugedutxplain behaviour in the
urban contexts of the developing world. These @agrbuped into four options.

Option 1: move (intra-city)

If the current house and location of an individmatusehold do not meet its needs,
preferences and aspirations, the household matpapove — e.g. change location
and house. Yet, with regard to low-income housdhdlis fundamental to realize
that most households dwmt have the mobility option, so that their choices are
limited and they must refer to alternative stragegiln the context of low-cost
housing projects, for most low-income households\lapier (2002:342) observed
in South Africa, ‘access to State built or assigelf-help housing tends to be the
end of the filtering road, ‘and then the consoligat processes begin to
predominate’.

Even so, it camot be argued that there is no mobility whatsoeverragno
low-income households. Households may have statggys of using mobility,
for instance in and out of regularized settlemersllett (1995 in Napier
2002:342) shows for instance how households moteeand out of regularized
settlements, depending on what strategies mosttsiit needs at the time. And
UN-Habitat (2005) reports on circular mobility diet peripheral of cities of
Southern Africa, connecting rural areas with thg.dvloreover, as Edwards (1983
in Napier 2002:341) demonstrates, people respotimhedly to the opportunities
presented by the housing market. Edwards argudsralfi@er than looking at
purely at the household unit and their needs apda®ns, one needs to take a
wider view of what is available on the supply sidelouseholds may seize an
opportunity for fulfilling a housing demand in amaewhere there is a sudden
availability of such an opportunity — if this is maally suppressed. This means
even before the threshold of a household’s copiglgabbiour has been reached,
household members may ‘seize the moment’ if oppdras appear, particularly
S0 in situations of sever housing shortage or tdcaccess to land.

Option 2: consolidate

Consolidation can be likened to ‘moving house whtlnding still’ (Gosling et al.
1993 in Tipple 2000:25). This reinforces the idbattthe decision to extend is
likely to be explained in the same terms as residemobility’. In other words: In
cases of low or absent mobility the housing steegserienced by households is
absorbed within the locatiofGilbert 1999 in Napier 2002:340). An important
difference between consolidation and mobility iattia change of location can
increase access to the opportunity to fulfil agmres and preferences. ‘Modifiers
can only attempt to bring opportunities nearerhenselves’ (Napier 2002:342).
The benefits derived from relatively costly condated can be increased by long
residence: ‘the use-value of the work done’ (Tigp0€0:46).

Option 3: alter expectations and aspirations

Financial or other circumstances may make it imjpbssto change housing
conditions. In such a situation, the tolerance llewast rise and the household
may have to adapt to the situation by changingotssing aspirations’ (Michelson
1977 in Tipple 2000:24). In other words: the howsethdecides to live with the
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inconveniences arising from mismatches betweerentifrousing and their needs,
preferences and aspirations for shelter, locatimhtanure.

Option: Refurbish the surrounding area

Refurbishment is personal action to improve thealibg making the
neighbourhood more liveable. Floor and Van Kem@d&®9t7 in Napier 2002) add
the strategy of refurbishment to the options awéldao low-income households,
offering an alternative that may be exercised enintual absence of the option to
move house as well as a strategy to complemenbtdason.

BLOCK IV: considerations on moving

Tangible costs of moving

Given the choice, an important hypothesis is thastnhouseholds will improve
rather than move because of the high tangible gogstdved with moving. Seek
(1983 in Tipple 2000:24-25) concludes that if orflyr financial reasons,
improving is more rewarding to increase residerggdce. Some tangible costs of
moving are: meeting the price of the new house @etpto the (lower) value of
the current dwelling, the costs in the transactipegal fees, duties, commissions
etc), the costs of moving furniture and other hbose goods and changes needed
to make the new house suit the new occupants.

Inertia element

The hypothesis of the ‘inertia element’ is that pleowill rather stay where they
are and that changes to their situation — in pagrca change of location - will
meet resistance. The fundamental importance of‘ittegtia element’ to low-
income households must not be overlooked, espgcfall those who are
inherently dependent on their local economic nekwior survival. Examples of
(primarily) intangible factors are social ties twetlocal network, the bother of
moving, neighbourhood attachment etc (Seek 1983aple 2000:25).

Structural / external factors (city-wide)
What people aspire is not always what they get.ulfiléd aspirations are
especially true for households with very low incameithin a housing system
where alternatives in housing only open up as ireomcrease. In his dissertation
Napier (2002:52; 337-347) sums up a spectrum oftdions and biases of
conventional mobility studies. As Napier analyse® models proposed applied
onlyto contexts in which there was:
- usually an adequate housing supply (or even aussirpl
- a high quality stock
- a highly controlled or regulated housing market
- awide choice amongst alternative housing circunt&s (although

differential access to housing markets was ackniged)
- high degrees of personal freedom
Such circumstances are so rare elsewhere thatdaegot be credibly applied to
the urban contexts of developing countries’ (Na@é02). It is even doubtful
whether they can still be applied in Western urbantexts, as here too, the land
and housing systems have changed considerablytlow@ast years.
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BLOCK V: The supply of housing

Finely tuned demand-based models of housing adgrgtevolved for First World
cities will mean little in contexts of extreme Ismyg shortage (Napier 2002:341).
Whether alternative housing will be affordable téaege extent depends on the
income of the household relative to the cost ahtvin that alternative housing.
Housing cost encompasses all cost related to th@)plot, (2) its servicing, (3)
housing construction and (4) fees, overheads, €iaarcost of borrowing and
yield on capital base (Baharogly & Lindsfield 208)0: Utility costs (e.g.
municipal charges and fees for services, transpusts to work) and taxes (e.g.
property tax) are also a crucial factor in the afémbility of alternative housing.
This last block highlights the main structural tast constraining the option to
move. As space is limited, a short explanation allgiven followed by resources
for further reference.

Institutional actors

The supply side can be grouped as ‘institutionébrat (Blauw 1991:397, 401),
comprising housing authorities, private landlondividual owners, sellers, the
real estate industry, housing associations andnsthat supply housing but also
involving the role of lending institutions.

Housing stock (vacancy & construction)

The housing stock involves a fixed supply of camsied housing. Alternative
housing may become available as new houses arg tenstructed, or as vacancy
chains are set off. A vacancy chain is set off whea household moves into new
housing, a second household moves into the housfhgacant as a result etc.
There is actually a wide variety of ‘change evemtgich may result in such a
sequence of events, such as ‘new constructiorsuhalivision of single units into
multiples units, the conversion of non-residengi@lictures into residential units,
the out-migration of households and household deattissolution’ (Emmi &
Magnusson 1995:1362 in Napier 2002:337). Most duickrbanising and
modernising urban contexts in developing countdarperience serious housing
backlogs (see e.g. UN-Habitat 2005; Tissington 2011

Allocation of housing

Institutions that are in charge of available hogstock, particularly in the case of
public housing, often also allocate newly availadeising — either themselves or
they outsource that task. Usually such instituticagply criteria to select
households. In practice, regulatory and procedtoattrains may block access of
low-income households to appropriate housing priedotfered on the private
market in the form of supply of both rental and ewvahip housing (Hoek-Smit
2009). The regulatory framework may also make actestate provided housing
cumbersome (see e.g. Payne & Majale 2004). Thusalhty, the allocation of
housing may be such that a low-income household matyhave access to
affordable housing anywhere in the near future img can only look at the
private sector for vacancies — which is generallbclnmore expensive, or indeed
informal housing.
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Hierarchy of stock

The hierarchy of stock is primarily related to tierarchy in the housing system
in the city, according for instance to locationydk of servicing and tenure
security (see e.g. Payne 2002). There may be aifibeigum of tenure security

within a city-system for example, leading to middlass not aspiring to live in
housing that doesn’t have a secure tenure for thegstments. More often than
not however in quickly urbanising and modernisimpam context, the middle
class may itself experience a huge lack of suitdlolesing (see e.g. Tissington
2011).

Access to finance

Institutions have a key role to play in the accessow-income households to
finance. Low-income households often find it hard rot impossible — to access
finance (credit) via the banking and mortgage syst€hese households cannot
gain loans from the formal sector because: theye hav formally recognized
collateral (e.g. a house with a title, assets)ethe little market information, and
loans are not available for the amount they warkidiwow over periods that they
regard as manageable (UN-Habitat 2005:29). Specditstraints are: informal
employment, lack of wealth or savings, uncertailtateral due to poor property
rights, registration and cadastre systems, neigthloodl risk factors — which are
critical in determining house-value movements awdnf one of the most
important barriers to lending in low-income marketsefficiencies and
incompleteness of housing finance markets (Hoek-S009). In most cases
therefore housing will have to beelf-financed or directly-financed —an
arrangement that is often referred to as infornmarfce between individuals (Lea
2009:29-30; Tipple 2000:114). Direct finance can jp@vided by friends,
relatives, small savings and lending clubs, or mmusooperatives or landlords.

Savings

By far the greatest financial resources of low-meohouseholds are the actual
and potential savings from earnings — and ‘theseuader the households own
direct control’ (Turner 1976:84). Whether or note tlhousehold is able to
accumulate savings to a large extent depends owdts associated with their
current housing situation.

Exchange value of current house & the possibibtyetcoup investment

While exchange value is important as a notion,nh@ortance of theise valueof
the house for the household predominates. The egehaalue of a current house
depends to a large extent on its location, tenack quality. With little upward
mobility, relevance of financial exchange or thesgbility to recoup investment
of consolidation efforts as a way to access finareealso limited (see e.g. Tipple
2000, Napier 2002, Daphnis & Faulhaber 2004). & Warner (1976) who swung
the focus away from the importance of exchangeeyatwards recognition of the
importance of the usefulness of a house to a lmerre household (Gough 1998
in Napier 2002:339-340).

Competitive income classes

Competitive income classes — such as the uppershainthe low-income classes
or the low middle class- are perhaps the most sefiloreat to the accessibility of
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low-income households to affordable housing. Dovaing of housing which was
initially intended to target low-income householdscontexts of severe housing
shortages is most likely when middle class incommugs themselves too lack
affordable alternatives themselves (e.g. Payne )20@@wnraiding is not

necessarily an involuntary situation; poorer hootghmay employ the mismatch
between demand and supply as an income generdteiggy (see e.g. Turner
1976, Payne 2002; Tissington 2011).

It is clear then that the availability of affordabhousing options for low-
income households — as well as the whole issu@asihg demand - can only be
understood from the perspective of the city-systesna whole (Payne 2002;
Davidson & Payne 2000).
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Annex 11 Further readings: Sustainability — a contsted concept

When it comes to the implementation of prospecggtainable projects’ it is
especially essential to be aware that ‘the asdemtvironmental concern has been
— and continues to be - an issue of polarizatiahraisunderstanding between the
West and development countries’ (Dresner 2002:28). the 1970s
environmentalism was a Western idea of little ies¢rto the developing world. It
is interesting moverover, as Dresner (2002:27)yeeal that environmentalists
and the World Council of Churches ‘invented the capt ‘sustainability’ in an
attempt to overcome hostility to their concernsghe developing world’ (Dresner
2002:27). Yet, the seeds of the approach the deecalBrundtland
Commission*? was to successfully take were also laid in thelyeda®70s
(Dresner 2002:29). Their phrase on ‘sustainableeldgwment’ in the 1987
publication ‘Our Common Future’ has become probahl most common and
well-known definition internationally (Oktay et aR010; Dresner 2006). The
report coins the essential components of the cdnieepe following terms:
‘Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the

present, without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their
own needs’ (WCED 1987:8)

The strength of the “Brundtland phrase” accordm@tesner (2002:31), is that it
is both simple and vague — which is at the same #fso its weakne¥S. It is
probably the most common and well-known definitiosf ‘sustainable
development’ (Oktay et al. 2010; Dresner 2002); $ivegle phrase has been
repeated, misquoted and rewritten countless timeses Indeed, as Dresner
(2002) argues, the greatest achievement of thedBamd Commission has been
its success in the task of making the idea of suwmtée developmenpolitically
acceptable.

The first essential component of ‘sustainable dgwalent’ concerns
physical sustainability and the realization that ability to meet needs is bounded
by the limitations of the earth’s resources — ofttgbated as the ‘carrying
capacity’ of the biosphere in relation to the mammagnt of resources (Oktay et al.
2010:26). The UN Conference on the Human Envirorirhefd in Stockholm in
1972 first revealed tensions between the West andldping countries. Initially,
developing country governments regarded environah@ancern as a luxury for
the rich, while the environments of people in teealoping world were blighted
by poverty — “the worst pollution” as Indira Ghangdrime minister of India told
the conference (Dresner 2002:28). Moreover, theganded it as hypocritical of
Western countries to warn them about pollution.

The term ‘sustainable development’ now also emergedhe World
Conservation Strategy of 1980 published by the rihaigonal Union for
Conservation of Nature and Resources, a strateggtiadowed many of the ideas
associated with Brundtlant (Dresner 2002:30-31 vdl@pment was explained as

142 After its chairman, the Norwegian Gro Harlem Brundtland who chaired the WCED

since its setup by the UN General Assembly in 1983.

% For a working definition of ‘sustainable development’ within the context of this

research, see Chapter 2.
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a threat - unless resources (e.g. biodiversity;nemewable energy sources) were
effectively conserved. Conservation was definedttas management of human
use of the biosphere so that it may yield the gstagustainable benefit to present
generations while maintaining its potential to méwet needs and aspirations of
future generations’ (IJUCNNR 1980 in Dresner 2002:3@owever, the problem
with the Strategy was that it was written by a gradentified as being Northern
environmentalists (Dresner 2002). As Dresner (2BDR2analyses ‘its concern for
habitat conservation was ultimately based omaal frameworkthat was not
universal’. Hence, the political acceptance of ttesv definition of sustainable
development was problematic.

The second essential component of ‘sustainableldement’ is that of
equity (Oktay et al. 2010); a cornerstone of therBlitland Report's approach
which is laid as early as 1974 at an ecumenicallysttonference that was
convened by the World Council of Churches (Dre2t$2). Here the concept of
a ‘sustainable society’ emerged. The concept iabletbecause it starts not with
environmental conditions, but with the principleeasjuitable distribution and also
involves the concept of democratic participatidns limportant to notice that this
world Council of Churches was a platform where tleveloping world had a
meaningful say. Many developing world clergymenuiiat that the environment
was a distraction from justice and development ‘aad/ environmentalism as a
‘bourgeois’ concern’ (Dresner 2002:30). To thene idhea of a sustainable society
— one that would not self-destruct — ‘sounded msggous and also had less
tension with the concern for justice’ (Dresner 2@02. The conference on
Science and Technology for Human Development redulft the 1977 publication
of The Sustainable Societyhich explored the issue of how to reconcile lintds
growth with concern for social justice. The pubtica concluded amongst others
that in a period of growth it is much easier teedirmore of the benefits to those
at the bottom, while without growth, improving tlog of the poor would require
bringing down the rich, which is politically veryfficult. Dresner (2002) analyses
how very few people were aware of the work in ther/ Council of Churches,
but how among some academic environmentalists thoupe idea of
‘sustainability’ was beginning to catch on and dérbally reconciled some of the
polarization and misunderstanding between Westedndaveloping countries. As
Dresner (2002:32-35) analyses, the reconciliatibthe desire for development
and environmental protection (coined as ‘ecodevakm™*¥) is one of the main
reasons why the later Brundtland report has beenfls@ntial.

The disagreement between ‘northern’ and ‘southewuintries at the
United Nations Conference on Environment and Degweknt (UNCED) in Rio
de Janeiro in 1992 again illustrated the highlytested nature of the ‘sustainable
development’ concept (Jenkins et al. 2007). Theagtesement was over the
conceptualization of sustainable development ared sbtting of priorities for
achieving it. The northern countries advocated sste&p protect the ‘natural’
environment, particularly at the global level. Thiequired ‘mitigation’;
‘technological change and substitution that redes®urce inputs and emissions

14 Coined by the Executive Director of the conference, Maurice Strong as a verbal

reconciliation.
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per unit of output, meaning implementing policies¢duce GHG emissions and
enhance sinks’ (UN-Habitat 2011:5). Southern coestrhowever saw this
approach as ‘denying them the opportunity to unoletgvelopment processes
already embarked on by the ‘developed world’, tdesying their societies the
possibility of reaching comparable living standafdsnkins et al. 2007:185).

The tragedy is that there is very little assocrati@tween the people that
cause climate change and those facing the mostuseimpacts® (Moser &
Satterthwaite 2008). It is already too late to sty negative impacts of climate
change, communities have to adapt even as the tweeditigate gets more
pressing. Thus, though logically it seems to be tnjastified to prioritize
mitigation strategies, the realities of climate aheady impacting cities and it is
clear that adapting to change already is inevitdtiCC"*® 2001 in Dresner
2002). The effectiveness of housing implementatioa developing country can
only be improved if the concept is adaptable to mba&politik and linked to
tangible improvements in living conditions of lonebme households, directly
and on the ground.

In recent years attention in developing countrias shifted to adaptation
strategies (e.g. Schipper & Burton 2009; UN-Hab&a11). Whereas mitigation
aims first of all at protecting the climate fromopée, adaptatiort’ primarily aims
at protecting the people from the climate. Adaptapacity refers to safety at the
regional or country- level (UN-Habitat 2011:5) — ilghat the level of the
community and at the household-level the oppositévainerable’ has been
coined as ‘resilient’. Adaptation and mitigationedenot to be polarized; they are
intertwined, argues OECD (2008:14), since after #le more the climate
changes, the larger investments cities must makadaptation. In practice, it is
more effective to plan adaptation measures with ato-up approach
concentrated on local stakeholders and prioriaes, mitigation measures with a
top-down approach focused on global agreement $J20@4 in OECD 2008:14).
The reason being that while the effects of clin@tange will vary locally — the
causes are global (Jones 2004 in OECD 2008:14).

The way ‘resilience’ is understood in the currpatadigm reveal the new
conceptualisations of poverty which emerged during 1990s. Poverty was
recognised to be not just about income or experaigvels but as a multifaceted
reality, ‘covering a wide range of aspects: prospefor earning a living;
deprivation and exclusion; basic needs; social @spgsychological aspects etc’
(Jenkins et al. 2007:200). These new approachdésetstudy and assessment of

%> David Satterthwaite, senior fellow with the Human Settlements Group, International

Institute for Environment and Development (IIED). Satterthwaite contributed to the Third
(2001) and Fourth (underway) Assessments of the IPCC. Lecture at the Institute for
Housing and Development Studies (IHS), Rotterdam January 2011.

1% The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is an independent body of

leading scientists advising the United Nations. Established in 1988 by the World
Meteorological Organisation and the UN Environment Programme it has published four
reports up to date (1990-2007), while the fifth is underway.

7 The official definition includes ‘initiatives and measures to reduce the vulnerability’ of

both ‘natural and human systems’ against ‘actual or expected climate change effects’
(UN-Habitat 2011:5).
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poverty have developed concepts such as vulndsal{i.g. Moser 1996 in
Jenkins 2007:200), asset ownership (e.g. Moser i®9@nkins 2007:2000) and
livelihood (e.g. Chambers & Conway 1992 in Jenk&@07:200). The IPCC
(Parry et al. 2007:880 in UN-Habitat 2011:149) gitke following definition of
resilience: the ability of a social or ecologicgs®m to absorb disturbances while
retaining the same basic structure and ways oftiomag, the capacity for self-
organisation and the capacity to adapt to stress emange. UN-Habitat
(2011:149) adds to this that perhaps the buildifigresilience ‘should be
understood as a way of enabling not only copindp\added shocks and stresses,
but also addressing the myriad challenges thatt@nslives and livelihoods'.
Thus, concludes UN-Habitat (2011:149) ‘a key pdrtbailding resilience is
facilitating poverty reduction and more general ioyements to the quality of
human lives’. Accordingly, safety from climate dsars and security from
violence and crime are also inherent aspects afgbleiss vulnerable, and more
and more integrated with the dominant paradigmsostainable citie$*,

Resilience then, made up of these concepts, ecinbletter understood as a
discourse - but less as a workable criterion fow@admplementation projects.

148 | aura Liuke, lecture ‘Planning safe cities; the right to the city — a safe city is a just city’,

lecture at the Institute for Housing and Development Studies, May 18, 2011, Rotterdam
(The Netherlands).
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Annex 12 Expert interviews and validation
Triangulation of findings of the case study anaysi

- Dr. Mark Napier, dissertation research on consolidation proceghayelitsha 11 years after
occupation of the core housing, currently prograntirector of the Urban Land Markets
Programme Southern Africa (‘'Urban LandMark’), a BKD programme based in Pretoria.
Interview, open conversation, verification via emai

Joint discussion of first findings of the fieldwoakd their interpretation:

- Focus group discussion with key respondentdoardroom Khayelitsha Development Forum,
Khayelitsha, Cape Town.

- Meeting of the board of the Human Settlement Deparhent of a local CBO, Khayelitsha
Development Forum, Khayelitsha, Cape Town.

Expert validation of key findings and their integation — as referred to with footnotes:

- Frederik Groos, architect applying and experimenting with opeilding approaches, both in
The Netherlands and in South Africa. Open convimsst verification via email.

- John Habraken, emeritus professor Cambridge Massachutes Irestafiffechnology (MIT),
Nederlands Architecture Institute (Nai), Rotterd@onversation after lecture.

- Mava Kenneth Nowalg Secretary of Khayelitsha Human Settlement For#imayelitsha
Development Forum (KDF). Several meetings and ioatibn via email.

- Forbes Davidson senior expert Urban Policy & Planning, Institdte Housing and Urban
Development Studies (IHS), Rotterdam. Interview.

- Moegsien Hendricks Programme Manager at the Development Action Gr{DAG), a
leading non-profit organisation operating from Cdjpesvn. Verification via e-mail.

- Prof. dr. Jeremy Seekings director of the Social Surveys Unit in the Centog Social
Science Researdl€SSR) at the University of Cape Town (UCT). Vieation via e-mail.

The following experts have been interviewed, usaqi-structured interviews on specific topics,
as referred to with footnotes:

- Carlos Morales-Schechinger Mphil, senior expert urban land management aritypat the
Institute for Housing and Urban Development StudletS), Erasmus University, Rotterdam
(The Netherlands).

- André Buitenhuis, Project leader Reno International nv, entrepreneumodular housing
solutions for low-income households in Surinam.

- Faizel Amog Architectural Technician and Senior Building lespor of the Building
Development Management Department in Khayelitsha.

- Dumisoni Lagumas dealer in “bungalows” at ‘Greenpoint’ Khayelitsiranning a business
with 4 employees for the actual construction anidéey of the modules.

More informal, open conversations on specific tepiithin the exploration — as referred to with
footnotes:

- Sophie Bronchart, architect, conducted a case study on core housiiast London, South
Africa, now moved away from the topic.

- lkhayalani-1Andy Bolnick, Slum Dwellers International (SDI) representativem Cape
Town. One of the speakers at Innovation 4 Desigb)lconference, Eindhoven University of
Technology (TU/e) (The Netherlands)

- Johnny Astrand, architect, Director of the Housing Development & hdgement department
of the Institution for Architecture & Built Enviranent, Lund University, Lund (Sweden).

- Cameron Sinclair, co-founderArchitecture for Humanity focus group meeting after the
Open-Source House Award ceremomw.0s-house.ong
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Annex 13 semi-structured interview — questions used

Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

Make sure you don’t skip any questions but fill in every single one.

Date of inventory: Day:.ooeeereeeeeene
Bold letters are communication to the researcher filling in the answers.
Regular font are questions to the respondent.
Underscored letters indicate a section caption

A. |dentification:
1 Address:
Street. . House number:.............. ]=Tord o] o O, in Eyethu (V2)

B Housing journey, mobility and tenure of current household:
1. In what area did you live before moving here?
Geographical location..........coccoeenirennincannnes

2. In what kind of settlement? Circle the right answer
= Rural, township
= Rural, farming
= City centre
= Township of a city
= Qutside South-Africa (urban? Rural?)
= Khayelitsha itself

3. In what kind of house did you live before moving here? Circle the right answer
= Agovernment provided house (ownership)
= Ashanty/shack
= Arural house
= Aformal rental apartment
= Aninformal rental apartment
= Other....

4. a) Do you have another home in the city or in the country? Circle the right answer
= No Go to next question
= Yes, in the city centre
= Yes, in a rural village
= Other, namely

b) If yes: How does this influence your decisions to invest in extending this house?

¢) Do members of your household stay away for longer periods of time to the city centre or rural
areas?

= No Go to next question

" Yes

d) If yes: what is the reason, to whom does it apply and how long do they stay away?
[L1F L]  EE———
number of members...

.. months per year they are gone...
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

b) Of which people did your household exist when you came to live here?
Please fill in the number: if non applicable, write: N/A

Head (= respondent)............. . 011 L = -

Adult family otherwise:

To double check the year of occupation

6. Do you know anything about the families that lived here before you?
a) Circle right answer :
= My household has lived here since implementation Go to next question
= No Go to next question
= Yes

b) If yes: How many households followed up since it was constructed and before you came in?
Number: ...........

¢) Do you know why the last family left?
Reasons: ......

7. How did you first get this house? Circle the right answer:
= | bought it from the municipality
= |rent it from the municipality
= | bought it from the previous owner
= [rent it from the owner who used to live here
®  [inherited it from coassssmmsmes
= Other, namely.....

8.What is the situation now? Circle the right answer:
= | am the owner of the house Go to next question
= | rent from the municipality Go to next section
= |rent from the owner who also lives in the house with me
ps a signal that you have the wrong respondent!
= |rent it from the owners who does not live here now Go to the next section
= Other, namely

9. a. Have you finalised paying off the loan/mortgage?
= No, | am still paying monthly instalments to ........c.cccooeenenae (e.g. municipality, bank)
Go to next question
= Yes, | don’t have any expenses for the house itself apart from servicing.
Go to question b

b) In which year did you finalise the last payment?............c.......
Jc2 7§ (o]o o P P———— (bank, municipality etc.) Go to next section

10. How does the fact that you still need to pay off your loan influence your ability to afford
Sy oy R ——
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

C Original state of the house implemented in 1985 and upon occupation

1. Which type was your original core house? Show pictures on Photo page, circle the right number:
= Starter house 1
=  Starter house 2
=  Starter house 3

2. Did this house originally exist of a 26 m2 space with:
I. abedroom
Il a kitchen with a sink
Ill. a wet core which could be upgraded into a bathroom
Circle the right answer
= Yes
= No, because:

3. Where is the original house positioned on the plot?
Draw a sketch of a plot with the positioning including the street. Then Chose:
= In the middle
= |n the front, close to the street
= |n the back, far from the street
= Other, namely:...

4. In case this is not the first household that lives here:

a. Did the household before you already add any rooms to the house?
= Not applicable (the household lived here since the start) Go to next section
= No Go to next section
= Yes

b. If yes:: which extensions had been added already before you came to live here?

c. Did you ever have to adapt or even knock down an extension by a former household?
= No
B YES: WHY? e s

D Current state and process of extending

Walk around the plot with the resident, notice extensions to the house and their state, material
use etc., ask which consolidations and extensions were conducted by current household
1.Indicate the plot coverage by the house including extensions:

= 0-25%

= 25-50%
= 50-75%
= 75-100%

2.a) Did you extend the house as it was when you first inhabited it?
= Yes Go to the next question
= No.

b) If not: Why did you never extend yourself?

Now go to the next section
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

3.Think of the extensions (space) you added to your house.
What type of rooms have you added and in which order?
» Use the table following the steps below

STEPS:
1.Read out every single room to the respondent — from no. 1 to the end - to see how many s/he
added to the house as it was upon occupation. Since you also walked around yourself, check it with
what you have seen yourself, possibly asking additional questions.
Make sure you do not double rooms by only filling in any additional rooms for backyard
and upstairs under 11 and 12.
2. For the extensions listed, ask the respondent in which order they were added.
3. Then ask the respondent in which year every extension was finalised
- double check the order, otherwise correct that
4. Indicate the material used: impermanent or conventional (see coding)

% If the resident adjusted any original rooms, please describe this here:

> If the resident completely changed the house, please also indicate here what s/he did:
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

Extension types added by former and current households and order of adding space
For this section, extensions include every construction that adds space to the house
BUT NOT internal subdivision of rooms

Current layout of the Order of extensions by current
house. Indicate which household

rooms are original, Chronologically (e.g. 1% 2™ 3" etc.)
which have been and year in which the extension was
adjusted and which have | finalised.

been added

and the material used for the extension
Code (1 /C/ M)*

e.g +1
NB: For upstairs or number of.....: Order YEAR Material:
backyard: fill in under
11 or12.
1 Bedrooms
2. Living rooms
3. Dining rooms
4. Kitchen
5.  Toilet
6. Bathroom
7. Passages
8. Stores
9.  Commercial
(e.g. spaza, workshop)
10. Veranda
(roofed open space)
11.  An upstairs Room type:
Stairs?...........
12. Backyard house Room type:
Extra services?
Namely:...............
13. Other Namely:.....oovuene
*Material use coding
| = Impermanent Using materials such as earth, corrugated iron, plywood etc.
Not necessarily by informal contractors!
C = Conventional Using permanent material such as brick or block.
Not necessarily by formal contractors!
M = Mixed A combination of impermanent and conventional
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

4. a. What is the logic behind this order of extensions for you?

b. What were your top three priorities in extending?

5.Where do you usually get the needed material for extensions?

Tick the boxes that apply (likely more than 1):

Material > Impermanent Conventional

materials such as earth, permanent material such
corrugated iron, plywood etc. | as brick or block etc.

Sourcing of the materials |
Formal material suppliers
Local informal supplier
Donated or salvaged (re-used
and collected over time)
Other (describe)

6.a.Where do you find most of the needed construction skills?
e  Construction skills within the household
e Construction skills within your network; these are people | know / friends
o local craftsmen/local contractors that | do not know personally
e Other, namely....

b. Why do you chose to employ them? Give three reasons
Reason 1:
Reason 2:
Reason 3:

7.Think of your MOST EXPENSIVE extension.

b) How do you assess the structural quality of the end result?
Let the resident chose ONE box only for positive, and one box only for negative, and explain:

Positive about this extension: Negative about this extension:

=  Decent = Sub-standard (e.g. ventilation,

because:.... lightening, leaking, isolation etc.)
Because...

= Structurally adequate, = Inadequate / not sound (e.g.

because... structure cracks, falls apart etc.)
Because. -

= Here to stay, = (very) temporary,

Because..... Because.

= Pride, =  |ow status

Because..... Because.

c) If negative: Who of what is to blaim for this negative end result?
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

E. Household(s) composition
Ensure the respondent once more that this information will be kept strictly private and is
anonymous. No one will be able to know that s/he gave these answers.

1. How many people slept in all the rooms on this plot last night?
Number......cconeees

2. Counting only people who spend most of the time in their lives here (at least more than
half a year every year), how many people usually live on this site / property?
Number....

3. a) Do you have any lodgers staying on your site?
= No Go to next question

= Yes
b) If yes: what is your relationship to them:
= Family

= Non-paying lodgers
= Paying renters

¢) What is your motivation to accommodate them?

Only if respondent is hesitant, give idea: income generation, obligation etc.

4. We would like to know a bit more about the people on this site so we can try to predict
your housing needs.
Fill in the table on the next page and indicate:

» Whether a person is part of the main household, or a second household

For the research assistant - note that:
The housing unit may also be occupied by more than one household or by a part of a household.

A household here is: a single person or multiple-persons - related and/or unrelated - who pool their
incomes and may have a common budget. If they don’t put all incomes together, it is a separate
household.

The main household is here: the household living in the original core house with its extensions
including the head who is in charge of the entire site.

A secondary household is only the case if this household does not pool the income together with the
head of the main household.
Example: if a son lives in the backyard shack, but gives any income he earns to the head/main
household to use together, this son is not a second household but part of the main
household.
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

Current household(s) composition

Use coding:
Relationship to head:

FAMILY:

H Head

S  Spouse

C  Child

B/S Brother or sister
P Parent

G  Grandchild

F  Family relative (other)

People usually on the site:
First name

NON-RELATIVE:
- R paying renter
- L non-paying lodger

Place a person stays:

- Original house and extensions attached to it with same entrance
- Extension of the original house but with a Separate entrance

- Backyard / Flat
- Other, namely

Relationship | Sex
to head
(coding)

M/F

Age in
years

Main household** /
Secondary household
/ etc.

Person sleeps in:

o/s/B/F/

other, namely

10

11

12

13

14

15
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

F. Predictability of income and ability to save

We would like to know what forms of regular income you have and what forms of irregular income —
of all the persons all together in your household:

Make clear that we are only asking about the MAIN household, all the members PUT TOGETHER

1 a) What forms of regular income do you have as a household put together?
Meaning every month the same amount ..................
b) Which members of your family contribute this form of regular income? Ask for names

Use the table to fill in the answers:
Regular income from: Names of members of households to whom this applies:
- | Wage-employed

(e.g. regular predictable payslip)
- | Grant from government

- | Pension

- | Family sending money monthly
- | Other, namely

2a) What forms of irregular or occasional income do you have as a household put together?
Meaning: the amount varies every month.
b) Which members of your family have this form of regular income? Ask for names

Use the table to fill in the answers:
Occasional / irregular income from: Names of members of households to whom this applies:
- | Self-employed

(e.g. spaza, dress maker, carpenter)
- | Occasionally employed

(e.g. piece work, construction)

- | Seasonal work

(e.g. rural harvesting in summer,
construction in summer etc.)

- | Family sending money some times

- | Other, namely

3.a)Are you saving money for extensions?
= No, because.......cccoeeereeeeennen. Go to next question
= Yes

b)if yes: in what form do you do this saving?
= Through the bank
= |save it myself, at home
= | participate in a saving group, namely:.........cccoovnnnrsnencnens
= Other, namely.......cccovevrirennnens
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Core house and extensions — Semi structured interview, fill in form for researcher use only

G. Future aspirations
1.a)How long do you expect to still live here?
Time period:

b) How does that expectation impact your willingness to investment in this house?

2. Do you consider selling the house?
= Yes, because......oeeeeeeeeeeeeene
= No, because

3. Will you pass on the house to another generation?
= No
= If yes: How does this impact your priorities in extensions and consolidations?

4. Do you consider renting out rooms in the house?
= No, because
= Yes, because....

5. Do you consider further extending

= No
= don’t know yet
= [fyes:

What type P .o
What will it depend on whether you can realise it? ..

6. Do you consider: Circle the answer:
- double storey? Yes/ No/ Don’t know yet
- backyard shack for paying renters? Yes / No / Don’t know yet
- a home business? Yes / No / Don’t know yet

H. ENABLE PEOPLE’s PROCESS
LAST OPEN QUESTION:
a) How can you be better enabled to extend if you want to?

b) By whom would you suggest?

Thank you very much for your cooperation!
Don’t forget the voucher.

10

Figure A 3 Semi-structured interview with head of he main household.
Source: Author and Ntshunthse.
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Follow-up visit:

Structure used for conversation on extension trail:
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Figure A 4 Semi-structured interview on extensionrail with head of the main household.

Source: Author and Ntshunthse.
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