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“If cooperation means anything, its values must be measured in terms of the progress of people. What has been accomplished in this neighborhood is that cooperation has given people the opportunity to accept responsibilities and obligations inherent in homeownership as well as to have confidence in one another…”

- Abraham E. Kazan, 1927 (The first year of the Amalgamated Cooperatives).
An Introduction:
I grew up in a community. My building was “our building,” which was “Building #2” in Park Reservoir Housing—an extension of Amalgamated housing—which is shared among neighbors. Not just next-door neighbors, but upstairs, downstairs, laundry room, adjacent building, cooperator-event neighbors. And though my family had their own apartment, given how thin the walls are, even that was shared to an extent. As cooperators, we congregate for clothing and food drives, for musical performances and holiday festivals, for presidential inaugurations. We vote and voice concerns for our buildings and community issues; for, any building issue is a community issue. But why is this so?  What caused all these factors? And more remarkably, what has sustained them to make Amalgamated Park Reservoir the longest standing limited equity housing co-op in the United States?  It’s that last component that carries the most weight: any building issue is a community issue. This may be a common notion among the residents of AmPark, but it is also very apparent in the foundations—and laws—that initially made the cooperatives possible. I will be exploring these questions and others to discern factors that correlate to success in affordable housing. Yet I will begin with some analysis of the current status of affordable housing in New York, historical context, background to the co-op success story that I am most familiar with—one I believe should serve as a model for affordable housing projects to follow. 
II. Setting the Stage
First I must set the scope of this paper. While it analyzes an issue that plagues the nation and offers insight into factors that affect housing nationally, it is primarily limited to the study of housing in New York City. It is also limited in that, while I will make some comparisons to public (NYCHA) housing, the development, constraints, and conditions of the projects can become another thesis entirely. This is not a comprehensive assessment of any one factor that has led to success or failure in individual affordable housing, or of greater expansion efforts and policy. Instead, I aim to illustrate a general picture of the pertinent factors that play various roles in creating and sustaining affordable housing. And through a specific example of a success story, Amalgamated/Park Reservoir co-op (my main case study for solutions), and interviews with housing advocates, I hope to offer suggestions as to why housing stays affordable, why it doesn’t, and what can be done to create more quality, transparent, affordable housing. 
The Bigger Picture: the Bronx and the Ongoing New York City Housing Crisis
New York City has a housing crisis. It may not be apparent to some, to those who already have found adequate housing, or even to those who only look at the term “housing crisis” with regards to the homeless—because that too doesn’t provide a complete picture. Indeed, there are approximately 40,000 people in our shelter system, not including the thousands more who are street dwelling
, but what is equally troubling is that since 1997, 100,000 apartments, at least one-tenth of the city’s regulated stock, has been deregulated
. Housing is becoming increasingly less accessible to those who need it most. In the span of six years (from 2005 to 2011) the city’s median rent for private housing has increased from $900 per month to $1,176
 with 29% of non-Section 8 tenants and nearly half of low-income renters (those who make below $34,000 for a family of three) spending more than half of their income on rent.
 Additionally, as of 2008, the vacancy rate for apartments is under a mere 3%.
 It is clear that New York has a housing availability and affordability problem. The only way to make progress in this fundamental cause is through housing expansion that is sustainable on both physical (structural) and purpose (retaining a transparent standard of affordability) fronts. And the only way for such expansion to occur is for affordable housing, as determined by a standard that reflects those who need it most, to assume a strong position on the broader legal and public policy agendas. 
As of 1991, 40% of all renters lived in shelter poverty
 according to Michael Stone’s standard—a more transparent standard of judging affordability that considers other factors such as non-shelter costs and household size in determining whether an inhabitant’s quality of life is suffering in their efforts to pay rent. This is a departure from conventional standards of determining whether someone is in shelter poverty, which are mainly focused on a fixed percentage of income that goes towards shelter. Or more simplistically, to determine a reasonable rent for low-income families, the Bureau of Labor Services would subtract the appropriate figure for minimum level non-shelter expenditures from their disposable income, with the difference being the maximum amount that the household can afford for rent without falling into shelter poverty. However, not only can the terms “appropriate figure” and “minimum level” be ambiguous as they vary for each household, but most of the data used in this standard comes from the US Census Bureau, which uses gross income—tenants’ money before taxes.
 Thus, the current scale is misleading, as it results in rents looking like a smaller portion of a tenant’s income than it actually is. Yet, of all of New York’s boroughs, poverty, and urban despair is no more prevalent than it is in the Bronx. 
The Bronx
About his beloved Bronx, Marshall Berman once wrote:

Then in the early 1970s the disintegration began to spread at a spectacular pace, devouring house after house and block after block, displacing thousands of people like some inexorable plague. Those were the years when the Bronx finally made it into the media, as a symbol of every disaster that could happen to a city. 'The Bronx Is Burning!' resonated all over the world.
 
Much of what Berman is referring to are latter effects of the developments of Robert Moses and falls into the current dilapidated perceptions of the Bronx that many hold. Through the Cross Bronx Expressway, Moses displaced thousands of Bronxites along East Tremont. And many of the buildings that he developed were of low quality—some being six stories and without elevators, even with those that contained high senior populations.
 The Bronx has suffered much turmoil since, as I will illustrate later. Yet, the Bronx that Abraham Kazan saw was different.
Kazan chose the Bronx, the Van Cortlandt Village area of Kingsbridge Heights, as his muse for the “the largest of labor housing initiatives.”
 He loved the scenery, the natural aspect of the location and its proximity to Van Cortlandt Park. In fact, he found nature to be so important that he made a point to retain 50% of the land for non-residential purposed during the Amalgamated’s development, so residents would have nice views from their homes. These small, but important, considerations affect the quality of life of residents and contribute to their staying power in the co-op. I will go more in depth in these factors in a later section. But it is worthy to note that where the co-op is situated is not representative of your average Bronx neighborhood, visually or economically. 
Although the Bronx is the poorest county in New York State
, and home to the poorest district (the South Bronx or 18th district) with 38% of its residents living in poverty
, it is also home to one of the most affluent neighborhoods in the state—Riverdale, which boasts a median household income of over $90,000. 
 In fact, a look at the Furman Center’s database only reaffirms this stark divide in affluence in the Bronx, especially in this northwest section. Between the boundary of Kingsbridge/Riverdale and Kingsbridge/Mosholou, the former lies within the database’s lowest poverty bracket of 2.23%-8.87% (though a good portion of that measurement is inflated by Riverdale’s incomes) and the latter has the highest poverty bracket of 34.65% - 41.29%
. Van Cortlandt Village is situated in working/lower-class Kingsbridge Heights between affluent Riverdale, and other lower-class neighborhoods Marble Hill and Norwood with projects nearby in Marble Hill and other parts of Kingsbridge. Van Cortlandt Village has a median household income of roughly $43,000
, which is higher than its neighboring areas, but is still about $7,000 below the start of the statewide middle-class income range.
 The uniqueness of the neighborhood that Abraham Kazan fell in love with is important. Van Cortlandt Village, like Riverdale, which is very close in proximity, is green and suburban; however, it is not an upper-class neighborhood. The nearby Mosholous, Norwoods, Fordhams, Marble Hills, and, notably, other sections of Kingsbridge Heights, with their projects and substantially lower household income, higher poverty rate, and significantly less scenic appearance to them are also close by. The end result is co-op in which residents of the Amalgamated
 enjoy a below average Kingsbridge Heights rent
 with Riverdale quality and a suburban view. It becomes a neighborhood that stands out, but is not insulated, from the poorest urban county in the nation.
 
These factors are significant. The Amalgamated, according to Kazan’s vision of quality housing, needed to be built in an area where affordable housing would be in demand, yet it also needed to be an area in which people would want to live, raise their children, and spend time outside with their cooperators –thus developing a sense of community. The area couldn’t be too urban or too wealthy. Eighty-five years ago, Van Cortlandt Village was a leafy, lower-middle class suburb and it remains that way today. Meanwhile, the neighboring areas have virtually remained the same or have only gotten poorer. The co-op is frequently described as a “gem” by its residents, and it’s clear why: we’re lucky. We live in the poorest county and pay as much as many of its poorest residents to live on one of its highest-quality residencies. 

III. The Origins of Affordable Housing and its Relationship to the Present Day

“The working class are not considered to be rich in the quality of self-trust, or mutual trust. The business habit is not thought to be their forte. The art of creating a large concern, and governing all its complications, is not usually supposed to belong to them.”
- George Jacob Holyoake, Self-Help By the People
Despite this sentiment in the mid 19th century, Rochdale and the Amalgamated proved that the working class, though advocacy and commitment to purpose, can do something through business (a housing corporation) that addresses a larger concern (lack of quality affordable housing). When discussing the origins of affordable housing there is an overarching historical component, and there is a practical component –with some overlap between the two. The origins of affordable housing in the broader historical context relates to the English Rochdale cooperatives that served as a model for the Amalgamated and many other American co-ops. The practical component relates to the origins of an affordable housing effort, such as the laws and agreements that make an initiative come to fruition. 

The Rochdale Cooperatives had such an influence on cooperative housing in America that they are mentioned as a part of the Amalgamated/Park Reservoir’s mission statement as a standard, which the coops still aspire to live up to. The packet still includes several principles from the Rochdale Co-ops including: democratic membership and control (one member, one vote), the value of education (there has been an education department since Amalgamated’s inception), cooperation, and concern for the community and working for its betterment.
 Additionally, having co-op stores and a tenancy who are willing to protest for fair labor conditions within and outside of the co-op are traditions that have passed down from England to the Bronx. 
This is a testament to Rochdale’s lasting impact. 
According to a revised version of the Rochdale principles: “A cooperative is an autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to meet their common economic social and cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly-owned and democratically-controlled enterprise
.” Much as the Limited Dividend Act of 1926 sparked success for the Amalgamated, in 1844 several acts and works contributed to the creation of the Rochdale Cooperatives in England and the co-ops that we have today. The first was The Joint Stock Act, which established the modern stock corporation, British National Bank and currency, and was key to the birth of modern corporate capitalism. Secondly, the writings of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels began an association through the Communist Manifesto and other pieces that contributed greatly to working class activism. Third, 28 people formed the Rochdale Equitable Pioneers Society which started out as a humble store and eventually grew to serve millions of people and, along with social reformer, Robert Owen spearheaded the affordable housing movement in England. Owen was a writer, educator and workers’ rights advocate who initiated reforms for factory workers. With the help of an investment from industrialist William Allen, he created his first affordable housing project or “community experiment.”
 The community required the support of a philanthropist (like Allen and Owen), the means to make the poor self-supporting, and co-op stores that would give back to the community.
 In 1830 those affected by Owen’s message formed the Rochdale Friendly Cooperative Society, then in 1844 Owen worked with the Rochdale Equitable Pioneers, one of those vital co-op store organizations needed for his “community experiments”, and shortly after left to America to discuss colonies. The foundation for sustainable co-ops was complete. Labor activist Robert Owen’s work with the Rochdale Equitable Pioneers and Community Society to advocate for affordable cooperative housing nearly mirrors Kazan and the members of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union who channeled their organized advocacy for fair wages into support for the cause of affordable housing. Organized, grassroots movements are the backbone of change in affordable housing policy. 
The Narrow Picture: Abraham Kazan and The Amalgamated as a Model for Affordable Housing Projects And Quality in Housing
Kazan’s first housing projects built with the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union (ACWU), was Amalgamated Housing, which went up in the Bronx in 1927.  In 1930, the Amalgamated Dwellings project was constructed on the Lower East Side (which would have a different fate then the Amalgamated, but I will address that later).  Over forty years later, Kazan along with the United Housing Federation (UHF) built his final, most vast… project, co-op city
 

 Incredibly, only three housing cooperatives survived the Depression—one of them being the Amalgamated.
 Many attribute this to Kazan’s fiscally savvy nature, which was more prominent than ever during the Depression. Kazan made necessary changes during this tumultuous time for the Amalgamated, which helped the co-op feel less of the blow than much of the rest of the city. In order to keep the co-op afloat and have it retain its purpose, during the Depression Kazan, allowed for a limited amount residents from higher income brackets to be admitted to the Amalgamated, who, under regular circumstances, would not have been allowed into the co-op. Additionally, cuts had to be made to the quality of life of the cooperators, including a reduction of communal activities which were a staple of the co-op and frequently put him at odds with cooperators during stockholders meetings.
 Yet these were the proper, pragmatic solutions and the residents were both involved and, while some protested early on, ultimately understood the sacrifice of austerity for the purpose of sustainability.  As Amalgamated scholar Emma Jacobs argues:

Kazan knew at all times that not everyone interested in the Amalgamated was interested in cooperation, but his desire to keep the projects themselves viable led him to take advantage of all available opportunities to forward his cooperative vision. An integral part of that, for Kazan, meant restoring confidence in the financial viability of cooperatives. Here again, Kazan’s choices seem to have made the most sense for his tenants. The Amalgamated Housing was a monument to the strength of Kazan and his fellow-organizers’ idealism, but as importantly, to their practical commitment to providing a workable housing alternative.

Amalgamated/Park Reservoir is a success story in affordable housing because of its longevity. But what does longevity really mean? Is it simply that the building remains standing? For the purpose of this paper, that is not a sufficient criterion. A success story is a co-op that has not only physically endured the test of time, but has also retained its original purpose: to provide affordable, quality housing.  For the majority of this paper, affordability relates to how much of one’s income goes to their rent, specifically among those who fall within or below the city’s median income. It also entails how the rent fluctuates and is stabilized based on the household size of the residents and putting certain caps on how much the rent can be raised. Quality is a more ambiguous term and is largely comparative. Even within the projects there can be disparities in quality. For the sake of this paper, quality refers to the value that the tenant is receiving in exchange for their monthly payment. How much of the daily living needs of a resident or a family are met by their apartment complex, e.g.: utilities, repairs, security, services for children, services for seniors, the upkeep of the building and surrounding area, etc.  Yes, the terms “affordable” and “quality” are subjective ones, but I will qualify them in greater detail later on. 

AmPark is a co-op in name, and in practice. Much of its existence was made possible by the Limited Dividend Housing Companies Act of 1927, and the leadership of Abraham Kazan and the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union. But before I delve into those key contributing factors, I want to explain what Amalgamated/Park Reservoir is –and what it isn’t. Amalgamated/Park Reservoir Cooperatives is a rental co-op. Residents cannot own their apartment; they buy stock in the Co-op and become shareholders. Through legal agreement, residents become immediately immersed in the interests of the greater community that they are a part of and financially obligated to. If one wasn’t already enamored with the sense of community upon deciding to live in Amalgamated/Park Reservoir this agreement, the default involvement in the co-op, and lack of profit-centered options such as reselling one’s apartment, almost ensures that one will gain a substantive involvement in the community as well if they wish to remain living there. The legal notion of greater community involvement is significant to the Amalgamated Park Reservoir’s success as well as that of any longstanding affordable housing unit. But the sentimental aspect is equally important.
The Element of Community  
As I left my building one afternoon, I bumped into my neighbor on the long walkway to the street. She said that she had forgot to buy bread at the supermarket, so I told her I’d get it for her, as I was on my way to the strip of local stores anyway. When I got back, I saw a couple of young kids playing chess with one of the older residents outside the lobby area while a cat was perched on his shoulder, watching the entire scene. Elderly women, an eclectic mix of immigrants, sat on a bench in the background, taking on this spring day, sharing co-op news and recent happenings, with their heavy, distinctive accents one-by-one popping into the conversation and serving as a backdrop to my entrance. As I returned to the lobby, my next-door neighbor was leaving; we exchanged our daily handshake and “What’s up, boss?”…chillin’?” before continuing in our opposite directions. This was a normal day. It could be any day, really. This is what I come home to. 

The idea of community is embedded into the structure of a co-op. They are “collectively owned by shareholders/members joined in a corporation”
—that arrangement is inherently communal. When the Amalgamated Co-ops (coops as they were affectionately called) were first being constructed, Kazan aimed to do just that: create the foundations for cooperation. He carried out this vision in every aspect of the cooperative’s development, starting with the location. The founders chose Van Cortlandt Village, in the Kingsbridge Heights area of the Bronx because it was a rural area that wouldn’t compete with the surrounding projects, and it was near Van Cortlandt Park, which provided an escape from the rest of the borough. Kazan was very involved in every aspect of the construction of the Amalgamated. He was adamant, as many co-op developers were during this time period, in preserving 50% of the land for greenery and non-residential purposes in order to keep some of the land’s natural appearance and requiring that no window should directly look into a neighbor’s window. He wanted every cooperative to have a window that overlooks this scenery. He insisted on including common spaces like the long walkways that I met my neighbor on; he demanded that there be courtyards in the first few buildings. Kazan wanted cooperators to inevitably interact as they enter and exit their residences.   

My daily experiences are a microcosm of the interactions via architecture that the Amalgamated founders envisioned in fostering a sense of community. The courtyards along with the pseudo-Tudor style of the buildings were also an indication of the type of image Kazan desired for the coops. He felt that it was important for them to have style—and above all, quality. Low to middle income-housing units need not mean uncomfortable, unaccommodating, and visually unappealing living spaces; these units were not going to be even vaguely reminiscent of the tenements. Another aspect that makes this community possible and sustainable is the services, utilities, and stores that are built into the Amalgamated/Park Reservoir’s design. 

Since the co-op’s inception, the Amalgamated has always included utilities in the monthly rent and community staples in its layout. In each building there were laundry rooms, servicemen, and a service/security office was placed in one of the buildings and made accessible to all co-operatives. A credit union, nursery, and community center were incorporated into the original design of the coops as well with schools, supermarkets, and bodegas to follow. Within walking distance there was a maintenance crew to keep the appearance and functionality of the apartments and buildings up to par, a place to do food shopping, deposit money, enroll one’s child in school—and a security team to survey the entire neighborhood. Also, the Amalgamated is a NORC (Naturally Occurring Retirement Community) and has a large elderly population, like many of old Jewish residents in the buildings that Moses built. Yet, unlike Moses’ projects, the co-op makes many accommodations for seniors such as ramps, elevators, and benches near greenery help to give the elderly residents, too, a high quality of living. Kazan and the Amalgamated’s founders created a community infrastructure based on the basic needs of families that was also destined to serve the long term needs of its residents and for residents to come. 

Why do I go into such great detail regarding the planning and construction of the housing? Why do I share these anecdotes on my community? I do so simply because both are essential and frequently overlooked in the development of housing in urban areas. It is this attention to detail, the land chosen, the amount used for environmental preservation, the layout of the building, the layout of the community, the deep planning into how the spaces will be used by residents, that contributes to the benefit of those who live there. These foundations preserve the quality aspect of quality affordable housing. It is important to note that all of these components that Kazan championed came from an altruistic, not profit-based, perspective, centered towards benefiting the residents above all other parties involved. These efforts are also easier to accomplish through a communal and unionized effort, which I will expound upon in a later section.  And when the affordable aspect of affordable housing is also preserved, the co-op will retain popularity among its targeted working-class to middle-class group. Given the three to seven year waitlist for an apartment in Amalgamated/Park Reservoir that I am currently on, it is as popular as ever. So why the stories? Because they are part of the proof of success. The notion that the ideas of a co-op’s founders went from a vacant space to thoughtfully crafted, yet lifeless, blueprints, to the construction of brand new empty cooperatives, to a neighborhood that 85 years later continues to fulfill that group’s aspirations for membership and interaction, displays success. I will attempt to describe the affordability of housing through statistics. I aim to list tangible factors that contribute to the quality of one’s residence. But I cannot quantify community. That factor—and probably the strongest contributor to success in affordable housing—can only be proven by the people who compose it. That sense of community still lives in the Amalgamated, as it did during its initial stages of development. And the tradition of community coupled with advocacy demonstrated by the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union continues in organizations like Community Voices Heard which adamantly fights for the causes Kazan, a product of the tenements, and the original Amalgamated tenants fought to achieve decades ago: affordability, fair living conditions, and tenants rights and place in policymaking. The major difference between Kazan’s time period and our present generation lies in the growing divide between those grassroot voices and administrations that will respond by creating effective housing policies. Nonetheless, the impact of community, both as a product and driving force of affordable housing, cannot be minimized. 
Community, location, diversity, and sustained purpose are the hallmarks of this model for affordable housing. One of the primary purposes of my work is to examine these factors and their influence on a successful affordable housing project. 
III. Methodology
The evidence in my work will take the form success stories in affordable housing expansion. How that success is qualified is significant to the purpose of my thesis. Is it in the amount of families who gain residence to the complexes who actually “deserve” to live there? How does one qualify “deserve”? Is it in median income? Family size? Additionally, the longevity of the affordable housing can be seen as more tangible results. If a complex of buildings have remained fixed in its purpose as affordable homes and did not get torn down or privatized, it can be seen as a success.

The initial contracts that form the affordable housing, whether subsidized by the government or not, are vital to the project’s success. For my work, longevity and retention of its purpose as “affordable housing” are the key indicators of a successful effort in expansion. Therefore, it is crucial that the contract be strong enough to safeguard against abuses of the buildings for other, more affluent, residents and those who wish to privatize them.

The purpose of my research has a broad scope, so I chose not to narrow my research too much on the development of individual buildings. Additionally, I needed to consult sources from across the academic spectrum, so I could analyze housing from different perspectives. I consulted and publications books on housing from its origins, to its effects on poverty, and its architectural background, as well as sources more specific to the Amalgamated an oral history of Abraham Kazan, a thesis on the co-ops by Columbia Student Emma Jacobs, and several articles taken from the Amalgamated’s publications through the years. 
There are several ideological issues that I encountered in the process of developing my ideas on urban affordable housing. The main conceptual problem that I’ve had to solve lies in the notion of: how can I bridge the gap between analyzing the circumstances that were beneficial to the creation of quality affordable housing and practically affecting its expansion? The ideal answer to this problem is that my work is only a piece of the puzzle; it aims to identify the conditions for success and failure, and may give suggestions, but it can only have an impact when it is used by those who desire, and have the means, to further the cause.

The main theoretical problem that I have to solve is: can one ever ascertain the circumstances for success in affordable housing with confidence? There are so many factors that may lead to each individual success or failure, that it is possible to miss or downplay some of these factors, such as legislation with frameworks to preserve affordability that may benefit some initiatives but have little to no effect on others. It is also entirely possible to confuse causation with correlation, such as creating a political environment ripe for successful affordable housing policy generally, but still having measures within that that, in themselves, do not directly benefit individual projects. Therefore, since I am basing the arguments of my thesis on these observations, it is imperative that I make clear from the outset that this is not an all-encompassing evaluation of the circumstances that lead to successful affordable housing initiatives. I aim to identify important elements that are inherent to the affordable housing issue (e.g., the people, poverty, management, policy) and different factors that affect the success of initiative (politics, legislation, agreements) and describe their interplay. 
The main practical problems that I have to solve lie in gathering enough research to constitute a good sample size for basing judgments on the success or failure of affordable housing efforts. That is why I searched for a well-rounded, instead of specialized, point of view of the history, laws, finances, construction processes, etc., of affordable housing to identify good practices which will serve as the foundation of efforts for future successful expansion. Through the interviews, books, articles, and historical studies I hope to strike a balance between subjective assessments of this issue and unbiased information, such as historical context and statistics on different aspects of the state of housing in the city. I want to hear opinions, but not to such a great extent that I won’t be able to objectively analyze the facts concerning affordable housing developments over the past eight or nine decades and develop my own angle on how progress can be made.
I chose to build my thesis around the Amalgamated/Park Reservoir because it is a proven success story in affordable housing and I have many valuable resources at my disposal. And through my research, it is my hope that this thesis will, not only serve as a valuable piece of literature to the residents of my community, but that it will take the form of a history of significant successes and failures in affordable housing overall. I hope that my analysis of the policies and circumstances that preempted the longevity or destruction of housing efforts will stimulate productive discourse any advocate, legislator, or citizen could benefit from in their advocacy for this all-important cause.  

IV. Relevant Literature
Literature on affordable housing has covered into many facets of its existence. One can choose to focus on the historical progression of affordable housing on a global level and how the motivations of its creators have evolved. Comparative analysis between different forms of affordable housing and privatized housing can yield valuable contributions to the overall housing spectrum of a region and to analysis of the moving behavior of populations. And tapping into the political ties of affordable housing in socialism and welfare can be thesis of its own. Yet, while all of these cross-sections on affordable housing provide significant pieces in answering the overarching questions of the housing problem that I will explore, my area of research is much narrower. 

Many of the questions that my work poses are broad (e.g.: what contributes to sustaining quality, affordable housing; how can more be developed? What defines success in affordable housing?), but I will look for answer though a limited scope: the expansion affordable housing in American urban areas, most specifically New York. A significant portion of my research will come from literature, and my personal experience, regarding a longstanding success story in affordable housing Amalgamated/Park Reservoir. The co-op’s primary founder, Abraham Kazan, is also one of the most influential figures in affordable housing in New York City. His essay “Cooperative Housing in the United States,”
 is a valuable source to my research; for it gives his personal positions on the status affordable housing in 1937 which serve as an item for juxtaposition to the obstacles affordable housing faces currently. This local look at Kazan and Bronx co-ops compliments “Utopia, the Bronx” which examines Co-op City, a later Bronx project of Kazan, as well as the most significant research done on the Amalgamated Houses, “Amalgamated Housing to First Houses: Redefining Home in America”, by Emma Jacobs, which takes an in depth look at the development of the Amalgamated from the ground up and its implications on the working-class’ conception of finding a home in America.
 The rest of my research examines affordable housing in urban America using the aforementioned historical lens—but with a much narrower scope. These authors look towards history to explain currents trends in affordable housing. Some works, like Tony Schuman’s “Labor Housing in New York City,”
 give analysis on housing, the workforce, and organizing leaders that is specifically geared towards the cooperative housing movement that Kazan was a part of in New York City. But I will also refer to broader looks at housing development and its direct impacts on present urban American public policy, as displayed in Charles L. Edson’s “Affordable Housing—An Intimate History”, and Gerald W. Sazma’s “Lessons From the History of Affordable Housing Cooperatives In America.”
 Additionally, I will explore the financial, policy, and budgetary elements of affordable housing. The factors are vital to pragmatic applications for the ambitions of Kazan and other local housing movement leaders.

Many of the scholars I will refer to in my research have looked at the historical progression of affordable housing in America (with some ties to Great Britain as well). They have compared past movements to present ones, and analyzed affordable housing that has been successful. All of these aspects are important to my work and I aim to expound upon these components as well. The focus of their research is primarily what has worked, what hasn’t, and why. Yet, that is only 75% of my objective in writing my thesis. For, these scholars may have differing views, and levels of interest, on the quality and affordability of affordable housing that defines the project as a success story. Therefore, the final aspect is ascertaining some standard (albeit, a portion of it will be subjective) for visible success in affordable housing initiatives during a given period of time and the methods to recreate this success during efforts of expansion. These sources, while they aim to fulfill their own individual goals, as an aggregate, provide valuable answers towards my search for this vital formula.

Abraham Kazan, The Amalgamated, and the Cooperative Housing Movements in New York

Much of the content and aims of the following sources I have covered in my introduction, but I want to compare some of their key points and mention why I find their themes important to further literature on affordable housing. Several pieces of the literature reviewed exhibit an intimate history, specifically geared towards the Amalgamated and its affiliates. Regarding cooperative movements and their relationship to New York, one of the factors I will be considering is whether one has a greater influence on the other or if it is a symbiotic relationship. 

Jacob’s work and Kazan’s essay complement each other nicely and are important discussions on the Amalgamated. Kazan’s essay is significant, not only in content, but in status. It is a primary source from the early years of the coops development. He discusses the methods that he felt are effective and how they flourished in the Amalgamated as well as the extremes of capitalism that can act as a hindrance
. Jacobs’ thesis also touches upon these historical developments from a different perspective—one in the 21st century looking back at the progress made. Additionally, she addresses social issues such as the American dream and how housing units like the Amalgamated may be reinventing it.
 This crucial question—how does public opinion impact the success of an affordable housing initiative—is very relevant to aims of my thesis. 

Frazier’s work, starting from an oxymoron-like title of “Utopia, the Bronx”, displays the still evident community, built on affordable housing, of one of Kazan’s later successes—co-op city
. This is a significant point towards proving the argument that Kazan’s methods were no fluke. Schuman’s work largely focuses on the legislation that affected urban renewal in New York: The Limited Dividend, Mitchell-Lama, National Housing Acts, etc. Yet he also addresses a significant element of the Amalgamated’s success: the marriage between this urban planning, community development and architecture. He discusses Kazan’s work in spearheading the Amalgamated with the equally important work of Architect Herman Jessor
.  Though his writing, Schuman addresses the notion of constructing a working-class housing complex with an emphasis on preserving a natural and aesthetically pleasing environment, which is one of the most underrated aspects of creating affordable housing, and is a contributor to its quality. 

Development of Affordable Housing Reform in America: The Impact of the Government and Public Policy on Affordable Housing Initiatives and Their Relationship with Grassroots Cooperative Movements

There is also a macro element of my research, which analyzes the state of urban housing in America through the lens of a historical account of affordable housing as a whole. In “Lessons from the History of Affordable Housing Cooperatives in the United States” Sazama focuses on civic organizations, supply side, and tax expenditure policy, which are components of the funding of most existing affordable housing.
 He also discusses different forms of affordable housing arrangements. Policy questions are presented regarding the best way to administrate current affordable housing units and the best way to make progress in expanding affordable housing. Legislation has a great impact on the strength of housing movements, but they must work in accordance with the civic leaders. The quote that I referred to in the introduction of my thesis actually comes from a bi-partisan congressional housing commission.
 As good as it is for sentiments of government to match the needs of residents, only reforms in practice can yield tangible results. Sazama expresses clear acknowledgement of the Limited Dividend Housing Companies Act of 1927’s impact on housing, which was passed by New York Governor Al Smith and supported the development of all types of affordable housing and was the first legitimate government program available for the cooperatives.  He identifies thirteen cooperatives that were built under the Act in NYC including the Amalgamated, which was spearheaded by the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union under the leadership of Abraham Kazan.
 

It is important to note that not all scholars feel that New York State efforts to expand affordable housing were successful in their aims or well intentioned. The passage of the Mitchell-Lama law in 1955 was a significant step in housing reform, proposing to create affordable housing through tax abatements for developers and give low-income families moderate interest loans to help them secure housing and stay in urban areas.
 However, the components of this act still needed funding to go into effect. The New York State Housing Financing Agency was tasked with funding affordable housing efforts. However, the priorities of agencies do not necessarily coincide, or effectively promote the aims of the public policy—aims to which they are supposedly tied. Public Productivity and Management Review Contributor Timothy Hedley claims that the HFA fit into this category. Hedley argues that the HFA did not fulfill its purpose because “the agency was reluctant to finance projects that would necessitate significant risk, although they may have a greater political effect”
. Under the HFA, financial considerations overtook broader policy aims. As a result, the affordable housing movement suffered a setback and the government needed to create new financial agencies that would be further policy goals in areas where the HFA was being ineffective. Ideological cohesiveness is vital to success in affordable housing expansion, especially for efforts that extend farther than just one neighborhood. 
While literature on the Amalgamated, like that of Kazan and Jacobs, is proof that some government assistance combined with a passionate civilian movement can facilitate an environment for sustainable, affordable housing, Hedley’s article is proof that statewide efforts have more pieces in play. And these initiatives entail that each of these components from the governor, to the legislators, to the agencies, to the owners, are willing to execute the legislation with matching intentions—having public policy, above all other considerations, as the driving force.

Whereas Sazama takes a general historical look at the progression of affordable housing, in “Affordable Housing—An Intimate History”, Edson, being a part of an ABA publication, takes a more political, legal approach in relaying developments. He draws greater attention to the national government’s role in promoting public housing policies, which, as stated in the previous article, were frequently a result of grassroots efforts and local legislation. Edson references the efforts of the executive branch to use federal policy to impact housing practices at a lower level. He cites the Kennedy Administration’s housing policies as an example of this notion. Through Kennedy’s Below Market Interest Rate Initiative (BMIR), the nation would shift towards a reliance on the private sector. Government agencies would purchase loans at low rates to limited- dividend sponsors, which would be passed on by the developers to the tenants through reduced rents.
 This source is relevant towards my analysis of the roles of the private and public sector in affordable housing. The article also is unique from others in that it discusses the demographics of tenants, which will apply to my sections on the Amalgamated and its shift from a homogenous, Jewish community to one of the most diverse in the city.

Zoning and property also has a significant impact on affordable housing. Without decent land appropriations via government or from private efforts, affordable housing cannot exist. According John Nolan of Pace Faculty Publications, an amendment in the zoning ordinances can have a hugely positive impact on some regional affordable housing efforts—even to a greater extent than national programs. Citing the Mount Laurel court case in New Jersey, which allowed for such reorganizing, local New Jersey governments were able to rezone land at higher densities to produce thirty percent more affordable housing units than decades of federal subsidy programs had previously provided.
 Nolan asserts, “When land is rezoned to permit higher density for residential uses, developers realize more profit on their development.”
 They are arguing that population density and increasing the amount of residential space on a given plot of land incentivizes, and therefore, expands, affordable housing. This is an important perspective to my research since Abraham Kazan was of nearly the opposite opinion when constructing the Amalgamated. Reviewing this literature adds several integral questions to the discussion on affordable housing development: should affordable housing be dense or scenic and suburban? Is one almost always more likely to lead to success or is it dependent on the area and population? Should we focus more of our efforts on incentivizing affordable housing or attacking the broader policy issue of working class Americans deserving quality housing at a low rent? Naturally, all of these questions are tied to economic considerations. 

Economic and Budgetary Factors: Subsidies, Buyouts, and Privatization

The allocation of money via local, state, or federal budget has significant implications on the success of affordable housing. As the real estate cliché goes: “location, location, location”—and the affordable housing market is no exception. Federal, buyouts, and privatization are all intertwined in housing policy. When an owner thinks that they can make more money doing one option or the other, or through strategic switches between the three, frequently they will do so. As a result, when land gets more popular, or real estate values increase, so does the temptation to privatize. As Fordham Urban Law Journal’s John Sweet and David Hack argue:

The impact of the right to invoke the buyout provision will vary greatly based on

a project's location. In many areas, where the housing market may not yield great returns from a deregulated project, the owner will want to keep the subsidy and accept the

governmental regulation. In other areas, giving up governmental aid would be a small price to pay compared with the profits to be made by converting a rental project into a cooperative or condominium.

Owners, like agencies, are mostly profit centered. As a result, owners are constantly weighing the pros and cons of turning units into condos versus accepting the government subsidy as dictated by housing market on their land. In the balance lies the hopeful affordable housing initiative—with overall public policy implications being of little influence to the process. 


One way of assuring that the greater intention public housing policy stays prevalent is through government enforcement. John Witten, writing for Boston College’s Environmental Law Review discusses how The Massachusetts government, though its Comprehensive Permit Statute “requires that no less than ten percent of the housing stock within every city and town be subsidized with or by a federal or state subsidy.”
 Legislation like this gives affordable housing efforts teeth. While ten percent is not anything close to a majority, it keeps some form of affordable housing as a staple in municipalities. It may only be a start, but more states in America should they adopt similar legislation if they wish to see tangible results. However, as always with legislation and enforcement, it is not perfect. Witten describes the incidence of applicants for affordable projects not having low-income housing objectives and, given the quantity and legal complexity of the applications, the state is not always effective in weeding out the disingenuous ones. More importantly, the law bars cities and localities from doing so.
  It is in these occurrences where the presence and expansion of Community Land Trusts (CLT), which involves owners, residents of the housing, and residents of the surrounding community in jointly making property decisions, may improve the aims of legislation. Additionally, there are occasions where a community just cannot build the amount of affordable housing required by such a law due budgetary constraints. Citing the small town of Jamesville, Massachusetts, which is struggling to build schools, libraries, and wastewater treatment plants let alone new housing complexes,
Witten considers the following integral question: what should the state legislature’s role be in approving the construction of affordable housing? Since each district in a state has different needs this is a vital discussion; however, it is important to note that including the state legislature in these decisions, especially as a blanket policy, invites the political ambitions of the state legislature as well. 

Redefining Affordability

One of the most important factors in affordable housing expansion is how affordable housing itself is defined. And this definition is interrelated to how many working-class people cannot find a place to live because of housing costs. To bring more transparency to the latter, Michael Stone has advocated for a standard of ‘shelter poverty” which takes into account the non-shelter expenses that different types of families encounter in addition to their monthly rent to arrive at a more transparent sense of what a low income tenant can spend on rent.
 Stone’s model is also more realistic in that looks at the income of the tenants after taxes, as opposed to before taxes, which is how the Bureau of Labor Services frequently judges incomes from the census.
 A compliment to Stones work is found in CCNY Professor Tom Water’s and Victor Bach’s Publication from the Community Service Society which advocates for transparency in not only affordable housing standards such as redefining area median income to not include wealthy districts like Westchester which can inflate affordable rent standards, but also to advocate for transparency in affordable housing agreements. These agreements with developers are what truly preserve affordable housing. Waters and Bach advocate for more permanent affordable housing agreements instead of tax abatements with an expiration date of 30 years, which always includes the inherent possibility of another group of units lost to privatization.

Theoretical Component 

The theoretical component of law and public policy is crucial towards understand how genuine reform in housing would get on the agenda and take the form of law. John Kingdon analyzes how policy gets on the political agenda through focusing events and policy windows.
 Focusing events are moments that push a policy to the forefront of a legislative agenda whereas it would usually have to wait to become a part of the problem, political, or policy stream, each of which can be insufficient on its own
. For example, a congressman may view the housing statistics that I have mentioned and see it as a problem (part of the problem stream) that he can attach legislation to; however, if this problem comes across the legislature at a time that is not politically expedient (political stream) – like during election time—or if there is another policy that have assumed top priority—such as stop and frisk in today’s policy debates—affordable housing will be placed towards the end of the docket. That is why a focusing event, a visible event that demonstrates the crises or some significant inspires the populous and the legislature may prove necessary to get housing one the agenda. But the key question remains with regards to housing: can such an event be manufactured or must we wait for it?
The Local Component:

In addition to researching works on affordable housing from macro level, I will be including essays and articles written by members of my cooperative—the Amalgamated-Park Reservoir. I will review the aforementioned academic works of the “godfather of affordable housing” Abraham Kazan (“Cooperative Housing in the United States”) as well as editorials written by cooperators and published in the coop newspaper. Two of the cooperator’s works that I have chosen to review present a unique fist hand perspective of the politics of affordable housing on a micro-scale—the managing, budgetary, tenant centered aspects of housing—community aspects which are just as important to the sustainability of quality affordable housing as the initial state and local policies which created them. Cooperator Jay Hauben’s essay assesses how the current coop measures up to the aspirations of the founders of the Amalgamated Park Reservoir. While Amalgamated is still clearly a success story and can serve as model for future housing projects, his concerns about the sharp rent increases and decrease in tenant advocacy and role in governing—all aspects vital to the Amalgamated’s inception are causes for concern for the future of the co-op.
 Cooperator Herman Leibman’s piece echoes some of these concerns as they started to become prevalent, decades before Hauben wrote his essay, and places a great onus on co-operators to increase their participation in the coop in order for it to benefit the aggregate interests of the tenants.

Concluding Thoughts on the Literature Reviewed
I find it important to have different cutouts on this issue of affordable housing to generate a better picture of the overall puzzle. Zooming in and out on different historical and regional levels helps me analyze my personal experiences with one success story of affordable housing within a broader context. Relating the Amalgamated to other examples of affordable housing initiatives, and their overall historical development, is fundamental to my goal of ascertaining the sustainable elements that can create new, quality affordable homes in America. 

V. Reasons behind the Sustainability and Fallibility of Affordable Housing and Methods for Expansion & an Overview of the Barriers to Housing in NYC
Why Affordability Matters
Affordable housing is vital to American society—specifically quality affordable housing. Social issues have roots in one’s home. Crime, education, poverty, self and societal perceptions all can be adversely or positively affected by housing.  Indeed, as Rene Jahiel asserts:

“The spread of homelessness and growing awareness of the plight of the homeless have led to a deeper understanding of the threshold of importance that housing affordability can have…The homeless [not merely the houseless] are especially subject to victimization and crime; they are all, but adolescents especially, “at a high risk for sexual abuse, gang violence, rape, early pregnancy, venereal disease, and recruitment into prostitution, criminal activities, or a drug and alcohol culture.”
 
It is evident to many, including myself that “decent housing is an indispensable building block of quality neighborhoods, and thus are indispensable to the quality of community life.” 
 And the security patrolling the neighborhood, the aesthetically pleasing gardens and lobbies, and the diverse cultures and professions that serve as neighbors and teachers to me, support this notion. It is unfortunate that such a universal issue, one that people of all backgrounds and ideologies can benefit from, has become a political issue in our society. But I will address the impact of politics on affordable housing in a later section; first, I want to outline the questions that will determine scope of my study. 

 My study aims to address several policy questions in affordable housing: What were the conditions under which affordable housing flourished and how can those conditions be recreated? What were the conditions under which affordable housing struggled? What was the impact of the legislation that has been passed regarding housing reform and how should the current legislation be modified? How do the complexes that privatized compare to the affordable housing that hasn’t? Why are some affordable housing arrangements set up with a buyout clause? Is that effective or detrimental to the purpose of affordable housing? The goal of my thesis is to contribute thoughtful analysis to the answers of these questions, not offer absolute solutions. I want my research to provide useful guidelines to those who are already in the field of affordable housing and those who have the funds to expand the cause even further.  

These questions and their answers apply to urban planners and activists (i.e. University Neighborhood Housing Program, UNHP) who are intent on changing the quality and landscape of affordable housing. One of the objectives of my thesis is to provide new ideas for pragmatic development based on the co-op structure to which I have been most exposed. Also, this research would apply to unions, since unions were the driving force in the creation of Amalgamated Park Reservoir—even unions that had initially nothing to do with housing, such as the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Unions and the Amalgamated Credit Union. More funds should be allocated towards public housing through federal subsidies. Additionally, there should be more laws like the Limited-Dividend Act and Mitchell-Lama bill that would give incentives to developers to create affordable housing through tax abatements. However, many of these current laws, like the ones affecting my co-op, have expiration dates of typically twenty-year agreements. Once the original agreement expires the co-ops always run the risk of losing their unique and important status of affordable housing to privatization. These agreements should be made longer, or have incentives to prolong them upon the signing of the initial contract. Another option is to have no expiration date all together and have a binding contract between private developers and the government that can only be repealed by another law or by writing a new contract. 
Affordable housing is a multifaceted issue. Its progress relies on an array of cooperative efforts between federal, state, and local legislation, the grassroots organizers, and the community of tenants. Low-income housing has also has reached an undeniably high level of necessity, as former Comptroller, and current mayoral candidate, Bill Thompson’s report “Affordable No More” illustrates. Thompson’s report claims that 50% of New York families (NY families had a mean income of $31,000 in 2004) pay more than 27% of their income on housing.
 Even more shocking is the disparity in vacancy rates between high end and low-end rentals. Rentals priced at $500 to $699 per month, and $700 to $799 per month had vacancy rates of 1.6% and 2.6% respectively. In comparison, units renting for over $1,750 had vacancy rates of nearly 10%.
 It is clear, in New York City, the lack affordable housing disproportionally affects those who are looking for an apartment and are financially constrained to lower-income housing. So, if New York has such a severe affordable housing shortage, what exactly is standing in the way of meaningful expansion? According to Tom Waters, a housing advocate, housing policy analyst at the Community Service Society of New York, and professor of Political Science at CCNY, the term “affordability” is actually part of the problem.

Defining Affordability
According to many standards, affordable housing is expanding just fine. Especially when city officials throw around the term “affordable” so liberally. Affordability is frequently defined in the city under a variety of criteria. A few of the most popular barometers are: below market rate, 33% of annual income, or below the area median income (AMI). All of these standards need to be revised to bring transparency to the term “affordability.” “Below market rate” is not a transparent measure of affordability when the market rate in parts of Manhattan can cost residents thousands of dollars a month, while lower-income tenants fight increases on their $700 rental. Regarding area median income, Professor Waters suggests the practice be revised to be implemented in areas where median incomes are low to moderate in order to better serve the working public. After all, in its current form, AMI can represent residents with median incomes that are upper-middle class, but are still below the median income of their neighborhood. He also argues that replacing the standard of one-third of a tenant’s annual salary going towards rent with one-fourth of monthly income will serve as a better test for affordability.
 
Since Thompson’s study, things have only gotten worse. Vacancy rates remain practically stagnant at a mere 3%, with the city's rent regulated stock continuing to go on the decline. 
According to Waters’ latest publication with the Community Service Society, 61% percent of the city’s low-income renter households paid at least half of their income in rent in 2011, compared to 46 percent in 1999. 
 During the same time span, the amount of owner controlled housing sock went up by nearly 5,000 units amassing 1,500,000 in total, while the city's rent stabilized (approximately 1,000,000 units) and rent controlled (less than 100,000, having lost nearly 1,500,000 units since 1960) units continued on the decline. Ideally, this trend would be counterbalanced by a large amount of public and subsidized housing, but that too has not increased significantly since 1999—less so than owner controlled housing which it trails in overall units by nearly 1,000,000.
 The data on this graph is disconcerting when compared to the data on the graph to its left, which displays evolution of the city’s population since 1970—every income demographic has increased.
 There are more poor, more near-poor, more middle-income, and more high-income than there was four decades ago. More people are becoming too poor for housing as more people as becoming rich enough for luxury housing and what is deemed to working class, affordable housing. What are some methods to fix such a disparity between housing need and housing supply? Some advocate for developing with this population demographic phenomenon in mind when developing new housing—through cross-subsidies. 

Kenneth G. Wray, Executive Director of CATCH (Community Assisted Tenant Controlled Housing), a non-profit organization that works to transform distressed buildings across New York City into decent, affordable, resident-controlled housing by putting them under the control of neighborhood based “mutual housing association” (MHA) and mayor of Sleepy Hollow, NY has argued that privatization is not always a bad thing and government subsidies, while wholly helpful, are not always necessary. Wray asserts that co-ops like the Amalgamated are proof that private housing can continue to be affordable –as long as they have some sort of strong legislative framework (such as the Mitchell-Lama law and Limited Dividend Act). These constraints are important, however, because co-ops such as Amalgamated Dwellings, another Kazan enterprise that not have such affordability based tax abatements, used their private status to charge at market rate. Wray also argues that cross-subsidies among diverse incomes such as those in a co-op that he has facilitated at 1028 Bushwick have helped to fund quality housing when such necessary legislative frameworks are not in place.
 In this residence higher earners pay approximately $1000 per month, with the lower earners, mostly elderly, paying around $200 per month. Wray adamantly asserts that the building would not be financially solvent were it not for the revenue obtained through the mixed income arrangement of the building.  
Another viable solution to affordable housing that Wray promotes is in the form of Community Land Trusts (CLTs). 
CLTs create a framework for sustained affordability by dividing the ownership of the land and the housing. The land is acquired by non-profit corporation with the intent of keeping the land for the long term. The land is then leased out for private use in which the leaseholder may own the building with resale restrictions —thus creating an arrangement in which the housing can be permanently affordable.
 It is clear why advocates like Wray are such big fans of CLTs. For, ultimately, control of the CLT is then divided among the tenant/leaseholder representatives, neighborhood representatives, and experts and community leaders, thus creating a system of checks and balances that takes into account the interests of all parties involved and make it difficult for resident to flip or sell their homes.
  
The current standards for affordability all have the inherent capability to be manipulated by politicians and housing officials in a fashion that does not represent those who are most in need of affordable housing. If affordability is defined as rentals that serve upper-middle class residents, it will not be viewed as the severe problem that it truly has become. And if the definition continues to be used in such an ambiguous manner towards the public, New York City residents will be getting a false impression of the efforts and intentions of their representatives. Until the standards of affordability are narrowly tailored to fit the financial constraints of low-income residents, affordable housing initiatives will not make a meaningful difference in New York’s affordable housing crisis. 
VI. The Political Element
Can Low-Income Housing Ever Be Politically Savvy? Affordable Housing as Public Policy


There certainly is some degree of responsibility at every level of government to create affordable housing, although non-NYCHA housing falls primarily into the state’s jurisdiction. But if there is one notion about politicians that transcends party lines, it’s that they only do things when they need to be done—or when they are politically expedient. Politicians are opportunists and the success, or even chance for introduction, of many public policy measures lies in a window of opportunity. As John Kingdon articulates, this window “is an opportunity for advocates to push their pet solutions or to push attention to their special problems.”
 Basically, according to Kingdon, politicians are not bold; they play it safe. Elected officials do not promote the causes that they are most passionate about when they feel the issue is most deserving of recognition, or because they feel genuinely obligated to their constituents; they wait only until it is politically apropos to advance their “pet solutions.” These solutions have a permanent fixture in the legislator’s pocket only waiting to leap out at the best-fit problem that has the sufficient political clout. “Special problems” are wielded in a similar fashion by legislators, kept largely concealed until a shift in political landscape, such as changing to an administration that would be concerned with the issue the legislator has been wishing to promote.

There are two main factors that can open this “policy window.” One is the problem stream, which relating to affordable housing, could, ideally, gain public concern and political attention if it contained severe rent hikes, increased poverty rates, and exposing the convoluted way in which affordability is calculated. The other process is the “political stream.” The political stream pertains to swings in public opinion, partisan ideology, and administration changes.
 For example, liberal administrations have been historically more favorable to affordable housing than conservative ones, so housing policy can, theoretically, be affected positively through the political stream if an election shifts the nation, state, or locality in a liberal direction. But as ideologies shift over the years and representatives in both parties becomes more polarized, support for meaningful affordable housing reform from elected officials becomes more difficult to realize. 

According to Kingdon, public policy is composed of the following processes: (1) agenda setting, (2) specification of alternatives from which a choice is to be made, (3) a choice among the alternatives through a legislative vote or presidential order, and (4) the implementation of the decision.
  The hardest step for affordable housing legislation is step one—getting on the agenda amidst all the other issues that already occupy the nation or state’s crowded docket. Part of this dilemma is due to the fact that there are diverging definitions of affordability, and quality, as previously illustrated, and the disparity in this definition allows for disagreement on exactly how much of a pressing issue the lack of quality, affordable housing is. If the definition of affordability actually reflected what is affordable by the working class, it may become more of an imminent concern, thus getting the necessary attention by lawmakers to be a part of the agenda. Once on the agenda, the policy can only be effective if the definition of affordability that reflects lower-working-class incomes is retained throughout every subsequent step in the policy making process. If that definition is altered at any phase it risks becoming a law or policy that is not transparent and does not serve its purported community. Such is the criticism of many “affordable” housing units in areas of Manhattan that are below market rate, when the market rate is $2,000 a month, and by that standard the units are no longer affordable to the demographic that is most in need of housing.

The Integral Role of Organized Advocacy and Examples of Effective Legislation 


 Even when politicians do get something done—such as passing the 1867 Tenement House Act, which was supposed to impose standards for tenements, including fire escapes and a water closet per twenty tenants, enforcement of those laws can be inefficient. As Richard Plunz asserts, “city officials, hampered both by an unwieldy and overlapping city bureaucracy and resistance from property-owners, found it difficult to enforce the legislation.”
 The fickle nature of politicians, and all of the barriers and interest groups that they encounter, emphasizes the importance of unions, tenants, and advocates in advancing affordable housing policy, even if that means, on some occasions, taking expansion efforts into their own hands. However, it is important to note that while Kazan and the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union were vital in promoting affordable housing in New York City, and many invested their own time and capital into its success, their efforts were largely enabled by two major pieces of state legislation: the Limited Dividend Housing Companies Act of 1926 and the Limited Profit Housing Companies Act of 1955. 
Under the Limited Dividend Housing Companies Act, thirteen co-ops were created across New York City, including the Amalgamated.
 The Act encouraged the development of affordable housing through granting municipalities eminent domain for corporations, which would acquire land (such as the AHC, the Amalgamated Housing Corporation) to build moderate-income housing. The limited dividend housing, in return, would receive a 20-year tax exception from municipal real estate taxes.
 

The Limited Profit Housing Companies (which includes Park Reservoir) is also frequently referred to as limited-equity or Mitchell Lama housing—named after State Senator McNeil Mitchell and State Assemblyman Alfred Lama who proposed the bill. The Act encourages the building of moderate and low-income housing through deferring up to 95% of the cost of the project to the state. The housing company would then pay the cost off at low interest rates—financed by the sale of state bonds—which facilitate the low rents that are passed on to the tenant. The law also provides that the housing companies receive 40%-100% tax abatements from the city, but could only collect a maximum profit of 6% on dividends. Additionally, many of the projects were built on federally subsidized land, which reduced the cost of development to the owner.
 

Both of these acts were essential in facilitating the passions of affordable housing advocates. While the expansion of affordable housing since the passage of these acts has been unsatisfactory, and the need for such housing has only increased, these laws set an important foundation for affordable housing development in New York, without which, the state would most likely have an even greater housing crisis. The legislation is also proof that effective policy on affordable housing can get through the legislature. But given the frequently unambitious nature of Congress—how did it happen? A possible reason why the NY state legislature was able to pass these significant housing laws was timing. Both of the laws were passed nearly one decade after a World War was fought. After the wars decent shelter was short in supply and there was minimal efforts for new developments due to a lack of construction materials and labor. As a result, many veterans who were returning home and expanding their families did not have adequate housing.
 Additionally, landlords were primarily in control during this time period, taking advantage of the housing shortage and stagnant development by increasing rents knowing that most tenants would have to pay the raised rent with the prospects of finding new housing being bleak.
 Thus, since landlords were not going to ease their policies, and legislators, many of whom receive contributions from the landlord lobby were not effectively addressing housing shortages up to this point, the combination of the current housing shortage, the returning veterans, and lack of initiatives for development created a focusing event, a policy window that put housing higher on the priority list—a “push” (as Kingdon would refer to it) was given to this specific issue because of circumstances greater than party politics. As it stands the current housing crisis is still waiting for its shove onto the agenda. 
Thoughts on Partisanship and New York State Politics
The affordability crisis in New York has only worsened in the past decade. Many of the current obstacles to creating more affordable housing stem from issues, which have plagued New York for years and have only worsened with time. Partisan politics has remained one of these constants. Part of the problem with agenda setting is that it is inherently party-platform driven. The policies that get on the agenda frequently need to comport with at least one of the major party’s political platforms.  When it comes to the New York State legislature, housing is usually on the agenda, but not major housing reform. These two policies are distinct. Both parties have been proven to be very pro-development—in a revenue sense, not an altruistic sense as in development for the public good – therefore most present housing initiatives in New York, while they deserve acknowledgement, they are separate from the type of affordable housing expansion that this thesis is concerned with. This paper is concerned with the expansion of affordable housing as it pertains to housing that is created to address the shortage of available apartments for those who are of lower-income status and are in need of housing – not housing that is created for profit.  New York has a history of watering down good housing policies to the point that when they are put in practice, they have little teeth. And this trend has only continued in recent years. 
New York’s political landscape is convoluted. While the state is renown as a perennial democratic bloc during national elections, its statewide composition is more complex. The New York State Assembly is primarily democratic; however, the Senate, as of 2010 has a Republican majority (arguably due to gerrymandering)
, and even within the Democratic Party there is a division between the Democratic base and the Independent Democrats who have formed a coalition that frequently sides with the Republicans real estate development issues.
 How are these factions, partisan divides and campaign platforms, relevant to affordable housing efforts?  More factions signify more disparate ideologies that need to be brought to the table and focused around the very specific issue of affordable housing for those who cannot find such housing. Yet when certain factions represent parties whose housing efforts entail wanting expand luxury housing with a small price of creating affordable housing (frequently only 20% within a NYCHA project) the diverse spectrum suddenly tends to weigh in the favor of development and profitability. This is due in part to the lack of meaningful campaign finance reform, at both the state and local level, as the landlord lobby has a strong presence in New York. But it is also due to the longstanding policies promoting and, incentivizing through tax cuts, homeownership by our government. The recent mortgage crisis has only intensified the need for reform on how the government views housing. As the Realignment Project argues: 

This fundamental flaw in the housing market should make us rethink the current U.S policy of supporting housing prices and home-ownership as a mechanism for democratizing wealth. Rather, public policy should be based on the goal of ensuring that people are housed affordably and comfortably in ways that bolster other objectives (sustainable development, labor mobility, infrastructure development, etc.).

Hopefully the politicians will heed such advice, if not for their constituents, at least for their re-electability. 
A Capitalist Argument for a Socialist Idea
Abraham Kazan and many of the members of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union and Credit Union were Socialists. They believed in a strong working class that should not be subject to living in tenements because of their lower-income professions. They organized and fought for quality, affordable housing for workers, many of who were members of unions, and the success of their efforts manifested in the first building being built in 1927 with expansions to soon follow. The apartments were relatively spacious, and the buildings had beautiful Tudor-style designs and courtyards, but these buildings were symbols of quality, not luxury. One could never buy his own apartment and resell it at a higher market value; they would rent it and take stock in the corporation that was the Amalgamated itself. A resident could not rent more than they would need; the number of rooms one could rent was based on the size of their family. Living in the Amalgamated initially required working in the Amalgamated. Early residents used to take shifts working in the community store. While presently working in the Amalgamated is not required, volunteering is strongly advocated, especially among new residents who have yet to familiarize themselves with the community. For, most of the Amalgamated's history, volunteerism, nurseries and playgroups for kids, and Credit Unions, community centers, stores, and events have been a staple of the co-op. Sharing whether it be time or resources is a staple of the co-op. And these concepts of sharing, volunteering, and participating in activities which better the community as much, if not more, than it benefits the individual are tenets of socialism. This notion is significant given our political climate.
Tenancy was never a part of the American dream
-- at least the ownership aspect of the dream. But a person joins the Amalgamated to be a part of a community, one that is family oriented, usually to reside there for a good portion of their life. A person does not join the Amalgamated for capital gain or to display wealth, if one wanted to join for these purposes Amalgamated is set up in such a manner that it would almost always prevent the individual from doing so. For some politicians who have leverage in determining the funds that are allocated to affordable housing, the concept of housing without capital gain may not comport with their ideologies on housing, and, therefore, won’t garner their support or at least a high priority. America has a capitalist economic system. And in our current political climate mentions of socialism, or welfare, is quickly scrutinized especially among conservative elected officials. Even the largely capitalist health care bill initiated by President Obama in 2009, which arguably created more competition among insurance companies, caused the ire of the right through cries of socialism. As representative Louie Gohmert of Texas exclaimed, “"How much more socialist can you get than a government telling everybody what they can do, what they can't do, how they can live…Individual liberty is gone as soon as this bill is held constitutional."
 Measures calling for its repeal still persist today, as the House has voted to repeal it for the 40th time.
 However, much of the stigma of socialism is based on paranoia – that when any element of socialism is practiced it threatens our American form of government. In reality, they can be perfectly compatible. The Amalgamated may have been founded by socialists, and the idea of contributing to and buying into a community as opposed to just buying and selling property may be a socialist idea, but it’s all based on an American value: the working class is the backbone of the country. They are arguable the strongest political group (as a bloc not with regards to financial contribution), work in government, manufacturing, and administrative jobs that help keep the country functioning efficiently. They are the voting bloc that nearly all politicians seeking gear their focus towards during their campaigns. And Kazan supported the American dream too. He wanted working-class people to live in a tight knit community where neighbors would be familiar with each other, and parents could raise their children, and play in backyards or parks—except instead of homes, he envisioned co-ops. And he wanted these co-ops to be affordable and of good quality. If America is a place where, ideally, people of all walks of life and economic backgrounds can pursue the American dream, and if capitalism is an economic system that advocates specialization and niches, then there is nothing unpatriotic about supporting the Amalgamated – and any politics that may have extra funding and prioritization these forms of housing is baseless. For, while there are niches of people who wish to live lavishly, and niches of people who are middle-class but see themselves ascending the income ladder and wish to make a profit off selling their apartment one day, there’s also a group of people who wish to live moderately, join a community, raise a family, and have no interest in making a profit off their home. Additionally, many people may actually view living in affordable housing as a capitalist investment in that by saving money on their monthly rent they can use their savings for other areas of living such as transportation and even sending their children to college. This group of people has as much a place in our capitalist system as the first two—and an equal right to quality. 
VII. What the Founders Would Think of the Amalgamated and Why it Matters
“It was offered to us to demonstrate that, through cooperative efforts, we can better the lot of our co-workers. We have [been] given the privilege to show that where all personal gain and benefit is eliminated, greater good can be accomplished for the benefit of all. It remains for the members of our Cooperative Community to exert their efforts to run this cooperative and make it more useful, and more interesting, for all who live in these apartments. Our members have to remember that unless we create a community embracing the cooperative movement, this enterprise of ours, successful as it may be, will eventually lose its value.”
 – Abraham Kazan
The founders of the Amalgamated had one, vital goal: to provide affordable, quality housing for low-income families. Co-op advocate Abraham Kazan steadfastly believed that the working class was just as entitled to courtyards, greenery, and quality, as those of higher incomes and they should not have to pay substantial portions of their already moderate income to receive these benefits. Amalgamated’s commitment to quality is tied to its commitment to community. A strong sense of community among the tenants is important for the Amalgamated and other co-ops, not only because it creates a positive, family oriented atmosphere geared towards making residents a permanent fixture in the community, it is necessary in promoting an organized interest—one that supports the initial purpose of the co-op. A strong community continues the unionized spirit—among the leadership and the tenants—that brought the co-op to fruition and has sustained it for over half a century after its inception. However, as the Amalgamated remains a staple among housing co-ops in New York, it has also moved in directions that threaten the very roots upon which the co-op was founded. 
Has Amalgamated sustained its purpose as laid out by its founders, or is it just a comparatively affordable housing complex resting on a prestige that it may no longer fully embody? Is the latter acceptable? A success story is never done. And there are different levels of success in housing, which depend on if its creators and active residents wish to merely fulfill rubrics for success or surpass them. Addressing these questions of identity and purpose are crucial to longstanding affordable housing units’ ability to continue to effectively provide housing for the lower-middle-income residents that they purport to serve. So why does the evaluation of Amalgamated’s commitment to purpose over the years matter? Because if a success story of affordable housing can encounter management and affordability issues, so can housing initiative that has yet to come to fruition. 
...
"Shut up and take your affordable housing!" E--- exclaims from his seat during a community meeting. Now, he does not truly feel this way; he is referring to an attitude that is growing among older cooperatives: that those on Amalgamated’s board seem to have lost touch with the co-op's fundamental aims. They feel that the board members want residents to stop complaining and let them run the co-op how they please as long as the rents are kept comparatively affordable—after all (in the board’s mind) that should be enough to keep cooperators satisfied, right? As a former member of the Amalgamated brass himself, E--- has become disheartened with the entire political process at the co-op. He feels that there has been an increasing divide over the years between the cooperators and the leadership, which is eating away at the communal fabric that made the co-op such a unique model for affordable housing. And E--- is not alone in this sentiment; he is part of a greater trend among the members of one of New York’s oldest, most successful co-ops, who, in the face of dissatisfaction with the direction of the Amalgamated, find themselves at a crossroads between accepting acceptability and advocating for exceptionality— between becoming complacent in their prized status as a resident of an affordable home in a city where there is such a great shortage and fighting for the principles, beyond any measure of relatively affordable monthly rent, that they remember the co-op originally stood for. Those who choose the latter are integral to the process of keeping housing affordable to the residents it is designed to serve. 
A Co-op Advocate’s Take on How the New Amalgamated Stacks Up to Its Previous Generations 
Amalgamated and co-op historian, Jay Hauben is a member of this latter group. He identifies three current developments in the Amalgamated that counter the wishes of the founders: (1) the rapid rent increase, (2) a reduction in the democratic structure of the co-op, (3) lack of expansion.
 Factors one and two may be correlated, as strong community involvement was historically what kept Amalgamated true to the reasonably priced, quality housing model it represented. The third factor could also be possibly connected to the other two, but it addresses my broader interests regarding the difficulty of expanding affordable housing—in this case even from a platform of already established affordable housing.
Hauben stressed the tenacity of the early tenants to keep Amalgamated as affordable as possible. It took 20 years after its inception in 1927 for the price per room to finally increase from $11 to $12 in 1947.
 Over the past six years the rent has gone up nearly $200 for most Amalgamated residents, for many in Park Reservoir it has risen closer to $300. The period of no rent increase during that 20-year span came during a time of high cooperative involvement. During that time there was a co-op store, with co-op employees, a co-op bus, and a co-op library. Presently, the cooperative does not have these solutions to everyday needs.
 Additionally, there was a stronger democratic process during this era in the co-op’s history.
The Amalgamated has historically prided itself in being a truly democratic cooperative that stays true to the notion of “one cooperator, one vote,” yet during the 1960s, when the Amalgamated started to see a lower turnout at community meetings and elections, it changed its policy to allow for mail-in ballots or “proxy”—as if the ballots were being counted somewhere else than across the street. Many, including Hauben, criticize this decision because it allowed for people to not only have the opportunity to manipulate the vote (for, who knows who is actually filling the ballot within a resident’s apartment), but now they have less of a reason to be personally invested in the political process of the community.
 And as community resources have dwindled over the years, the remaining community forums are vital towards the community retaining the political clout that it previously possessed. 
Even when residents do participate in the political process of the co-op, their choices—and voices—are limited. Regarding representation, it has been the trend over the past couple of years for there to be three openings in the board and three candidates, many of whom previous committee or board members, to fill them. The lack of competition and new voices among people who represent a diverse community such as the Amalgamated dissuades many from participating in the organizational component all together. Another part of the democratic process is the Amalgamated’s newsletter. Its publication frequency and title have changed on several occasions over the years, but one constant used to be, if a cooperator submitted a letter, it got published. Recently, that practice has changed; only selected letters, many from older, frequent contributors will make publication. And occasionally pieces of one submission will even be truncated or censored. 
In isolation, any of these occurrences may not seem threatening to a co-op. And it should not be overlooked that there still is much onus on the cooperators to participate in the political process—both for succeeding in whatever personal cause they promote and in bolstering community’s power. But it is apparent that the aggregate effect of the decrease in essential services provided by the co-op, the lack of choice within representation, the accruing distance between the representation and cooperators, and restrictions on the free exchange of opinions within the co-op’s forums has dampened the community’s voice and hurt its relationship with the rest of the co-op structure as a whole. 
How the Co-op’s Past Leaders Dealt With Community and Democracy
Dissatisfaction with this political influence is evident in those active residents such as E--- and other members who attend co-op policy events and feel that the attention to quality of life services, and concerns that were addressed thoroughly through various programs and committees in years prior, are now left into the hands of a few board members. But how have leaders within the co-op previously responded to such issues concerning community and the democratic process of the co-op? There are two components inherent to these issues: the involvement of the community and the extent to which the will of the community is respected. Yet, the first must be present for the other to occur; the community’s voice cannot be heard if they are not present. Kazan and Amalgamated’s Educational Director during the 1960s, Herman Leibman addressed these issues.
After experiencing the horrific conditions of the tenements first hand, Kazan was dedicated to improving landlord-tenant relations. He maintained, “crowded, and congested areas have been gradually formed” under the premise that the health of the resident was secondary to profit.
 Kazan believed that the cooperator had a vital role in affordable housing. But he believed the onus falls on the creators of the housing to provide a role for the tenants in its framework. This is evidenced in his pointed criticism of many other affordable housing attempts following the Limited Dividend Act. He argues that limited dividend companies have largely failed in displaying to their tenants their broader policy efforts in improving housing standards and in promoting a closer relationship between occupants of the development.
 While the “speculative landlord” has been replaced in such developments, Kazan claims that most limited dividend housing companies have “failed to teach their tenants the idea of self-help and the possibility of mutually building a better and finer community to the advantage of those who live there.”
 These are the standards the current community activists wish the Amalgamated to return to once again. 
Liebman, like Kazan, believed that the community plays a vital role in the success of affordable housing but, potentially because he was closer to the Amalgamated community on a daily basis, was much more critical of any lack of effort on the part of cooperators to be a part of greater Amalgamated community. He believed that the tenants are accountable for finding and utilizing their role in the political process within their housing development. As Educational Director of the Amalgamated, Liebman had a stake in community participation in the organizational process, especially among younger members who have the opportunity to pass strong cooperative support to their future families, should they decide to stay in the co-op. 
The lack of co-op participation escalated during an election for various board members in late 1960, the “massive stay at home”
 as he refers to it, which elected members without a quorum. This election poses challenges to the co-op’s democratic process on two fronts: board members were elected without a representative community presence, making it appear as an undemocratic election, which means that the new members may not feel an impetus to represent the majority interests of the community. However, the community chose not to participate, so they are the main reason that the electoral process, effectiveness of the representatives aside, was undemocratic to begin with. Leibman concedes some community distaste may be the result of certain fallacies by the leadership, who can be concerned more with economic factors than social ones.
However, he chooses to focus his efforts on community involvement around reshaping the community’s behavior—not the framework in which the community resides. 
While Liebman makes some meaningful suggestions such as giving women a stronger voice in the co-ops political forums, and changing the month of the meetings to May or June instead of the end of the year
, he mainly chooses the route of penalizing cooperators, with the hope of displaying how severe an issue lack of community participation is towards maintaining political strength within Amalgamated’s organizational structure. He criticizes the youth for their overall lack of dedication and capacity to be compassionate about working for a better world through co-op advocacy. He even entertains imposing a $5.00 fine on absentee cooperators
. While incorporating some previously underrepresented community members in the political process and making efforts to accommodate the cooperator’s schedules are admirable, bashing other groups of community members and tying cost to participation, in any manner, is counterproductive to both the aims of reinvigorating sense of community and sustaining affordable housing. 
While the Amalgamated is still comparatively affordable, rents have been increasing over the past several years at a rapid rate. Since 2006 monthly rent for the average two-bedroom apartment has nearly increased by $300. 
 Many tenants have been complaining about how funds are allocated to maintenance fees and repairs. Kazan was described as “a tight-fisted as an administrator, insistent on signing every check that left the office himself and bent on cutting costs in his housing projects.”
 There is no longer a strong, involved charismatic leader like Abraham Kazan overseeing Amalgamated’s operations. After all, much like the political sphere, there are factions within the co-op, different boards with different interests, and no one with the time, or involvement, to single handedly cut waste in spending like Kazan did. Management is crucial to affordability—it was his relentlessly frugal natures that kept the Amalgamated from raising its rent in its first 20 years of business
. If there was something that Kazan would have been most upset about the current state of the Amalgamated, it is that it did not expand—and these conflicts between community participation, representation, and the management may be a reason why. While it can still be considered a model, and is comparatively affordable, Amalgamated still suffers from management, tenant involvement and leadership issues. These developments in my co-op only reaffirm that it is, and always has been, the onus of the cooperators and advocates to carry on the purpose of the cooperative so it can continue to be a gem among affordable housing. 
VIII. Conclusion
Suggestions, Remedies, and a Reaffirmation of Housing as an American Value

Tenancy has endured a negative connotation in America. In New York, this sentiment could be partially due to the tenements of old, but throughout this country’s history tenants have had less security against displacement from their homes,
 and being a tenant has never been a part of the traditional “American Dream.” In many ways, especially with regards the creation of affordable housing, it does not comport with this nation’s idea of living in a way that leads to an investment and accumulates capital. As Heskin asserts:

“…The status of tenants in this society has never been secure or comfortable. Tenants have been, in an essential way, the unpropertied in a society in which property is central. In that tenants’ immediate interests seem to lie in opposition to those of property, their issues appear to present conflicts to basic to the ideological fabric of the country.
”

Nonetheless, an apartment is a common option, and for many it is the most practical option. Presently, in New York, a densely populated city with counties and districts that display great disparities between the affluent and poor separated by mere city blocks, the American dream needs reform. The concept of property ownership is frankly subservient to the clear need for housing. While a two-bedroom co-op may not fit the traditional, picturesque vision of the “dream” home, the idea of home, as a place of comfort and quality, no matter what shape it takes has always been an American value—one worthy of relentless advocacy. 
There is a song called “The House I Live In,” written in 1943 by Earl Robinson and Lewis Allan and made famous by Frank Sinatra.
 The song begins with the question—“what is America to me?” To which it immediately answers: “the house that I live in.” This is symbolic in many ways. Yes, the word house is used, not apartment, and this may be, if anything, indicative of the time it was written, as the home ownership aspect of the American dream may have shifted in a new direction after the mortgage crisis proved that it is not a practical option for everyone, but the message still resonates—for one’s house, like one’s apartment, still is their home. The song concludes with the line “especially the people—that’s America to me.” If anything is clear from the Amalgamated, it is that the people, and the “progress of the people”,
 were what created it, the people are what sustain it, and it’s the people that most affect its management and commitment to affordability. 
And, on a broader scale, it will be the people, the advocates, the new Kazans, that will revitalize an affordable housing movement. Advocacy among tenants, and co-operative leaders coupled with legislation and meaningful subsidy arrangements, such as cross-subsidies though mixed incomes, extended, even limitless, tax abatements, and the presences of more Community Land Trusts are clearly basic factors necessary to creating and sustaining affordable housing. While no wars of the magnitude of the World Wars have transpired, there still can be a focusing event—in the form of the recent mortgage crisis. That crisis displayed that ownership has proven in many cases to be unworthy speculative investment
.  Home ownership is not viable option for everyone, and de-commidified housing may be more pragmatic. Yet, as the Amalgamated’s has proven, pragmatism, quality, and the American dream, need not be exclusive of one another. 
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