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ABSTRACT
For many Australians, the current crisis in housing affordability and availability has created an
impasse in relation to the dream of home ownership. Having begun in America in the 1990s
and emerged relatively recently in Australia, the tiny house movement is largely positioned
as a direct response to this crisis. Currently, there is little research on the motivations of
those in the movement who are living in a tiny house on wheels (or THOW) or other
unregulated tiny house options. Based on a qualitative multi-methodological study involving
a number of Australian tiny house dwellers, builders and advocates, this paper examines
Australian tiny housing trends like the THOW that are outside of current regulations, focusing
on how they are lived and experienced among obvious grey areas in current planning,
building and housing codes. Taking an interdisciplinary approach, it draws on multiple
conceptual perspectives to open out a discussion that moves beyond affordability and
availability discourses to argue that such tiny house trends also represent different resistant
and spatialising practices within the dominant housing model, creating politically
autonomous zones. Offering a novel morphology of informal architecture, I further suggest
that these resistant practices invite the development of different planning approaches and
practices.
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Introduction

Since the beginning of colonial occupation in Australia
ownership of land and by extension a home has been
valorised as an expression of both individual freedom
and national identity. In the heady post-war period
of the 1950s, growing independence from British
imperialism in the spirit of ‘rebuilding a nation’ galva-
nised political and economic forces towards increasing
home ownership rates. The aspirational tagline of
Great Australian Dream (hereafter GAD) captured
the national imagination, producing home ownership,
socially and culturally, as our birthright and a corner-
stone of society (Allon 2008). Over successive decades,
the Australian home has become idealised as a large,
detached, family dwelling with a double garage and a
yard for the kids in a suburban master planned estate.
Neoliberalism has continued to encourage residential
mobility via the GAD as a means for individuals to
take control of their own upward social mobility (Coul-
ter and Van Ham 2013) thus entwining home owner-
ship with the performance of middle-class identities,
status, and ideals of respectability. Home ownership
is therefore a strong signifier of normality and of a
commitment to participation in Australian society
(Dowling and Power 2012; McGuirk and Dowling
2009; Parsell 2012). In current circumstances, this
association of home ownership (the dream) with status
and identity remains immanent even as in reality it
increasingly recedes from ordinary Australians.

Public and academic discourse increasingly refers to
the ‘Great Australian Nightmare’ (Kemeny 2013; Gal-
lagher 2016; Gilbert 2011), a burden of debt that
stifles the dream of the good life and wears people
out in the everyday (Gallagher 2016; Berlant 2006). A
general review of the literature across a range of disci-
plines reveals that the mechanisms which produce and
re-produce understandings of home ownership and
home ownership rates in Australia are deeply complex
and diverse (Bessant and Johnson 2013; Cook, Davi-
son, and Crabtree 2016; Morley 2000). Consensus
within the literature, however, indicates that concerns
over home ownership or low rates of home ownership
coalesces around two issues: affordability and the
impact of rapid social change on preferences concern-
ing traditional life course and housing trajectories
(Allon 2008; Cook, Davison, and Crabtree 2016; Dowl-
ing and Power 2012; Gleeson 2008). Persistent con-
cerns regarding housing affordability, directly linked
to the dream of homeownership slipping from the
grasp of many, are also at the forefront of the contem-
porary tiny house debate (Anson 2014; ; Precel and
Adoranti 2015; Shearer 2017).

The contemporary tiny house phenomenon is self-
described as a social movement for people who wish
to downsize, or live simpler lives. The origins of the
movement have been traced to the United States in
the late 1990s when Jay Shafer, the popularly acclaimed
‘founder’ of the contemporary tiny house movement,
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built his first very modest tiny house (8 m2), a re-
imaged cabin on wheels (Dirksen 2009). While Shafer
maintains that tiny houses are nothing new, his rustic
tiny house on wheels (hereafter THOW) has since
become recognised as the archetypical style for tiny
houses in the public imagination. Following in the
wake of a threefold crisis encompassing the GFC, the
housing crisis, and deepening concerns over climate
change, the spread of the tiny house movement is
also argued to be a direct response to housing afford-
ability issues and increasing housing unsustainability
– the excessive embodied energy, operational costs
and environmental impacts involved with building
conventional homes (Anson 2014; Boeckermann, Kac-
zynski, and King 2018; Negrin 2009; Evans 2018).
Other motivations include a simplified lifestyle (Boeck-
ermann, Kaczynski, and King 2018), mobile and
flexible lifestyle options, a sense of community within
the tiny house movement, and the creative self-
expression and sense of accomplishment a tiny DIY
house build offers (Mutter 2013).

The definition of a tiny house remains open to
interpretation. Tiny house advocacy organisations in
America and Australia have worked towards a standar-
dised definition for a tiny house as a built home, usually
on wheels under 37 m2 (Mitchell 2014). While the
THOW has become the poster child for the movement,
a closer investigation of people who self-identify as ‘liv-
ing tiny’ and having a tiny house reveals that the prac-
tice of tiny living is not confined to the THOW form
alone. The diverse range of tiny house forms which
come under the umbrella of the tiny house movement
means that in effect, what constitutes a tiny house is
determined by the occupant not by a standardised
definition but is generally a dwelling space that has
tiny dimensions and is under 37 m2. It can include:
shipping containers, transportable/mobile homes,
shed conversions, huts, cabins, yurts, studio trucks, car-
avans and even vans and cars (often referred on social
media using the hashtags #vanlife or #carlife).

Tiny housing is not uncommon and has been a
long-held legitimate practice, particularly in Australia
and it is important to avoid any ambiguity in the use
of the term ‘tiny house’ or ‘tiny house movement’. Con-
tinuing from its origins as a social movement of resist-
ance to housing norms the discussion in this paper
refers directly to the forms and practices of tiny hous-
ing that can be characterised as non-standard and ille-
gitimate. That is to say they are not, as yet, legitimate
forms or housing practices existing interstitially in
the grey areas between legality and illegality. For the
purposes of clarity and as a distinction from legitimate
forms of tiny house and housing practices (such as
accessory dwellings) I have employed an acronym
‘ITH’ whereby ‘I’ represents the raft of terms intersti-
tial, illegitimate or informal (TH tiny house) which
currently includes the THOW, to highlight this

condition of inbetweeness. Needless to say, of all the
types of ITH the THOW is the most prevalent and
readily recognised, and remains central to this discus-
sion in terms of the majority of participant experience,
public perceptions and existing academic research.

Within Australia, advocacy groups are currently
lobbying towards formalising regulations for the
THOW and its possible inclusion as a legal option
for housing stock (“Australian Tiny House Association,”
2018). These hybrid houses are able to eschew building
codes for a habitable building by being comparatively
classed as caravans. However, this classification does
not exclude them from local codes or laws pertaining
to living in caravans that are parked in residential
areas or the construction standards for caravans
(VSB1). Given the relative classification, advocates reject
characterising a THOW as a caravan, maintaining that a
THOW is a house with the aesthetic and animus of a
real home (i.e., a permanent home).

Despite advocacy groups working for inclusion of
the THOW into planning/zoning laws, it and other
forms of the ITHs mentioned above do not conform
to any current building or planning regulations and
certainly not those applying to the main or primary
residence. Dwelling practices in ITHs follow an ethos
of build first: permissions and/or compliance are sec-
ondary and often considered only after the dwelling
has attracted attention from local government. From
this perspective the contemporary tiny house move-
ment with its radically interstitial housing practices,
offers new paradigms for urban planning and theory.

Existing scholarship on tiny houses is limited,
almost entirely based on the phenomenon in the Uni-
ted States and generally focused around the THOW. A
review of the literature identifies that tiny housing is
frequently presented by its proponents as a para-
digm-shifting, anti-capitalist approach able to supply
all that is necessary for happiness and the good life
(Anson 2014; D’Amico 2016; Ford and Gomez-Lanier
2017). These promises, alongside other claims of sim-
plicity, sustainability and freedom, are critiqued by
scholars as manifestations of ‘Thoreauvian rhetoric’,
aspirational framing of what are still very conventional
ideas of property ownership – an economic transaction
in the market place (Anson 2014; D’Amico 2016).
Additionally, this critique argues that, in effect, the
freedom and autonomy associated with tiny houses
can only be appropriated by privilege (Anson 2014;
D’Amico 2016).

In its examination of the academic and public dis-
course surrounding tiny houses in Australia this paper
offers an alternative reading of contemporary tiny hous-
ing as a practice of minor architecture through the pro-
cess of becoming-minor, an in place fertile expression of
resistance to the major model as represented by the
GAD. As such it offers what is potentially a new mor-
phology in informal architectures.
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This research has found that there are practices of
tiny housing that remain hidden or overlooked in
dominant housing discourses. These wider practices
remain under-explored and arguably outside of a tiny
house purview that seeks sanction and legislation.
However, they invite further discussion particularly
in the light of perspectives discussed below in terms
of: becoming-minor; processes of deterritorialisation
and reterritorialisation; and the productive return of
difference. I therefore argue that, understood as a
minor architecture, tiny housing, as it is practised
and self-defined, is much more nuanced than the cur-
rent research expresses.

Methods

The research in this paper has been conducted longi-
tudinally over a period of 28 months and focuses on
the micro-level lived experience involved in nine separ-
ate tiny house case studies. These included five couples,
three families, and a not for profit foundation. The par-
ticipants were contacted on multiple occasions over
time and at various stages of tiny house life. Research
methods are broadly ethnographic and significantly
informed by the concept of ‘cultural poesis’ or the ‘gen-
erativity of emergent things’, whereby everyday and
ordinary things are understood as intensely creative,
laden with unknown effects and potentialities (Stewart
in Denzin and Lincoln 2008, 565). Data has been col-
lected through face to face and phone interviews with
tiny house dwellers, builders and related industry pro-
fessionals (designers, media personnel). It also includes
participant observation in online groups and tiny
house meet-ups and events, along with discourse
analysis of media coverage of the tiny house phenom-
enon. The participants in the research were gathered
through initial contact on social media pages and
snowballing.

Theoretical considerations

The concept of a minor architecture emerges from
Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari’s work on Kafka,
and their concept of minor literature. For Deleuze
and Guattari (1986, 2011), a ‘minor’ is characterised
as having three attributes: it has a high co-efficient of
deterritorialisation; it is intensely political; and it pro-
duces an expressly collective enunciation. A minor (lit-
erature, architecture) does not occur elsewhere or
outside but is always at work on the inside of the
major using all the same elements, albeit in a different
manner. Deleuze and Guattari employ the hyphenated
term becoming-minor to articulate a minor, since all
minors are becomings, in the sense that they resist clo-
sure and always produce movement within the major,
namely a deterritorialisation of forms that have become
fixed (O’Sullivan 2005). Jill Stoner (2012) examines

minor architecture through the ‘language of the mas-
ters’, which she argues divides space into interiors
and exteriors, or zones of inclusion and exclusion. Pro-
ducing its own relative autonomy, the minor seeks to
create ‘new lines of causality and new pathways of
experimentation’ (O’Sullivan 2005). Janet McCaw
(1999, 26) summarises the actions of a minor architec-
ture in this way:

[T]he agenda of a minor architecture is much less
heroic, seeking simply to subvert the privileges
which usually prevail in architecture. Specific owner-
ship and authorship are called into question by the
collective process, the dominance of the visual is chal-
lenged by design decisions based on haptic experience
rather than appearance… The question of what a
minor architecture looks like cannot be answered. It
could take many forms. A minor will be defined, not
by its appearance, but by its ontology.

To utilise the concept of a minor architecture is to
consider the ways in which tiny housing practices pol-
itically take apart the ‘standards of architecture’ or its
signifying representations within the dominant system.
More broadly, it must also examine the implications of
this for taken-for-granted ideologies and frameworks
which inform architectural theory and practice. The
value of such minor perspectives is that they offer a
re-reading of accepted understandings and knowl-
edges. Positioning the tiny house phenomenon as an
action of minor architecture provokes questions
about the spaces it opens up in the dominant and nor-
mative narrative of housing and housing practices in
Australia, alongside broader cultural notions of a safe
haven, a right, and a safe as houses security for the
future. From such perspectives this research considers
the affective qualities of the tiny house phenomenon
and the ways in which it seeks new forms of represen-
tation and new signifying regimes. These are not strat-
egies towards standardising a new model but a
continuous becoming-minor process of invention and
creation.

Tiny houses in Australia

The contemporary THOW expression of tiny house
living emerged in Australia only in recent history. As
the poster child for the movement it is very much in
the moment. Referencing the number of followers on
various dedicated Facebook sites, tiny housing is
often reported by the media as a rapidly growing
phenomenon numbering in the tens of thousands.
While it does seem to be almost ubiquitous online
and in the public media, on the ground the number
of tiny house dwellers in Australia is in fact signifi-
cantly smaller. Even in the US, annual estimates from
advocacy groups such as the Tiny Home Industry
Association of industry sales figures for tiny houses
on wheels – which are ostensibly higher than those of
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DIY builds – also indicate a phenomenon markedly
disproportional to public perception (Schmidt cited
in Sisson 2017). THOW proponents in Australia esti-
mate that there are, at best, 100 tiny houses (on wheels)
that are built or being built and possibly hundreds
more that are flying under the radar (Hughes cited in
Starkey 2017). Over the course of this research my sur-
vey of personal THOW build pages on social media
and THOW builds shared on group sites located
approximately fifty to sixty currently occupied
THOW in Australia. Obviously, this finding is incon-
clusive: it cannot account for the proportion of ITH
dwellers who do not engage with social media and/or
are still building. Even if all anecdotal estimates were
accepted as a real indicator of the size of the ‘move-
ment’ in Australia, it is still infinitesimal (less than
1%) when compared to the number of enthusiasts on
social media. Demographic data collected from
research participants and gathered from the aforemen-
tioned personal build page survey indicates that singles
or couples in their 20s and 30s represent the largest
population of THOW dwellers in Australia. The devel-
oping THOW industry may contribute to widening
these demographics although it should be noted that
given the legal precarity of ITHs, demographic data
remains difficult to track.

Given that there is still no legislation specific to
ITHs, a number of local government areas in Queens-
land, NSW and Western Australia have demonstrated
a willingness to consider such tiny houses as another
option towards increasing housing diversity (Brookes
2018; Jambor n.d.). In 2015, the Tiny House Foun-
dation in partnership with the Gosford Shire Council
(since amalgamated into the Central Coast Council)
in NSW, launched a pilot project on council land to
build four tiny houses for people at risk of or experien-
cing homelessness (“Tiny Homes Foundation,” 2015).
Completed in early 2018, the project set a precedent
as the first DA approved tiny house project for the
homeless in Australia. Still in the early stages of habi-
tation, indications of the project’s success are promis-
ing, however, since the local government merger,
Central Coast Council remains circumspect on the
approval of future projects (participant K 2017). In
2018, through the work of The Tiny Non-Profit, a grass-
roots advocacy organisation concerned with assisting
councils towards the legalisation of the THOW, a col-
laborative Tiny Solutions exhibit was included in Mel-
bourne Knowledge Week, an annual event providing a
forum for new ideas and technologies towards imagin-
ing a better city (“Melbourne KnowledgeWeek,” 2018).
Tiny house open days were held in public spaces across
the city. Each THOW on display catered to different
needs. These included a custom build with accessible
bathroom facilities and a remote-controlled, ceiling to
floor, bed lowering mechanism suitable for aged care;
a larger design with separate living and dining spaces;

and a rustic off-grid cabin model designed specifically
to cater to the tourism sector. These examples demon-
strate that in terms of housing needs a THOW may
fulfil many briefs:

I think I’m the most interested in tiny houses when
people stick to them as an addition to fixed dwelling
in that it’s a small fixed dwelling, so that the housing
in general, being both dwellings, can be more dynamic
and can expand and contract as family expands and
contracts over the years, and that’s what excites me
the most about it. Particularly when it comes to hous-
ing the elderly, I mean we have a big problem of an
ageing population in Australia. It’s pretty well dis-
cussed in academia but not so much in media and
[the] general population and I think the tiny houses
are pretty suitable option: if elderly parents become
dependent then you can still have your base and sort
of modify your living arrangements as needed. (par-
ticipant A 2016)

As participant A points out, a THOW offers a more
flexible and mobile option than the standard accessory
building in the form of a ‘granny flat’ or ‘studio shed’.
The impermanence and mobility of a THOW allows it
to be sold or moved to another site if current needs
change. The tourism industry has also been quick to
adopt tiny houses, usually marketed as off-grid, back-
to-nature experiences or a possible second income
stream as Air BnBs (Barnes 2017). Tiny houses on
wheels, in this respect are, small – spatially, economi-
cally, legislatively (although this remains a grey area);
smart – incorporating sustainable, designs and green
technologies; site-specific – able to fit in small spaces
such as parking spaces and back yards and are flexible
and adaptable to future change. As such, a THOW rep-
resents a temporary and transitional form of housing in
step with the exigencies of contemporary social life. It
must be noted though that the THOW is not the
only form or practice of tiny house living. The growing
industry surrounding the THOW attests to the capacity
of capitalism, as the dominant system, to capture lines
of flight and transform them into new commodified
forms. The alternative material practices of tiny hous-
ing, however, retain deterritorialising processes which
work to negate the signifying representations of the
THOW as the model, or standard for tiny houses.

The origins and timeline of the contemporary ITH
movement, as briefly outlined above, is also destabi-
lised by becoming-minor impulses that reject an author
or architect. As Shafer observes, tiny housing has
always been around, but this research has found that
much of the contemporary tiny housing phenomenon
is far more collaborative, arising within a creative
milieu which encourages non-conventional materials
and approaches such as DIY builds; design sharing
via open source building plans; utilising cross-industry
technological solutions (for example marine and
leisure camping); involvement with intentional com-
munities, and informal economies of trade and barter;
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and connections with community activism and urban
agriculture.

Regardless of its actual size, the ITH movement in
Australia has widely penetrated the public imagination,
growing steadily in its reach and influence since the
first tiny house page, Tiny Houses Australia, launched
in 2013. Testament to the current popularity can be
seen in a recent example of a marketing scam thinly
veiled as a THOW give-away, which exploded on Face-
book – quickly amassing over 120,000 shares and gar-
nering widespread media attention (Foster 2018). The
rapid trajectory in tiny house awareness, from rela-
tively unknown at the beginning of this research,
three years ago, to mainstream status, can arguably
be attributed to the ‘viral transmission’ of internet tech-
nologies networking the large volume of cultural pro-
duction surrounding tiny house concepts, such as
reality TV shows, YouTube channels, websites, blogs
and social media sites (Castells 2015; D’Amico 2016).
However, as this paper argues, there are also becom-
ing-minor processes at work which remain unexplored
and are possibly connected to broader ontological inse-
curities regarding notions of home.

Participants’ stories: resistance, refusal and
flying under the radar

In 2015, the ITH movement in Australia was very
much in its infancy: many people had never heard of
a THOW let alone seen one. Locating research partici-
pants in a fledgling movement was challenging. For
many early-adopters privacy issues and concerns over
the risk of exposure to authorities presented as barriers
to joining the research project. Those who were willing
to share openly about their experience of building and
living tiny quickly became the tiny resource pool for
anyone with an interest in the new phenomenon.
Most of the participants in this research have also par-
ticipated in other research or have been featured in
public and social media. The small size of the available
sample quickly, and not unproblematically, became
well-traversed ground, inscribed by criss-crossed lines
of rhetoric typically associated with tiny housing,
such as housing affordability, sustainability, minimal-
ism and anti-consumption.

From the outset all the participants in this research
indicated that the normative housing narrative is not
one that ‘makes sense’ to them or is even a sustainable
option. For those living in large metropolitan areas,
buying property seemed an outlandish proposition,
one they refused to accept.

We get a lot of attention from hippy sorts and I don’t
really associate with their [ethos]… Like they’re all
“screw the Government” and that sort of thing… I
just want to do it for sustainability. I don’t see how
having multi-million dollar blocks of land, like this

place is worth 1.5 million… how’s that a thing? (par-
ticipant D 2016)

[S]o a couple of years ago the whole tiny house thing
cropped up in the feed and it was like… the penny
really dropped. We thought, “Actually, this could be
it, this could actually get us to where we want to be
and actually be achievable and not based on this sort
of future notion that one day we will earn enough
money [so that] we can get something”. (participant
B 2016)

A THOW is not ‘a new step on/into the housing lad-
der’ since THOWs are not yet capital-creating, nor can
they be utilised as a housing asset. In many ways choos-
ing to live tiny in this way is a deferral of the ladder
itself, with its linear trajectory and its narrative of suc-
cessive steps towards social and financial mobility. In
this project affordability emerges as the prevailing
reason for living tiny, which largely corresponds with
impulses towards freedom and lifestyle choice. Sensi-
tivity towards environmental responsibility and sus-
tainability also overlaps with many of the
affordability discourses, constituting a synergistic
admixture of motivations: ‘We’re not full-blown
greenies but we are interested at having a go at being
sustainable’ (participant E 2016). Most, like participant
S (2016), viewed living tiny as the opportunity to
explore and experiment with sustainability and self-
sufficiency:

The intention was to live tiny and really sort of exper-
iment with self-sufficiency and living off the grid.… I
mean, the way things are going and just looking at the
increase in the average house footprint and the
amount of materials and embodied energy and oper-
ational costs and energy that goes into maintaining
those houses and building those houses, I think it’s
unsustainable and it’s a rethink in the way that we
live. And really, what do we need to be happy? So,
I’m interested in promoting maybe… don’t live in a
THOW… just rethink how much space you need
and then think about the environmental and social
benefits of that.

Over the course of this research it became apparent
that living long term in a tiny house is not ideal or even
desirable. For those living in a THOW, size restrictions
mandated by the maximum height and width require-
ments for loads on trailers, presented challenges. The
addition of a child prompted one couple to move on
to a larger but still small dwelling. For some, the lack
of space to physically spread out or retreat impacted
upon them personally and in their relationships with
each other, requiring negotiations around the ways
they moved through and used the space available.
Other issues included a lack of storage and thus clutter;
insufficient water supply or hot water for showers;
ongoing management of composting toilets and grey
water systems; and the inability to entertain larger
groups. Dealing with these frustrations, or as Anson
(2014, 308) describes it, ‘the sharp corners of tiny
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house living’, were largely treated as opportunities for
growth and creative solutions. As participant M
(2017) discovered while experiencing discontent over
certain issues such as a lack of space, it wasn’t the
house generating the discontent: the issue was with
him trying to live a traditional housing narrative in a
tiny house. He added, ‘just by being here we kind of
want for nothing really – day to day it’s quite suppor-
tive, I think it gives more than it takes’.

Aspirational rhetoric online and in public media
often portrays tiny houses as the new dream home, a
narrative reminiscent of traditional housing ideals of
stability, longevity or the forever home. This rhetoric
is at odds with the lived experience of ITH owners. ‘I
think for most people, especially for us, it is an in-
between house. So, it’s not a forever place’ (participant
E 2017). The temporal and transitional aspects of tiny
house living in these cases operates as a creative and
generative process of holding open the impasse cur-
rently posed by the affordability crisis in relation to
the GAD, utilising non-destructive free-form mobilis-
ations. Holding open the impasse is not merely a mat-
ter of holding space but a gestational process in which
the participants undertake a revaluation of what con-
temporary life has to offer – even slow it down – or,
as Deleuze and Guattari put it, ‘make the language
stutter’.

It’s amazing when you start to explore these concepts
and they start working on you. Like when I was in that
space [Bluestone cottage], I started to realise that we
spend our time in a couple of main areas and that
all that the space between was the distance that we
had to walk – pathways. And I thought, “wow if you
squeeze them all together then you’re going to end
up with not much bigger than the room we’re sitting
in”. (participant M 2016)

For these participants, building and living in a tiny
house created space (if only temporarily) to radically
question consumption and accumulation practices,
re-think notions of property and property ownership,
and take on the challenges of sustainability and eco-
logical responsibilities. The tiny house becomes a
space that re-invigorates imagination, offering new
directions and possibilities. As one participant noted.
‘[Y]ou are so empowered by the whole experience of
creating a home and everything that’s necessary to
live well… there’s a huge freedom and excitement
and power in being able to do that’ (participant V
2017). For these participants and indeed many others
living a tiny life, a tiny house is not altogether a new
model of the dream home in the neo-liberal project,
as critiqued by Anson and D’Amico, it is an experiment
towards dreaming differently.

In an interview, Shafer stated that a tiny house is
‘not just a cute, twee little house’, but is ‘a form of
civil disobedience for me.’ Zoning and building
codes, which he derides as ‘mandatory consumption

laws,’ typically prohibit tiny dwellings. ‘It’s actually ille-
gal to live in a very small house he said’ (in “From the
Home Front,” 2011). Some twenty years after Shafer
built his first THOW the contemporary ITH in form
and practice continues to be illegal and unregulated
in much of the USA. Similarly, in Australia, there is
as yet no specific legislation concerning the building,
or the habitation of a ITH as a primary dwelling,
nor is there a real estate market for tiny houses that
offers any appreciable capital gains. I would argue
that while owning a tiny house ‘free and clear’ pro-
vides a sense of freedom and economic self-determi-
nation for the participants in this study, in this case
home ownership does not conform with or corre-
spond to the normative marketplace nor do ITH
dwellers experience property ownership in the same
way as those in standard housing forms. For ITH
dwellers, home ownership is fraught with legal and
regulatory uncertainty and insecurity. The few land-
mark favourable rulings in terms of living legally in
a contemporary ITH are provisional and case-specific,
yet a growing number continue to build/buy and live
tiny, dwelling in the grey zone between the light of
legality and the dark of eviction and dispossession.
A question, then, remains as to why ITH practices
and grassroots industries continue to grow on the
ground and thrive in the public imagination despite
the precarious landscape in which such tiny housing
exists. In the context of a minor architecture the indi-
vidual stories of each participant are intensely politi-
cal, not fixated on an individual or domestic unit
but connected to the larger social milieu. As one par-
ticipant, J (2017) observes:

Tiny houses tap into a lot of veins of interest in the
general public and so get media and attention. And
people talk about it, more so than the number of
people that it’s a practical option for… it’s tied into
a lot of sort of different drivers in our society in a
lot of ways, in that people are dissatisfied with current
society and disenfranchised with the housing system.
So, it gets a lot of interest.

For these participants, choosing to live by flying
under the radar in the grey areas and interstices of
urban and peri-urban development and legislation is
not a counter project but an internal displacement,
through continuous improvisations with state logics
effecting a spatial politics that opens up the cramped
spaces of life.

My idea is like you were saying, flying under the radar
– cause I’m creatively interpreting the legislature [i.e.,
legislation] that’s out there. (participant H 2016)

I’m in the middle of a paddock with nothing else
around except for a shed. Yes, I’m trying to fly
under the radar.… The law has not caught up with
the tiny houses yet. I think I need to do some more
research though. If I have any issues I will just move
on to a new spot. (Anon, Facebook post, 2017)
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In this respect, flying under the radar also operates
as a practice of illegibility – a quiet refusal to become
legible within State processes of standardisation and
bureaucracy. Illegibility in this sense has been, and
remains, a reliable source for political autonomy and
an in-place line of escape (Scott in Halberstam 2011).
Despite the risk of discovery and dispossession facing
ITH dwellers there is a growing proliferation of ITHs
in urban backyards and semi-rural or rural back blocks.
This is a transgressive, creeping gain that enacts a pol-
itical, micro-level, everyday resistance to accepted
housing norms. Asef Bayat (1997) argues that illegiti-
mate modes of building and housing or informal archi-
tectures represent a ‘common sense approach’ to
individual housing needs that operate as autonomous
zones. Kim Dovey (2013, 87), argues that ‘our under-
standing of the urban and architectural morphology
of informality is relatively undeveloped and often mis-
understood.’ While Dovey interprets informality to be
a ‘mode of production with varying levels of control by
the urban poor’ there are also respective readings of
informality which include a notion of the casual or
spontaneous; the condition of lacking a defined form
and, occurring outside of what is prescribed. Certainly,
in this manner an ITH in form and practice displays
many characteristics of informal architecture. As
Bayet, Dovey and others have argued, informal archi-
tecture and its intersections with formal architecture
raises questions for urban planning and design, par-
ticularly in regard to policy and practice. Arguably
these tiny house practices are producing a different
morphology of informal architecture since they are
not necessarily tied to poverty or minority groups in
the same way as other understandings of informal
architecture. This is to say, they are not limited to par-
ticular minorities: a minor is not a fixed social position
and to construe it as such is a grave error. As Cindi
Katz (1996, 491) points out:

[B]ecoming minor is open to anyone… it entails a
conscious effort to produce a subjectivity that simul-
taneously is “not at home” in a set of theoretical or
other practices and refuses to be so. Thus, it attempts
a political practice of refusal and reworking.

Conclusion

The founder of the future housing task force, Kevin
Doodney, stated in an interview that we all have a pro-
blem in that we ‘buy into a memory of architecture’ but
to solve the issues raised by the crisis in housing afford-
ability and housing needs, ‘we can’t keep going back to
what we’ve always had’ (in Nazor 2016). He believes
that more diversity in housing stock such as that
offered by tiny housing will allow more Australians
to achieve the great Australian dream of home owner-
ship (Nazor 2016). This drive for tiny houses, specifi-
cally the THOW form, to be included as another

housing stock option corresponds with earlier research
which found that the ethos and aspirational promises
of the early movement have been captured by the logics
of capital. However, this research has sought to offer
another reading of the contemporary tiny house
phenomenon, in all its interstitial forms and practices,
as a becoming-minor process of minor architecture.
Further, I suggest that the dynamics of becoming-
minor and in place micro resistances such as flying
under the radar, are instrumental as practices of
minor architecture and, as such, are politically con-
nected to the larger social milieu. By flying under the
radar these tiny house practices act critically upon
the major ‘model’ of the GAD through enactments of
deferral, refusal and illegibility. They produce new nar-
ratives, built upon a different set of knowledges from
those of the dominant system and contribute to a col-
lective enunciation, the invention of a people who are
already present but missing, ‘masked by habitual
modes of representation and commodified productions
of subjectivity’ (Deleuze and Guattari 2011; O’Sullivan
2005). Becoming-minors ‘emerge from the interstices’,
are ‘always on the brink of disappearing’ yet are con-
nected to different aspects of life and are ‘full of trans-
formative potential’ (Katz 1996). While, saving money
and saving the planet, is a central tenet for many who
adopt tiny house living amongst the participants in
this research and in the wider tiny house community,
such motivations and the experience of tiny house liv-
ing are far more nuanced and reflective, experimenting
with ways to re-articulate the dominant discourse of
normative housing in Australia and the neo-liberal
subjectivity that accompanies it.

Urban planning, often viewed as a state apparatus of
rationalisation, generates modes of resistance through
the construction of ‘exclusionary lines’ across city spaces
(Inch et al. 2017; Nicholls and Uitermark 2016; Yiftachel
2009, 2015). The ongoing and expanding informal and
temporary uses of urban spaces, which must now include
ITHs, strongly indicate that re-considerations of policy,
governance and theory are warranted (Dovey 2010; Yif-
tachel and Huxley 2000). Jean Hillier (2007, ) and Mark
Purcell (2013), who have engaged with Deleuze and
Guattari in their approaches to planning theory, both
acknowledge that, given that the corpus of planning the-
ory is grounded on an ontologically defined existence of
being, a becoming-ontology might seem counter-intui-
tive yet could be potentially groundbreaking for planning
futures.

This paper has not sought to develop new theory but
to offer a framework for thinking differently. Becom-
ing-minor is a framework that affects a minor mode
of thinking within the major, which in turn produces
a critical stance towards planning through a refusal
of mastery and processes of standardisation and
opens a way for possible new and different knowledges.
Finally, this paper suggests that such a critical stance,
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which seeks to work alongside and not outside of the
people, should embrace an interdisciplinary process
which includes the creative milieu: private and infor-
mal sectors, and can adopt smaller, site-specific
approaches that are temporary, mobile and/or off-grid.
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