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New York City is‘faciné a social, political and
economic crisis far more se:ious than the fiscal crisis'of-
the 1970s. This is reflected within the City itself and in
the attitudes towards the Cfty in washington and in the rest

of the Country.

Fifteen years ago, in the middle of New York's fiscal
crisis, President Ford gave;a speech which, even if not
correctly quoted, nevertheléss was accurately summarized by

the Daily News as: "FORD TQ CITY: DROP DEAD". We were not

dying, and we did not drop dead. We persevered, we
recovered and we went on to ‘a decade of unparéliéled boom.
President Ford did not fare as well as we did; many of us,
still now, believe that his remarks, and thé Daily News
headlines, cost him the State's electoral votes and the

Presidential election ih 1976.

A few weeks ago, President Bush, iﬁ a speech to N.Y.
Republicans said that "Life;in New York, especially in the
City, is becoming more expensive, more diffiéﬁit and more
dangerous than ever before". New York City, he stateé, was
a "City that lives in féar"; The President spoke of "Bad
schools,:dangerous streets, big deficits, open-air drug
markets and muggings". Eveﬁ'théﬁgh Senator Pat Moynihan
suggested that only Red Chiﬁa and Albanié deser?ed these

types of Presidential descriptions, the sad truth is that
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George Bush's description is, unfortunately, only too close
to the truth. Blaming the situation on liberal pol;ticiéﬁs
was a simple political attack: a decade of neglect of urban,
problems by the Administrations of Presidents Reagan and
Bush helped bring this situation about. But the description
was accurate; not only was ;t accurate, but the perception
of the City is worse than tﬁe reality, not only in the

United States, but also abroad.

In viewing the statements of these twonPresidents,
and to the reactions thereto, we can find soméipf the main
differences between the fiséalicrisis of 1975 and the far

deeper crisis the City is fécing at the present time.

The reaction to Ford'sistatement was violent. The New
York press attacked him reléntlessly; the business/labor
coalition, functioning very;effectively at the time, lobbied
Washington furiously; so dia a political coalition of
Northeastern states spearheaded by New York; Preéident
Giscard d'Estaing of franceiand Chancellor Helmut Schmidt of
West Gefmany personally urgéd President Ford to proﬁide
Federal credit support to tﬁé City. Fihally, although
grudgingiy, the President aﬁd the Congress decided that it
was better to hélp New York City than to bury it; this

decision was, to a large extent, facilitated by what New




York was doing to help itself. New York State put its
credit behind the City's; Néﬁ York's labor'leadership agreed
to far-reaching concessions; the New York City banks} mén&
of them with a significant part of their capital at stake,
participated in major financ';ial restructurings; a new City
administration, assisted bykthe EFCB and MAC, brought the
City back to financial equilibrium. The City both helped
and benefitted from the financial boom of the early
eighties. The City respondéd to strong political
leadership; despite the many problems endemic to all large
urban centers, the City appeared to be manageable; despite
the departure of a number of businesses in the 70s, the
spirit of the City was decidedly upbeat. New Yorkers were
proud of their City, warts and all; we felt that we had
waged, against very long odds, a political battle for the

future of the City and that we had won.

The reaction to Bush's;statement, on the other hand,

was quite muted. Apart from Moynihan's response and a
statement by Congressman Chérles Rangel, it was ignored by
the New York polit;cal'leadership and the press. This was
partly due to the fact that:Bush's statement was not nearly
as threatening to the life of the City as was Ford's. It is
also, however, due to the fact that the City today is vastly
different from %he City of 1975. There is no effectively

structured business/labor cooperation that can affect the
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City's basic problems. Theﬁe is no stratégic City/State
political alliance that deals with the city's agenda in
Albany -or in Washington. There is no crusade about‘ﬁhe
City's future. There is a feeling of helpléssness about the

City's long-term problems.

Looking realistically ét the City's problems today is a
risky business. The press is regularly criticized for
allegedly overreporting on crime, homelessness, racism,

" drugs as if ignoring the trﬁth about what is happening in
the City would somehow make it all go away. Some of it is
overdone, unfair and very damaging to the city; in
particular the Time's cover:stdry on New York City.

However, the high profiie of violent crime in the press over
the past several months hasiserved to focus public attention
on spreading patterns of daﬁger and desperation that are
leaving no section of the City untouched. This may set the
stage for a really effectivé program to'recapture the
streets and the subways from the criminals and to get
legislative action to_proviéé for stiffer criminal

penalties.

New York City, during the fiscal ctisis, could well be
described as a "gorgeous moéaic"1 Mosaics are held together
by some type ofﬂédhesive, sQMe bonding material that keeps
them from falling apart. Tﬁere was a bond then, about the
future of the City and the hdpe that it could provide







