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Abstract

There is no legal definition of partnership, nor is their anything we can call the "typical" partnership. Yet increasingly the term is seen, not only as an essential component of urban policy but as the foundation of governmental strategies for the revitalization of central cities, particularly in areas which have experienced visible physical decline and a loss of civic vitality. While partnership strategies are touted on both sides of the Atlantic as vehicles to prevent urban blight and promote urban regeneration, there is little understanding of what conditions promote effective economic development through public-private partnerships. I utilize the term partnership to reflect coalitions of local government officials (public sector), business and corporate actors (private sector), community based interests and non-profit organizations (non-profit sector) -- drawn together in the common task of urban redevelopment. This paper will analyze partnerships through a case study of economic development in downtown Brooklyn


The downtown Brooklyn revival, which has brought 25,000 new jobs to the area, represents a triumph over incredible obstacles,' said Howard Golden, the borough president. ... Most city development money has been spent in Manhattan over the years, to the neglect of the other boroughs.... There is an undercurrent of tension from the knowledge that if the borough were a separate city, as it once was, it would be the nation's fourth most populous...We are talking about 2.5 million people and 60,000 businesses.

The story of the revitalization of Downtown Brooklyn represents a story of triumph, in the face of a wide range of obstacles -- both tangible and perceived. It reflects the importance of leadership, the power of vision, and the strength and endurance of public-private partnerships as essential tools for urban revitalization. This article presents data on the role that public-private partnerships have played in local economic development processes in urban "border vacuums." 

Brooklyn's downtown represents what Jane Jacobs calls a "border vacuum." An area that is separated from the city center by a physical border--in the case of the downtown it is the East River. This physical barrier has been a major psychological obstacle to development, even though the area is connected to Manhattan by two bridges, ten underground train lines and one overground railroad. The physical barrier has created the perception of isolation, deterring new businesses from locating there, and in turn making economic development and revitalization for the area a difficult task.


It is curious...how frequently the immediate neighborhoods surrounding... civic centers ...are extraordinarily blight-prone, and how frequently, even when they are not smitten by physical decay, they are apt to be stagnant--a condition that precedes decay... The root problem with borders, as city neighbors, is that they are apt to form dead ends for most users of city streets. They represent for most people, most of the time, barriers.
 

It is suggested that public-private partnerships have been instrumental in overcoming some of these barriers, luring new business, protecting existing business, and enhancing perceptions and images of the area. In a time of scarce federal resources for urban areas, these partnerships have been essential tools for the management and development of local infrastructure. They have played a key role in building trust between a diverse collection of actors within the downtown, and generating confidence to outsiders concerning the viability of the area for investment.


The public-private partnership model, where the public and private sectors assume co-ownership and co-responsibility for providing high-quality innovations and services is an alternative to both public sector monopoly and full privatization .... It is important to note that business can play other roles besides creating wealth. They can widen economic opportunity and participation, invest in human capital, promote environmental sustainability and enhance social cohesion.

This article will first, discuss public-private partnerships and their potential role in urban revitalization processes; second, present a brief overview of the partnership phenomenon in Downtown Brooklyn; and third, consider the applicability of public-private partnership model for economic development in the "border vacuums" of Rome. 

1. Public-Private Partnerships for Urban Revitalization 
Cities operate in the context of rapidly changing political, economic and social environments.


The political-economic environment of a city establishes certain parameters for local governing systems and the choices that urban leaders make.... Recent trends in economic restructuring, including globalization, deindustrialization, and the concomitant shift to service sector employment, have altered in significant ways who participates in urban decision making and the nature of strategic problems addressed by the governing process.
 

Thus, for example, these environments shape the economic development priorities of a city, they influence the level of support that a neighborhood receives from the central city, and they affect resource allocation. The environment therefore shapes local opportunity structures. In the case of public-private development partnerships, the environment influences agendas as well as the balance of power among the stakeholders within.

The ability of a city to sustain investment or draw new investment is often based upon its capacity to respond to these changing environments. 


Cities are not sovereign, they are dependent. The ability of business and people to come and to go, to invest, or to move quarters elsewhere is a constant strain on how city halls manage their social and economic development.

In the United States markets ultimately drive both political and economic decisions, but the system is democratic in the sense that public decisions are subject to popular control.  Public power and the private power of the market are therefore interdependent. A strong economy, for example, is good for a politician -- leading to popular support and re-election. A weak economy on the other hand is likely to lead to a politician's downfall. How governments manage the tensions between politics and markets is not automatic. It is this dynamic which structures the public development paths adopted by local leaders.

Public-private partnerships have proliferated during the past two decades in the United States, as the federal government has retracted from involvement in local economic development. Cities and neighborhoods are increasingly required to fend for themselves. Given the prominent role that these partnerships play, the questions becomes:


How in a world of limited and dispersed authority, do actors work together across institutional lines to produce a capacity to govern and to bring about politically significant results?

In research on variety public-private partnerships in New York City it was found that success was based upon both internal and external factors.
 Success was evaluated in terms of the capacity of the partnership to garner resources (from both public and private sector funders), carry out local development projects, build confidence in the neighborhood, enhance perceptions of the neighborhood, and create a stronger economic environment. 

Internally the most effective partnerships displayed strong leadership, a cohesive membership and broad agreement on mission. The size of the partnership also affected outcomes. Larger partnerships, though prone to greater conflict due to a more diverse membership base, tended to display greater success by virtue of the more expansive resource base that its membership brought. Resources here refer not simply to monetary assets, but expertise and managerial capacity. In general we found that strong public leadership was often able to overcome the potential divisions of a diverse membership. Charismatic and visionary public leaders brought unity. At the same time, partnerships must also contend with a range of external pressures.

In neighborhoods like Downtown Brooklyn, partnerships face great challenges. They must often adapt to a changing economic environment. Thus for example in a community that has transitioned from manufacturing to services, one is likely to find members representing both economic interests. These two interests often have very different expectations concerning economic development. Likewise the retail environment may also have undergone change. Thus partnerships may need to find ways to build bridges between the older businesses with deep roots in the community and the new immigrant business owners lacking such roots.

It is through the experiences of Downtown Brooklyn's public-private partnerships that we can explore the ways in which public-private partnerships have grappled with both their internal needs and their external environments.
 Public-private partnerships can be key agents of economic development in the contemporary city, because they can bring together the resources and expertise necessary to engage in effective revitalization. Given that local government alone lacks the capacity to fully control its economic fortunes, partnerships become essential. 


If there is to be local economic development, the roles of state and capital need integration. This integration is to be achieved through building coalitions and creating understandings by local government.

Historically there has been very little comparative analysis of economic development processes in the cities of the United States and Italy. As Dunleavy and Dowding argue, the national framework is highly signficiant for an understanding of the European context. Here the nation state sets both "constitutional and fiscal limits" on local government and politics.
 In Europe, local development agendas are often determined at the top, leaving localities to concentrate on the managerial aspects of economic development. Not only does the formal institutional framework surrounding local economic development vary, but the composition of actors working within local partnership also varies. In Europe, for example, development partnerships are often highly partisan and controlled by higher levels of government. In contrast, the US style development coalitions tend to be bipartisan, and locally controlled.

Because of the greater state involvement, local partnerships in Europe are much more insulated from the kind of development pressures that are a familiar feature of North American politics. In Europe, the influence of capital is wielded at the national level, where land interests vie with industrial, financial and other political interests for attention.
 According to DiGaetano and Klemanski, however, by focusing exclusively on these differences we


fail to consider important similarities in the ways cities of different nations are governed, impeding the development of cross-national urban political theory beyond the study of comparative deficiencies.
 

This analysis is derived from the argument that there are in fact many similarities in regard to how cities are actually governed, or what many Europeans refer to as "urban governance" -- that is the "exercise of authority by non-governmental institutions coupled with claims to legitimacy."
  This is to suggest, that world cities such as New York and Rome, face similar pressures within the global framework, and experience common problems in relationship to sustaining and promoting local economic development. While the actors may vary, and their relative powers differ, all are utilizing public private partnerships for the purpose of promoting local economic development. Thus the evaluation of partnerships in Brooklyn may offer insight and lessons for similar public-private partnerships in Rome.


The process of governance in complex societies is about much more than government. Successful governance, whether of a city, a nation-state, international relations, or economic processes almost always depends on the availability and mobilization of resources and actors beyond those that are formally a part of government.... Business interests are central in practice because regime success is evaluated (at least in part) by economic prosperity.... Outside the United States, other interests may be more central to the coalition ... for example, appointed local state officials, technocratic managers, and professionals may play a central role.

The other key element drawn from the governance and regime literature is it's emphasis on the idea that these types of coalitions are not simply designed to gain control over resources, but rather are designed to help build local capacity -- that is the power to do things. The term regime is utilized to describe enduring coalitions that articulate specific visions concerning social production and urban development. Public-private partnerships therefore can represent the concrete expression of these social production networks, when they involve a range of actors from a variety of organizations, that come together to promote and enhance institutional capacities in a particular urban setting. Partnerships then, can unite civic, business, non-profit and local government interests around common policy agendas. The balance and mix of actors will vary, but the goals are the same -- to build bridges that can span the public-private divide for the purpose of promoting local economic development processes.

2. The Case of Downtown Brooklyn  
Brooklyn, settled by the Dutch in the 17th century, was an independent city until 1898, when it became a borough of the consolidated city of New York.
 Brooklyn has been described as:


The most beloved and maligned of American towns. A center for the early film industry; famed for the world's greatest bridge, its breweries, the Dodgers and for the grand daddy of all amusement parks.

By way of background, up until the opening of the Brooklyn Bridge in 1883, Brooklyn's downtown area was the home to the only ferry connecting Brooklyn and Manhattan. It was Brooklyn's main shopping, cultural, educational and civic center. The downtown and its assets were considered to be a justifiable source of pride.

Despite the accolades from this earlier time period the area began hemorrhaging economically during the late 1950s -- through the loss of much manufacturing, retail and population to suburban areas. Contemporary views of Brooklyn tend to be derived not from its earlier heyday, but rather from its period of decline, and for some of the more notorious events in its recent history.  Brooklyn is often remembered for events such as the Ocean-Hill Brownsville strikes of 1968, the murder by white youth of a young black teenager in Bensonhurst in 1989, and for the riots in Crown Heights in 1991. Brooklyn is depicted in films and on television as a dangerous place of crime and grime. As Sharon Zukin comments,


Downtown Brooklyn bears most of the stigmata of economic decline, racial change, and stop-and-start urban renewal typical of ghettoized downtowns.

As mentioned above, this area also suffered due to its physical location as a "border vacuum." As a result, economic development in Downtown Brooklyn has been difficult to sell to potential investors. The perception that it is too far outside of Manhattan, coupled with its negative image problem has led to neglect from the central city. Indeed, as early as 1914 it was argued that


Lack of attention from the central city government in Manhattan and the need for the large amounts of public resources were among the obstacles to orderly growth and development in the downtown.

The reports of City Planning in 1942, of the Regional Plan Association in 1969 and in 1983 stressed the need for support by the center. To this point, development efforts focused on gaining central city support. It was in the face of the continued lack of outside investment, that local elected officials began to look for alternative strategies. It became increasingly clear that development in this area would require a more localized focus and attention to building a strong local business coalition. Adopting a partnership approach went some way to filling the development vacuum.

We can find the roots of Brooklyn's economic development regime as early as 1967, when a group of local business owners, calling themselves the Downtown Brooklyn Development Committee, met to discuss the declining retail base in the area. The committee was formalized in 1968 as Downtown Brooklyn Development Association (DBDA). The partnership began as a bottom up effort by downtown business owners interested in protecting their livelihoods. DBDA quickly realized that power came in numbers, and that a more expansive partnership with the public sector would likely enhance the power of the group. Public power would give the group greater capacity to pursue development goals. DBDA began an active campaign to pursue support from the public sector. 


Businesses benefit substantially from reforms and program that foster stable, healthy communities, and can do more than create wealth. They can also widen economic opportunity, invest in human capital, promote environmental sustainability, and enhance social cohesion.

Shortly after the emergence of the DBDA, the New York City Planning Commission published a comprehensive six-volume plan for the entire of New York City.
 The report talked about Brooklyn's downtown as being a vital component of the Brooklyn economy, and a central element of the economic health of the region as a whole. It pointed to the areas problems in term of increased competition from regional shopping areas, deterioration in housing conditions caused by disinvestment, and unplanned and dangerous traffic patterns. 


In re-affirming downtown Brooklyn's central role and cataloguing its problems, the plan was optimistic that a combination of public and private efforts would stimulate office and commercial construction.

The DBDA seized upon this report, and began to lobby higher levels of government to give the area higher priority within the development efforts of the city as a whole. The DBDA lobbied for urban renewal funding from the city, state and federal governments. It was in response to the lobbying efforts of this group that then Mayor of New York, John Lindsay created a new city agency in 1971 -- the Office of Downtown Brooklyn Development. This was significant, because Brooklyn has a long history of neglect from the center. The Mayor's attention appeared to be pointing to a turn around.

The attention of the City to the Downtown interests, coupled with the promise of added financial resources provided the DBDA with a victory, which further solidified the entity. The coalition began to expand bringing together business and local government, thus expanding the coalition into a regime form. This development regime represented a public private cooperative arrangement, purposefully arranged around the theme of enhancing the downtown's economy. This coalition was significant in that it brought together a diverse collection of private sector actors (downtown business interests), and the public sector (borough, city, state and federal governments), who collaborated around the first major redevelopment efforts of the downtown -- the rebuilding of Fulton Street shopping area.

Fulton Street sat at the center of the downtown area, and represented the downtown's key retail district. However between 1960 and the present, the retail base underwent radical changes. As Sharon Zukin reflects,


The street cuts a long gash through the borough, but these eight blocks downtown bear witness to Brooklyn's history of economic decline, suburban flight and racial change. Behind the facade of today's jewelry, electronics, and sneaker shops lie the empty shells of yesterday's department stores.

At its earliest, the Downtown Brooklyn development regime shared the common belief that the economic revitalization of the area could be achieved through attention to physical infrastructure. This loose network of public and private sector actors believed that upscaling existing retail was the course to take. The downtown was perceived to be in competition with regional shopping malls of the suburbs, and so it was felt that Fulton Street needed to be physically altered, converted into a pedestrian shopping mall.

The rebuilding of Fulton Street was achieved through collaboration between local business, city, state and federal agencies. The coalition was able to secure 80% of the funding through an Urban Mass Transit Capital Improvement Grant from the federal Government. Fulton Street was narrowed, the sidewalks widened, vehicular traffic was restricted, decorative brickwork, benches, kiosks and special lighting were added.  The project began in 1977 and was completed in 1984. Delays in completing this project had more to due with the structural complexity caused by the confluence below ground of ten separate train lines.

What was interesting about the Fulton Mall development was that it led to a restructuring of the local development regime or more to the point an expansion. The original coalition, DBDA, had been motivated by private sector interests. The city argued that it would only invest in the project if the community set up a non-profit management team to sustain the investment, which led to the creation of the Fulton Mall Improvement Association (FMIA). FMIA was formed in 1976 out of a small subsection of the DBDA. The city then, in conjunction with state approval, designated the area as a "Special Assessment District" in which the Fulton Mall businesses (roughly 130 businesses were represented here) and property owners would pay slightly more taxes, but that money would be returned to FMIA to sustain the original infrastructure investments on Fulton Street (now called Fulton Mall). While the DBDA had been a private partnership for the purpose of lobbying and pursuing policy changes, FMIA was a public-private management partnership. That is a special management team was put together, included in this group were the local business from the street, the local chamber of commerce, representatives from Brooklyn Borough Hall, and representatives from the New York City small business assistance agency. 

The regime was taking a more distinct and formalized role in downtowns economic development, and the balance of power began to shift towards the public sector. The changes in Brooklyn's demographic composition and declining economic base were further rattled by the fiscal crises of the 1970s and 1980s. The combination of external economic shocks appeared to strike the final deathblow to this once vibrant part of the New York Metropolitan area. By the late 1980s Brooklyn was the second-poorest borough, after the Bronx, in New York City.
 Brooklyn Downtown would no longer be remembered as a source of pride, but rather as a place of "crime and grime" characterized by insurmountable racial tensions. 

The transitions also affected the local development regime, as long-standing businesses were replaced by new, and the mix of private sector interests began to change. Few were prepared to continue investing in downtown development in light of the shaky fiscal circumstances that the city faced. By the early 1980s, the Fulton Mall had lost all but one of its major anchors, and the economic base was rapidly changing. Fulton Mall needed to adjust to a new lower income-shopping base.

During this decade, the plans for a unified vision of downtown development came under pressure. The transitions in the downtown brought a range of new players. Old businesses left, new businesses emerged, new immigrant populations came to occupy the area. All of these changes placed pressure on the development regime, particularly in the context of its purpose and vision. 

There were conflicts between long and short-term economic development visions, between corporate and small business interests, between long standing business owners and new immigrant businesses. While these conflicts appeared most overtly within FMIA, they were indicative of the larger challenges that the downtown regime faced.
 Specifically, how to unify a diverse collection of players in the face of a sharply declining market environment. Illustrative of the growing divisions, was the rise of a separate coalition of local minority groups in 1978, who picketed the Fulton Mall construction based on the perceived bias in hiring practices amongst local businesses. As Zukin describes it,


While storeowners were confused and divided by these protests, the FMIA mobilized them to negotiate the demands as a group.... The specter of riots lurked around the new construction.
  

It was the arrival of a visionary public leader in 1977, which provided the much-needed glue to repair and maintain the development regime and to move its economic development agenda forward. In 1977 Howard Golden was elected to the office of Brooklyn Borough President (an office which he continues to hold today). The stability that Golden provided to the downtown regime was significant. His presence, vision and leadership kept the coalition intact, despite the pressures of the 1970s and 1980s in the form of recession, disinvestment and neglect from the central city. Moreover, his stability also helped the regime move beyond its initial care taker agenda, which focused on the maintenance of infrastructure, towards a much grander vision based on job creation and office development.  

The Borough President began his term in office by focusing on the rebuilding of community and trust. He began an extensive promotional campaign to restore pride in the borough. This was important for the development environment, in that the campaign brought publicity to the borough and did indeed help to restore civic pride and trust. Golden was a civic booster for the area and an important agent of social capital formation. 

The Borough President also commissioned the Regional Plan Association to study Brooklyn. Its report came in 1983, and was significant in terms of altering the agenda of the Downtown development regime -- shifting attention away from its role as retail center, and stressing it as a secondary central business district for the city as a whole. The report suggested that in the case of the downtown, "the main issue is not what to build, but how to attract the investment."

In addition to the role that the Borough President played, the mid-seventies also brought the final piece to the downtown development regime -- the university connection. The downtown area in addition to being the localities main shopping artery, the home to Brooklyn's local government, was also an educational hub -- with Polytechnic University, Long Island University, Pratt Institute and not far off Brooklyn College.  

The new agenda in the downtown, became one based upon large-scale development. This would require the clearing of land, and the relocation of scores of businesses, for the purpose of creating a large new set of offices. Central to those activities were the building of Metrotech, and the arrival of a strong educational leader George Bugliarello (President of Polytechnic University). The deterioration of the downtown was clearly problematic for the university and its student body. The University had the option to move its facilities to the suburbs, but it chose to remain, invest in the downtown and play a key role in advancing the Regional Plan Associations suggested agenda of luring corporate investment to the downtown. 

Bugliarello, promoted the idea of a "silicon valley"in which research and development space would be created to attract new high technology industries. The university was able to secure a $15 million grant from the State, and they were able to raise $42 million dollars on their own of private investment. But despite the financial support, they were unable to find suitable partners to develop their vision.  

With the support of the borough president slowly the plan began to move forward again. His role 

continued to be that of booster, as well as stabilizer. During the early 1980s, Metrotech was finally able to move forward. The significance of this project was that among other things, it brought the educational institutions into the center of the downtown development regime, providing resources and expertise, and further stability to this diverse collection of players.

The final piece was added to the downtown development regime in the mid 1980s, when Bruce Ratner of the Cleveland based firm, Forest City Ratner, a private developer signed on to the MetroTech project, and became a central player in the downtown Brooklyn turnaround of the 1990s. Bruce Ratner was not your ordinary developer. Ratner had been the New York City Consumer Affairs Commissioner. He represented a new breed of socially responsible developers. As he comments,


I really did care about keeping jobs in New York City. I believed in Brooklyn. I believed Brooklyn was a great place...Of course money was important, but right up there with money was doing something positive for the public.

Bruce Ratner was instrumental in shifting the regime's development agenda yet again, away from the research and development park idea towards a back office complex. The original MetroTech plan called for 1.5 million square feet of office space on two sites, which was expanded to 4.5 million on four sites. With this change in vision came a reorganization of the partnership. Polytechnic University took a more passive role, and the private developer took a more active role. But together the regime was able to lure several so-called A-list companies to Brooklyn's downtown area.

What was key in this movement, was the role that the development regime played in terms of providing a secure environment for these new corporate entities. The diversity of public and private actors within the Downtown development regime was important, because they were able to leverage their power and broker a range of deals with the Borough, City, State and Federal government. The linkages to the public sector helped to the downtown to offer comprehensive investment packages for potential corporate businesses.  Chase Manhattan bank for example agreed to move its corporate back office to the downtown -- after it was provided with a comprehensive city/state financial incentive package, which include tax exemptions and low cost utilities. 


City and state economic development authorities have provided a package of incentives that make space in the downtown $ 12 cheaper that space in midtown Manhattan and $6 less than space in downtown Manhattan. Rents in Metrotech for example are $20 per square foot as compared with $50 per square foot in Manhattan. Incentives from the city and state include -- abatement of real estate taxes completely for 15 years, and then a gradual increase to normal levels over a ten year period, a $1,000 per year subsidy for each employee relocated from Manhattan below 96th street or from outside the city, savings in energy rates, and an exemption from the state tax on the purchase of business equipment.

We sit today at a point in which the development regime is changing yet again, as they shift their agenda towards to promotion of the area as a 24-hour destination through a focus on the downtowns cultural institutions. Today, the balance of power within the regime appears set to change. Key cultural institutions such as the Brooklyn Academy of Music (the oldest performing arts center in the US) and the Brooklyn Museum (the second largest art collection in the US) have begun to seek involvement in the revitalization process of the downtown, again, supported by the Brooklyn Borough President.  Thus the development regime is expanding yet again, this time to incorporate the local museums, performing arts institutions, galleries and restaurants. 

This story of the downtown development regime is clearly abbreviated, but it points to the importance of public private partnerships as agents of local economic development. It illustrates the role which stable leadership can play in maintaining partnerships even during times of adversity. This data suggests that the divisions made between public and private sectors may not be as stark as the literature tends to suggest. In the case of Brooklyn's downtown this broad base of public and private actors was able to find common ground, was able to change in response to altered environments, and was able to succeed where others had failed. Demonstrating yet again, the enduring nature of this coalition, and the importance of adaptability, and the role of leadership.

The economic development coalitions that have formed in the downtown represent what can best be described as a loose collection of private sector actors that include: corporations and small businesses, and the local chamber of commerce; non-profits in the form of community and economic development corporations, business improvement districts, and community based advocacy groups. The public sector actors that are involved come local community boards, the borough presidents office, the city council, the mayors offices, the department of economic development, the department of business services, the city planning commission, and state government has also taken on a role at different points in the Downtown's history.

Conclusions: Measuring Success
Over the past two decades, a quiet revolution has been underway in the downtown part of Brooklyn. In 1988, the Pierrepont Plaza project was completed -- sitting directly across the bridge from Manhattan's City Hall and a short distance from Wall Street -- this office complex brought the first fortune 500 pioneers to Brooklyn -- Morgan Stanley and the Royal Bank of Canada. The MetroTech complex, which opened just over a decade ago combines five million square feet of office  space with expanded facilities for Polytechnic University, as well as shops, restaurants, and parking. Renaissance Plaza, a 32 story mixed use building complex offers 1.4 million square feet of commercial space. In July of 1998, a new hotel opened, employing 275. The Marriot represents the first new hotel construction in Brooklyn in almost 70 years. Its 384 rooms have been filled to capacity since its opening and is currently in the process of expansion to accommodate the demand. Atlantic Center opened in 1996, a 380,000 square foot shopping mall situated on land that sat dormant for 30 years. Adjacent to the mall is the soon to be opened Atlantic Terminal (a transportation hub for 10 subway lines and the Long Island Railroad)-- coordinated by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, the New York City Economic Development Corporation in partnership with Forest City Ratner. Not surprisingly people began to talk about the Brooklyn success.


The rebuilding of downtown Brooklyn, which over the last ten years has quietly transformed the aged urban core of New York City's most populous borough into what experts have begun calling a model for big city downtowns across the nation. And the resurgence --- which has transcended the sluggish economy that has derailed development in most cities --- appears for now at least to be continuing in high gear.

This research would suggest that the revitalization of Downtown Brooklyn, a process which began in earnest during the late 1980s and continues today, was facilitated by the existence of a growing number of local partnerships -- or to use a term that has gained vogue -- the stock of social capital in the downtown proved to be a vital component of the areas resurgence.
 

This is to suggest that the Downtown's development partnerships were not simply based upon individual self interest (i.e. the push for individual gain) but rather that partnerships facilitated the growth of trust in the form of bonds between divergent sets of local interests, and that the partners also played the central role of building of bridges between the community and the outside world. It is this stock, I would suggest which helps to explain Brooklyn's success in attracting and retaining development by comparisons to other areas the city.
 As Councilman Ken Fisher comments,


During the 1970s and 1980s those who wanted to leave did, those who stayed truly believed.

The economic development coalitions in the downtown were not one large group, but rather several smaller groups that tended to represent distinct geographic areas -- for example the Fulton Mall Improvement Association brought together the owners of the primary retail area in the downtown. The MetroTech Business Improvement District, a more recent formation is a non-profit group who represents the larger corporate entities that have located their back office space in the downtown in the only smart buildings in MetroTech. More recently the Brooklyn Waterfront Coalition has emerged as a group of property owners, businesses, local cultural and arts institutions and community groups working together to redefine Brooklyn's long neglected waterfront area between the Brooklyn and Manhattan bridges. While, each group represents a distinct location within the downtown, they are drawn together in a loose coalition of groups who share a common interest in enhancing the downtowns economic environment. These disparate groups were brought together via the leadership of the Brooklyn Borough Hall, and with the ongoing support of the Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce. 

While over time there have clearly been breakdowns within the coalition caused by the pressures of economic restructuring, population shifts political change etc. However despite this the area has been able to overcome significant obstacles, and to thrive. The Downtowns strength has been in its capacity to redefine itself in light of both external and internal pressures. The regime has been able to adapt over time, becoming more representative of its local constituency.

From a policy perspective therefore, this analysis would suggest that public-private partnerships represent a fundamental building block for successful local economic development, and governments have a central role to play promoting the creation of partnerships in localities seeking development and growth.

3. Lessons for Rome
The Brooklyn case offers interesting comparison and utility for Rome. Recognizing that a range of differences exist in term of government, similarities exist in terms of problems faced, in terms of the strong underlying political cultures, and in terms of patterns of governance. 

The growth pattern of Rome is much like the US experience, with a pattern of spillover into the countryside -- areas of low-density settlement surround areas of intensive urbanization. Land outside the urban area has been described as lacking in public services and infrastructure. These areas like Brooklyn's downtown appears to be "border vacuums." The difficulty here, like the Brooklyn case, is how to rebuild infrastructure and then how to lure development to these so-called border areas.

State decreed devolution and regional law in Italy in recent years has led to an increase in the fields of action in which communes are involved, the most local of the three levels of government. I would suggest the communes are akin to Boroughs. The primary areas of regulation and intervention in communes, like boroughs are: town planning and zoning, planning of commercial activities; local police; urban traffic; public works; aqueducts; sewerage; trash disposal; roads and street lighting; cemeteries, pre-schools education buildings; public nurseries; sports facilities; local museums; theaters; parks and gardens; education, cultural and welfare services. Like Boroughs, the communes are also dependent on higher levels of government for resources, but increasingly also on private partners to manage local infrastructure. It would seem that the conditions exist for the promotion of partnerships in Rome as they do in Brooklyn. According to Rey & Pola,


The commune has great freedom in selecting either private bodies for implementing a project or running a service.... Moreover, in recent years, forms of joint shareholding have developed between public and private bodies in sectors such as airports, motorways, industrial areas, and exhibition halls through the creation of companies subject to private law

Communes have tended to form "associative agreements" with each other as a solution to area wide problems as an alternative to strengthening the provinces.  The propensity to form agreements among local institutions in and of itself suggests that the partnership phenomenon might be highly relevant to the case of Rome.

Brooklyn therefore represents a useful case in that it is an area within the metropolitan borders, which has suffered restructuring of its economic base, middle class flight from the area, and general blight over time. However, over the past decade Brooklyn, in particular the downtown area has experienced something of a turn around -- new office development, several top fortune five hundred companies have moved their back offices into the area. The waterfront area, which sat dormant and wasted virtually since WW2, is in the process of being redeveloped for mixed uses. A new hotel (the first in 70 years) was built which has been filled to capacity since it opened its doors. Twenty-nine new restaurants have opened up in the downtown area in the past five years. 

According to Jean Lutfy, the executive Director of the Brooklyn Academy of Music Local Development Corporation (and as mentioned above a new player in the economic development regime), the area can also boast the largest concentration of artists anywhere in the city. The area has begun a push to promote cultural tourism both as a 24-hour community to local residents and workers and to leverage these resources in an effort to attract tourists in search of an "authentic" Brooklyn experience.

What is significant about Brooklyn, is that at each stage of the areas "unslumming" or "rebirth" one can find beneath the outcomes a partnership at work. Not one immutable partnership, but rather a flexible and evolving partnership -- that has seen its agenda shift from the maintenance of infrastructure, to business improvement, technology partnerships, cultural coalitions, and artists collectives. Each such partnership reflects different stakeholders, difference in the balance of power within (between public and private partners -- some are narrowly focused, others broad in vision). And yet each in its own way has proven to be significant in regard to development of the downtown area and its sustainability.

As Harvey Shultz,  a long standing member of the regime comments,


What we have here is a working partnership that has survived over a 25 year period.... an enlightened group of people that work in partnership.

What is making the area flourish and grow, is the existence of a stock of social capital reflected in the many partnerships which have emerged, and the horizontal and vertical linkages which these coalitions have provided for the downtown area. Key to entire process has been the existence of strong leadership. Together, these partnerships have provided stability to the area and in turn security to new business seeking to be a part of the Downtown's success.
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