A GROUNDBREAKING
IN BROOKLYN

nDecember 8, 1983, intheWind sor Ter raceneigh bor hood of

Brook lyn, David Rockefeller withcer emonial shovel inhand,

broke ground for sev en teen houses to be built on ableak and
lit tered vacant lot onceoc cu pied by thePil grim Laundry. Lined upwith
Rockefdler, thechair man of theNew Y ork City Part ner ship, were Gov-
ernor Mario Cuomo, Mayor Edward |. Koch, U.S. Senator Alfonse
D’ Amato, Brook lynCongressman CharlesSchumer, Brook lynBor ough
President Howard Golden, Housing Partnership president Kathryn
Wylde, and an assortment of City Council members, state legidators,
city and stateof fi cials, bank ers, cor porateex ecutives, community lead-
ers, newspaper report ers, andtelevi soncrews.

Minglingwiththebig shotsweresev eral dozenor di nary New Y ork
fami lieswho had put their namesinto alot tery, hop ing for achanceto
buy one of those seventeen two-family houses when they were com-
pleted. The nearby St. Rocco’ sRo man Cath olic Church had sup plied a
green wire-mesh drum normally used for bingo games. One by one,
Rockefdller, Koch, Cuomo, and other dig ni tar iesgavethedrumaspin
and reached in for the win ning names. Cheers erupted from around the
crowd asthenameswere called out — Conlon, Gillespie, Markovinovic,
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Lehpamar, Pasternak, McEldowney, Van Cook, Galluccio, Benson. Al
the names in the drum went on alist in the or der they were pulled. The
first sev enteenfami lieson thelist would have two weeksto put down a
de posit of $10,000 or step aside for the next famiily.

Elsewhere in 1983, without ceremony or celebration, the nation's
home build ers started more than amil lion housesfor the own er ship mar-
ket, mainly in suburbs and small towns. Why al the fuss over Windsor
Terrace' s hand ful of houses? The reason isthat new home con struc tion
andeager buy ersinsuchaplaceweresur prising, unex pected; they bucked
the conventional wisdom that city neighborhoods like Windsor Terrace
had only oneway to go: down. AsChan nel Two' sJennifer McLogan put it
onthesix o’ clock news: “ Something new isgoingto begrow ingin Brook-
lyn, and theneigh bor hood ex citement iscontagious. Today, they brought
in shov elsto Wind sor Ter race, and theresi dentsevenjoined inthedig-
ging....” Wind sor Ter race was news be causeit hinted that thelong odds
againgt neighborhood comeback could be beaten — if the right people
were reedy to dig in. But long odds they were.

Nearly two years had passed since David Rockefeller, the then re-
cently retired head of the Chase Manhattan Bank, and Mayor Ed Koch
first announced that New York City’s private and public leadership
wouldjoinina®part ner ship” to build thou sands of housesfor thecity’s
working families. Despite the surface good will displayed at that an-
nouncement, theroadto Wind sor Ter racehad beenstrewnwith politi cal
andbureau craticpot holes. Thosesev enteen houseswereworth cel ebrat
ing and made amod est me diasplash, but the real question waswhether
the ballyhooed “public-private partnership” could sustain any kind of
momentumintheyearsahead. SusanMot ey, thenamem ber of theNew
Y ork City Planning Com mission now with the John D. and Catherine T.
Mac-Arthur Foundation, recallsthat “ few knowl edgeablepeopleinNew
Y ork really ex pected the Housing Part ner ship to go very far — maybea
project or twoandthat wouldbeit.” And not long af ter Wind sor Ter race,
Rockefeller him self said, “ Whenwean nounced theHousing Part ner ship
inJanuary, 1982, someof my col leaguessug gestedthat my retirement as
abanker may havecoincidedinsomewayswiththeon set of ter mi nal |u-
nacy.” David Daly, a Chase Manhattan Bank vice-president, re callsthe
firstincredulousreactionof bank ersto Rockefeller’ sidea: * Y ouwant to
build what?Y ou want to build where?”’

People who questioned Rockefeller’s sanity in launching the
Housing Partnership had reason to do so. Urban scholars George
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Sternlieb and James W. Hughes wrote in 1976 that “the lev els of com-
plexity of al eements of [New York City] surpass those of any other
pop ulation center intheUnited States. Andnowhereisthismoreclearly
evidentthaninitshousing sup ply system.” Writingadozenyearslater,
ar chi tect John Ellisob served that “New Y ork may bethe most dif fi cult
city inthe United Statesin whichto build housing, let alone “af ford able

housing. Theprocessiscompli catedto beginwith, andtherearesomany
things that cangowrongthat a mostinevitably, somewill. Inaddi tion,
thehighcost of land, infrastructure, and constructionrel ativetotheresk
dential market create [sic] a need for public subsidies in a variety of
forms, each of which bring further complications.” A state legidator,
comment inginacon text un related to housing— namely, the city uni-
ver sity system— noted simply: “Inacity ascompli cated asNew Y ork,
you aren’t go ing to get things through in apure way.”

How theNew Y ork City Housing Part ner ship man aged to beat the
odds, and build housing that peo ple would line up to buy in some of the
nation’ sworst neigh bor hoods, isthestory thisbook seekstotell. Likeall
goodstories, thisonehasitsmemorablechar acters, itsconflicts, andits
unlikely plot twists. Assuch, theHousing Part ner ship story standsonits
own as an ac count of asig nal achievementinan unlikely place. But |
will also ar gue later in the book that it is part of alarger national story
about citiesthatisnot beingtold. Schol arly writing about citiesabounds
withthebleak statisti cal track ing of discour aging trends, withthefailed
inter ventionsof gov ernment, and with lamentsover thecities descent
into political oblivion. Surely these accounts should not be casually
waved away, but | believethereismoregoingonincities.

Theestablishment of theHous ng Part ner shipwasanearly chapter
inamorehopeful story that chal lengestheconventiona view of Amer i-
cancitiesasthesorely woundedvictimsof im placableeconomictrends,
socia chaos,andpoliti cal neglect. Inaddi tiontocity wideor gani zations
suchasNew Y ork’s, thou sands of neigh bor hood-based com mu nity de-
vel op ment cor porationshave sprung up— many inthelast tenyears—
to contest theforcesof decline. Banksand cor po rationsare pour ing bil-
lionsof dol larsof pri vateinvest mentinto central-city housing and com-
mercial development. Despite cuts in federal aid to cities, a critically
impor tant pack ageof federal programsandur baninvestmentincentives
remainsinplace. A huge stock of vacant ur ban land, much of it publicly
owned, isavail ablefor creativere-use. A waveof new immi grantsisen
er gizingneglectedandfail ingneighbor hoodsinmany cities. Finally, ur
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ban home ownership is making a comeback in the most unexpected
places — not just in New York City, where the move ment is most ad-
vanced, but in many other central citiesaswell. Cities, asthey al ways
havehistori cally, arestriv ing to adapt and to remakethem selves; inthe
1990s and beyond, | will argue, this is becoming a lively — perhaps,
evenopti mistic—quest.

New York City — Graveyard
of Good Intentions

Novelist Saul Bellow once wrote of New York City: “What is barely
hinted at in other citiesis condensed and enlarged in New York. New
Yorkisstirring,insupportable, agi tated, ungov ernable, demonic.” New
Y ork’ simmensesize, itsmul ti tudeof racia andethnicri val ries, itscom
plex political structure, and its many-layered bureaucraciesputitina
classby it self asahard placeto get any thing done. Eventhepi ousal tru-
ism of aMother Teresacan fail to budge the system.

When Manhattan lawyer Philip K. Howard wrote his 1995
best-sdller, The Death of Common Sense abook on*“how law issuf fo cat-
ing America,” he picked a New York City case as his leadingexample.
Mayor Koch and Mother Teresa, the story goes, had agreed that her or der
of nuns, theMissionariesof Charity, wouldestablishahomelessshel terin
the South Bronx by con vert ing aban doned city prop erty at the or der’ sex-
pense. In 1988 the nuns spot ted two fire-damaged buildingswhich thecity
agreedto turn over for adol lar apiece. Mother Teresal sgroup com mit ted
$500,000to theren o vation project. “ Al though the city owned the buil d-
ings,” Howard writes, “no of fi cid had theau thor ity to transfer them ex-
cept through an ex ten sive bu reau cratic pro cess. For ayear and ahalf the
nuns, want ing only to livealife of ascetic ser vice, found them selvesin-
stead traveling in their san dalsfrom hear ing room to hear ing room, pre
senting the detailsof the pro ject and then discussing the detailsagain at
two higher lev esof city gov ern ment. In Sep tem ber 1989 thecity fi nally
approvedtheplanandtheMiss onariesof Char ity beganrepairingthefire
damage.” Later, thenunsandthecity bureaucracy hitanimpasseontheis
sue of ingtalling eevators in the four-story buildings — a city building
code requirement. The nuns ob jected both onreli gious grounds— they
wouldnot usesuchmodernconveniencesasdishwashersandel evators—
and oncost grounds, asthed evatorswould cost anad di tional $100,000 or
morewhich the sistersthought could be better spent on “soup and sand-
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wiches’ for the homeless. City officials insisted that they could not
waive the € evator require ment. Mother Teresahad met her match; re-
luc tantly, her group pulled out and the pro ject folded.

LikeMother Teresa, the Hous ng Part ner ship would find that noth-
ing is easy in New York City. The city’s “constellation of politi
cal-bureaucratic mega structures’ has ways to dow down or smother
completely al butthemost stubbornandresourceful oper ators. AsPeter
D. Sdlins and Gerard C. S. Mildner have com mented: “In the world of
New York pol i tics, aded isnever adeal, but anew basisfromwhichto
bargain.”

Inaninter view for thisbook, R. Randy Lee, alaw yer and vet eran
homebuilder who hasworked on sev eral Housing Part ner ship projects,
reacted bluntly to theen tan glingmesh of buildingregulations: “Don’t
ever ex pect governmenttobelogi cal. There' snobal anceleft. Every re
quirement, ev ery demand hasthesameweight. Nooneiswill ingto stand
upandsay, ‘Thisisridiculous.””

New Y ork, withitspop ulation of 7.1 mil lion, ismorethan twicethe
sizeof thenextlargest Amer i cancity, LosAngeles. Thetour ist’ sview of
New Y ork City — theisland of Manhattan with its Cen tral Park, Em pire
State Build ing, United Nations head quar ters, and all the rest — takesin
only about 7 percent of the city’s total land area. Four out of five New
York ersliveinthefour “outer bor oughs’: the Bronx, Brook lyn, Queens,
and Staten I sland. Each of thefivebor oughshasapow er ful senseof iden-
tity and considerable political power — there is an active “secession”
movement in StatenIslandand simi lar rum blingsin Queens.

Overlaying competition among the five bor oughsisNew York’s
racial andethnicdi ver sity: asteadily decliningwhitepopulation,which
stood at about 40 per cent in 1990; agrow ing black pop u lation (27 per-
cent), swelled by in-migration from AtlanticislandssuchasBar bados
and Jamaica; alargePuerto Ri canpopulation (12 per cent) andasimi lar
num ber of non-PuertoRi canHispanics,including many recent mi grants
from Central and South America; and the fastest growing minority,
Asians, whichincreased by 67 per cent between 1987 and 1991 and make
up about 7 per cent of the city’ spop u lation. Each of these broad group-
ingsmasksamul ti tude of sub groups, each with their own distinct iden-
tity, heritage, and aspirations. More often than not, ethnicity also
cor respondsto piecesof ur banterri tory, withinevi tableskir mishesatthe
bound ariesasthegroupsthat arein creasingin size seek to break through
previously establishedbor ders.
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New York's inter-borough rivalry and polyglot population, cou-
pled with extremes of wealth and pov erty, makefor ahighly com plex
andcontentiouspoliti cal cul ture. Thetwomost recent may oral contests
were racialy charged squeskers. In 1989 David Dinkins, a Democrat
who had been Manhattan borough president, defeated Republican
Rudolph Giuliani, a former federa prosecutor, with 51 percent of the
vote. In 1993 the two met again, but this time Giuliani won with 50.7
per cent. Bor ough presi dents, also elected by pop u lar vote, cansig nif i-
cantlyinfluencedevel opmentdeci sionsaf fectingtheir bor oughs.

Below elected of fi cia's, who come and go, isasprawl ing city bu-
reau cracy with hun dreds of sep arate power centers, each of which may
have something to say about whether apro ject goesfor ward and un der
what condi tions. Andthey of tentaketheir timedeciding. New Y ork City
alsohasasystemof fifty-ninecommunity boards, establishedin 1975 as
a vehicle for local residents to review development proposals before
they are acted on by the City Planning Commission. Al thoughtheir role
isadvi sory, thecommunity boardsareafactorintheap proval process—
and, if nothing e se, can pro long the pro cess by months.

New Y orkisalso, by Ameri canstandards, anoldcity; largepartsof
thecity havebeenbuilt and rebuilt sev eral timesinthelast threehundred
years,leavingbehindburiedrubble,toxins, andoccasional ar chaeologi
cal treasuresfrom the past. Tearing down and re build ing was not a par-
ticularly big deal prior to 1970, when New Y ork’ splan ning czar, Rob ert
Mo ses, couldsingle-handedly carveout ex pressways, createlargeparks
and cul tural monuments, and clear land for tensof thou sandsof housing
unitsinasinglearea. But the 1970sand 1980sbrought inaperiod of reg-
ulatory activismthatintroducedahost of restrictionsintendedto protect
theenvi ronment fromex cessiveair, water, and noisepol lution; to prop-
erly disposeof toxicwastes; toprotect histori cally signif i cant buildings
and neigh bor hoods; and to ad vanceso cial goals, such asaf fir mativeac
tionand ac cessfor thedisabled.

Aseachsafeguard wasputinto place, abrambleof regulationsand
implementing bu reau cracy grew up around it. And al though each was
intended to servealaud able public pur pose, thecu mu lative ef fect has
been to add layer upon layer of re view, stretch ing out the time be tween
con cept and con struc tion and swell ing theto tal cost. Onewould think
that putt ing up afew town houses on avacant lot would beastraight for-
ward, simple matter. Not in New York. A modest project on a “fast
track,” withall partiescooper ating, typi cally takesayear to movefrom
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siteap proval to ground break ing. Two or three yearsof pro cessing are
not un com mon; many pro jectstake much lon ger. AsEdward J. Logue
hascom mented: “ It takesamini mum of threeyearsto completeaproject
that could and should be com pleted in one.” Logue, who headed the New
Y ork State Ur ban Devel op ment Cor porationintheearly 70s, and later
was president of the South Bronx Development Organization, said in
1985 that a “basic characteristic of [New York] city development for
twenty-fiveyears’ is"thedif fusionof author ity andrespons bil ity [so]

that onefindslit tlesenseof ur gency. It all addsup to delay and morede-
lay, and that builds up costs.”

After groundbreaking and during construction, many fur ther bu-
reau cratic detoursof tenlieahead beforethecity gov ernment fi nally cer-
ti fiesthat ahouseisready to be moved into. Take Wind sor Ter race: A
host of envi ronmental andregulatory hasslesbedeviledtheprojectfol
lowingthegroundbreakingcel ebrationinDecember 1983. Windsor Ter
race’s jubilant but increasingly impatient new home buyers were not
abletomoveinuntil 1986.

In the early 1980s, the New York City Housing Partnership had
moreto confront thanthecity’ sugly pol i ticsandbureaucraticidi ocies.
Mem oriesof New Y ork’ scrip plingandhumil i at ingfiscal cri sisof the
mid- and late-70s were still fresh. The exodus of industries and mid-
dle-classfami liesinthe60sand 70shad cre ated vast stretches of wasted
land: der elictindustrial sites; the shellsof vacant apart ment buildings,
gasstations, and storefronts; and empty lotsof al sizes, over grownwith
weeds and strewn with a miserable collage of cast-off furniture, auto
parts, and plasticsidewalk toys. In par ticular, the South Bronx and parts
of Brook lyn had be comeleg end ary sym bolsof theworst of ur banwar
zones, soinfamousthat busl oadsof for eigntour istswould betakenthere
tosnap picturesof therubble. Ronad Reagan, thenew Presi dent el ected
in 1980, had visited the South Bronx dur ing hiscam paign, but it soon be-
cameclear that hisplansdid not in cludearescueof America scities.

Against thisback drop, the Housing Part ner ship’ sagendaof build-
ing homes for sale in those very neigh bor hoods seemed far-fetched. It
wasassumedthat fami lieswanted to leavethecity at their first op por tu-
nity, not plunk down $10,000 — per haps alife’ s sav ings— for ahouse
on abombed-out block inthe South Bronx, Brook lyn, or Har lem. As Jul-
iusMehrberg, apart nerinthehomebuildingteamthat built Wind sor Ter
race, toldaHousing Part ner ship confer encein1984: “1f you hadtold me
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fiveyearsagothat peo plewould pick alot tery num ber andlineupto buy
ahouse from me, | would have laughed at you.” But they did.

The Elusive Idea of Partnership

“Partnership” has become the warm and fuzzy buzzword of American
pol i tics. It seemstolack any distinctivepoliti cal col or ation: Nooneowns
thetermpoliti cally, andnoone, sofar asl know, hascomeout againstit.

The New York City Housing Part ner ship fitsinto the broad cat e
gory of “public-private partnership,” a policy concept that came into
vogueaf ter theactiv ist period of national ur ban pol icy fadedinthelate
1970s. When Presi dent immy Carter pro posed anam bi tious* national
urban pol icy” in 1978, hecalled it “A New Part ner ship” of thefed eral
gov ern ment, stateand lo cal gov ern ments, the pri vate sector, and comt
mu nity groups. Nei ther the pol icy nor thetheme caught on. But Carter’s
successor, Presi dent Ron ald Reagan, with histhemes of “lessgov ern
ment” and more private initiative, did much to popularize the idea of
pub lic-private part ner ships. In 1982 Reagantold aNew Y ork City Part-
nership meeting that “his administration wanted to create partnerships
betweenthepublicand pri vatesectorsinev ery community.”

The idea still flourishes in the 1990s. In November 1990,
thirty-fivebig-city may orsmetinNew Y ork City for an* ur ban summit”
and* calledforincreased publicand pri vatepart ner shipstoaddresscriti-
cal issuesfacing ur ban America.” No specif icswereof fered. Morere
cently, Newt Gingrich, the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
unwit tingly latched onto Jimmy Carter’ sterm, tell ing agroup of gov er-
norsmeet ingin Washing ton that heliked theterm “new part ner ship” to
describe what he hoped would be the future relationship between the
federal government and state and local governments. Later that day,
Presi dent Bill Clinton used the sametermin speak ing to the samegroup.
“The American Community Partnerships Act of 1995” was the name
givenby theClintonad ministrationtoitspro posed restructuring of the
Depart ment of Housingand Ur ban Devel op ment.

Thecoreof the pub lic-partnership con ceptispromising; it sug gests
that the public and the private sectors have common interests, so they
shouldwork to gether co op er atively, rather than separately or at odds. In
attackingaproblem, both sideshavethingsto contrib ute: Bothcommand
poolsof money and peopleof tal ent. They havedistinctiveroles, however.
Only thepublic sector can claimtheen dorsement of thepop ular will and
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wigldsuchlega pow ersastax ation, spending public money, zoning, and
emi nent do main; whereasthe pri vate sector, driven asitisby thebot tom
line,isinher ently moreef fi cientandlessencumbered by competingpoliti
ca demandsand en trenched bu reau cracies. Thepri vate sector better un-
derstands how to get things done and is more attuned to people as
customers. The “reinventing government” movement is an attempt to
transfusethesefeaturesfromthepri vatetothepublic sector.

When one moves beyond these gener al i tiestoaspecificcontext,
theterm“pub lic-private part ner ship” becomesmoreelusive. For al the
talk of public-private part ner ships, thereper sistsafundamental incom-
pati bil ity betweenthetwosectors. Thepri vatesector, civicandal truistic
im pulsesnot with stand ing, ex pectsto makeareason ableprofit whenit
sitsdowntodeal withgov ernment—anddefining“reasonable” isof ten
not easy. Thepri vate sector also ex pectsagency bureau craciestomarch
tothemu sic of part ner ship played when elected of fi cialsand cor porate
lead ers made their speeches and held their press con fer ence. But press
confer encesdonot over ridethevol umesof laws, regulations,andproce
duresthat arefirmly in place, nor do they dislodge the guard ians of that
structure, whoview them selvesasagentsof acol lectivepublicwill em-
pow eredtoprotect citi zensfromtheplunder inginstinctsof pri vateinter
ests. Eachpublic-privateini tiativewill needtoconfront thesedif fi cul ties
sooner or later. And even when both sides do so in a spirit of commit
ment and good will, themul ti tudeof ad ministrativedetailsinvolvedin
program implementation can defeat all but the most talented and re-
sourceful man ag ers. Thus, David J. Ricker, afor mer banker now work-
ing in the public sector, refers to “public-private partnership” as a
“euphemistic” termthat masksin her ent conflicts. Ricker writes. “I1den
tifyingthenatureand scopeof publicinvest mentinagiventransaction,
relating it to appropriate private investment and formulatingaconclu
sionisthefi nal conundrumof implementationwhichfinally deter mines
whose, and what pro ject will pro ceed toward its stated goals.” The* co-
nundrum of im plementation” would, infact, betheprinci pal chal lenge
taken up by the Housing Part ner ship.

David Rockefeller and Ed Koch —
Wary Partners

Thisbook isabout how thenotionof “ public-privatepart ner ship” played
out in New York City when the city gov ern ment headed by Mayor Ed
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Koch and the city’s organized business community, led by David
Rockefeller, decided tojoinina“housing part ner ship.”

Thiswasit self anunlikely col laboration. Koch, thefor merliberal
Democratic Congressman and thenapop ular mayor, wasthin-skinned,
vol u ble, and witty; Rockefeller, the long-time banker, civic leader, and
ur baneciti zenof theworld, wasunflap pableand courtly. Koch believed
that Rockefeller did not likehimand stereo typed himasaJew ish pol i ti-
cianfrom Brook lyneventhough Koch’ spoliti cal basesince 1956 wasin
Manhattan — he had, in fact, been Rockefdler’ sown Con gressman. In
that role, Koch took painsto make clear that he was not over awed by his
famousconsdtituent. HelikedtodescribehisCongressional districtwith
the line: “In the north | have David Rockefeller, in the south | have
sixty-fivethou sand Hispanics—inef fect therich est maninthecountry
in the north and the poor est peo plein the coun try in the south. And he
thinks his one vote cancels out theirs, but with me it doesn’'t.” Ap-
plauding hisown clev er ness, Koch added, “Not abadline, and | usedita
good dedl. It hap pened to betrue.”

Aninci dentinlate 1969 gaveK ochanoppor tunity todemonstrate
that hewas not afraid to take on Rockefeller. On Decem ber 22, 1969, the
New York Times broke astory say ing that Presi dent Nixon had, on De-
cember 9, invitedagroup of bus nesslead erswithcommer cial inter ests
in the Arab nations “to discuss with him “the political situation in the
Middle East.’” Rockefeller, who had met with Egyptian president
Gamal Abdel Nasser, was among those brief ing Nixon. Thiswasatime
when the Arab nations had broken off diplomatic relations with the
United Statesfol low ing the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, and when the United
Stateswassup ply ingweap onsto Israel whilethe Soviet Unionwassup
ply ingthe Arab side.

The gist of the Times story, which was based on versions of the
meetingleakedby anony mous* administrationof fi cials’ —notthebus-
ness|ead ers— wasthat Nixon waswarned about declining U.S. influ-
ence among moderate Arab leaders because of its strong pro-lsrael
pol i cies. Thegroupreport edly urged thePresi dent to“ actimmedi ately
toim proveitsrelationswith oil-producing and other Arab states.”

Kochwent bal listic. Hewrote alet ter to the Times and aso wrote
Rockefeller, demanding that he confirm or deny the accuracy of the
story. Then Koch made athou sand copies of hislet ter and handed them
out at subway stations, inviting people to send their own letters to
Rockefeller and tell himwhat they thought of hisdesiretoweaken Isragl.
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A few weeks later, Rockefeller, through an intermediary, asked for a
meet ing with Koch. AsKaoch re countsthe meet ing in hisbook Palitics
Rockefeller co mes off asevasive and defen sive— so cluelessthat he
opened the con ver sation by tell ing Koch that his best friends at school
were Jew ish. Koch por trays him self, on the other hand, asfear lessand
incisive, cornering Rockefeller into admitting that he had counseled
Nixontotilt moretowardthe Arab side. Kochwrote: “I lean for ward and
| say to him, "Change your po si tion.” Hewas clearly star tled. | said, |
havetogo, Mr. Rockefeller. Il be mak ing astate ment about thisontele-
vi sion over theweek end.” Helooked even more star tled.”

Whether that’ sex actly theway it went, who can say. Recalling the
inci dent with the hint of awince, Rockefeller ssemsmore puz zled than
anything else about Koch's combative reaction to a smple plea for
greater understanding of the Arab position in the Middle East
powderkeg. With an above-the-battle smile, Rockefeller says now, “We
did not get off to the best start, but we ended up friends.”

That isprob ably an over state ment. Koch'’ sfirst book, Mayor, pub-
lished two years after the Housing Partnership was formed, mentions
Rockefdler only once, recalling an incident early in the Mayor’s first
term. Koch had cometo ameet ing of the Busi ness/Labor Working Group,
agroup of about thirty bus nessand labor lead ersthat had formed dur ing
theNew Y ork City fiscdl cri sistofocuscooper atively onwaystoimprove
the city’s economy and public sector performance. The cochairs of the
group were Rockefeller and Harry Van Arsdde, president of the New
York City Central Labor Council. This particular meeting of the group
was hosted by Rockefeller in the boardroom of the Chase Manhattan
Bank. When the Mayor entered the board room and was seated be tween
the cochairs, Rockefeller of fered Koch acup of cof fee and got him one.
(Van Arsdale, as Koch tdlsiit, “ran” to get him a Danish pastry.) Koch
found thistreat ment “ex traor di nary,” so much sothat heretellsthesame
story in his 1992 book, CitizenKoch. The point Koch ex tracted from this
fleeting courtesy was that Rockefeller was showing deference to the
power of the Mayor’ sof ficeand not to Ed Koch asaman hepar ticularly
liked. It seemsan odd point to belabor. Onewould ex pect acareer pol i ti-
ciantounder standthat suc cessand high of ficeusu ally inspiredef er ence
and areabig part of amayor’ spack age of rewards; to a so beliked by peo-
plewho are not your friendsisex pecting alot.

Rockefeller and Koch were not friends; and when Koch started
writingbooks—enter taining, gossipy, predict ably self-servingones—
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Rockefeller did not enjoy hispar ticular roleasabit player inKoch'’ stri-
umphantstridingaroundNew Y ork’ spoliti cal stage. Y et, despitetheun
promising chemistry betweenthetwo men, both knew what they wanted
and both knew that they needed each other. Gracefully managingthere
quiredci vil i tiesaslead ersof the pub licand pri vate sectorswasno great
challenge for either of them. They would set out to become effective
part nersin housing, but wary ones.




