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~ecw•• ................ 

Mr. President: 

•· 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 30, 1978 

I have been informed of two requests you m<;ide at the 
last Foreign Policy Breakfast in regard to the Surnrni t .. 

I. · Marine Exercis~ 

We are prepared to transport the MaJ;i:nes and their 
band, if you wish to have music, to Camp David for a 
shortened version (30 minutes) of the drill you saw at 
the Marine Barracks. I Suggest Thursday, SeptemJ:>e:r 7, 
at approximcttely 7:00 p.m. for this. 

'5?: .:?0 

Approve September 7 ~ ___ .. Approve Band 
-~-~'-='-''-

II. Air Showc 

General Jones recommends the Blue Angels. They are 
already cbrnrnitte<;l on September 8 and 9. The d.emonstration 
is 5-8 minutes in length, so it could be done in conjunction· 
with the Marine exercise on September 7. 

Unlike the Marine drill, this show will be visibie by 
the pUblic and press. I que~t.ion whether this would be 
appropriate for a pee3.ce conference. Hamilton and Jody 
agree with this. · 

Approve air show with Marine drill 

,/ Disapprove air show 
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The Carter Urban. Policy and 
the Churches' Mandate 

Whether the future holds an effective and just national urban policy will 
depend on the steadfastness of those who 'seek the welfare of the city.' 

KEITH D. MARTIN 

+ PRESIDENT CARTER early this spring an
nounced his long-promised urban policy. For the 
first time, an American president had attempted to 
develop a comprehensive and coherent national 
policy for cities. Since that date- March. 27- the 
White House, in a leisurely and somewhat unenthu
siastic manner, has forwatd~d the legislative pieces 
of the policy to Capitol Hill, where hostility and 
skepticism have already surfaced, as have opportuni
ties for prophetic witness. 

Though it may come as news to much of the 
religious coinmunity that urban policy has been on 
the administration's agenda, the churches should 
have an intense interest in what our government. 
proposes to do for the cities. Christians are, after all, 
heirs to the biblical mandate given by jt!teniiah to 
"seek the welfare of the city ... for in its weHci,re you 
will find your \Velfare." That the mainline Protes
tant churches have not followed this mandate 
shotdd be painfully obvim,is, Church resources and 
energies have simply not been directed toward the 
city. 

We need not belabor the statistics pointing up the 
flight of middle-class white churches to the suburbs. 
Yet even thos_e congregations remaining in our 
urban centers are, with some notable exceptions, 
more often concerned with protecting their own real 
estate and endowments than with risking a commit
ment to the city. Thtts, seminary courses ap.d de
nominational conferences on "urban ministry" tend 
to focus not on reaching out to "the least of these;' 
but on strategizing for inst.itutional mainte11a.nce. If 
Nero fiddled while Rome burned, then our present
day churches ponder the ·effectiveness of their 
boards of trustees while our society creates a perma
nent urban underclass. 

\Vhat mak.es t_hese perennial sins of immediate 
concern is that we now have before us the Carter 
a9ministtation's efforts, through its stated nation~l 
urban poli¢y, to "seek the welfare of the city." The 
churches now ha.ve an opportunity to redeem them
selves and to become actively engaged in a mean
ingful commitment to the city at a level where 
billions of dollars are at stake. In order to do this, 

Mr. Martin is assoCiate director of the ChurcheS'. Center for 
Theology and PuiJlic Policy, Washington, D.C. 
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clnuch people need to understand the new urban 
policy,· eviiluate it in terms of biblical norms of 
economic and social justice, and then act on these 
norms~ 

An Open Process 

Although the seeds of Carter's urban policy were 
sown during the presidential campaign in an effort 
to win the support of blacks and other traditional 
urban Democratic voters, the official process began 
on March 21, 1977, when the president issued an 
exeeutive order establishing the Urban and Region
al Policy Grolip · (with the unfortunate acronym 
URPG). Under the leadership of Patricia Hartis, 
secretary of Housing and Urba!i Development, the 
group consisted of representatives from six federal 
departments- HUP, Labor, Treasury, HEW, 
Transportation and Commerce. In addition, other 
departments with domestic interests participated, as 
did the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
and the White House domest.ic policy staff. The 
group was given a mandate to analyze the problems 
of America's cities, to examine relevant current 
public and private policies, and to propose a com
prehe1:tsive policy for urban AmeriCa. 

The members of URPG were rather proud of the 
process they developed and followed, calling it "a 
public event" in which "more than 1o,ooo Ameri
cans" participated through hearings and meetings 
held throughout th~ country. There appear~ no 
reason to doubt this claim. For whatever fault 
government-watchers have found with the process, it 
has generally not been with the openness and 
seriousness \vith which URPG went about its busi
ness. 

The fact that a substantial amount of time and 
effort was spent on developing, for the first time in 
our nation's history, a national urban policy is 
reason for rejoicing. The federal bureaucracy, state 
and local governmental units, the private sector, and 
the gene:ral public took part in a consciousnes!r 
raising exercise which can only serve to benefit cities 
in the future. This is not to say that universal 
agreement was reached by the parties involved, or 
that turf"protecting and empite"building were elim
inated. But at least for once there was a systematic 
effort to "think urban" -to look at federal actions 
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in terms of what thty have. mean.t and can mean to 
cities. As a rduft there ate now many more people 
in high places who will not be able to ignore the 
urban i111paet of what they do. 

A Question of Commitment 

But certain questions ~nd doubts arise when. we . 
. look at the process. Spedfically, how committed is 

the White House to an effective implementation of 
the urban policy, and to. what extent is this country 
willil)g to dir.ed its. resoutc~s to the poorest and 
ne.ediest among us? 

As to the is.sue of White . House commitment, 
citizens are, naturally enough, somewhat skeptical of 
pr(>mises made during a presidenHai cainpaign. 
Although candidate Carter made· much of urban 
policy, it took some prodding by black leaders 
before, in 1\farch. 1977, he impletnented even a study 
process. And then the Urban. and Regional Polity 
Group existed in n;tliJe only for several months, 
Again, it \vas the black community which applied 
the pressttre. in August 1977, Vernon Jordan, the 
National Urban League's executive director, pub
licly criticized the president for his lack of urgency 
in formulating ail urban policy, and at a meeting of 
black leaders ln New York city strategies were 
devised for pressing C~rt.er into action. The loo~ing 
during New York's July blackout also helped to 
point iip the need to move urban programs up a 

.. notch or two on the priorhy list. 
These summer events had the effect of pushing 

URP.G into s~rious activity, but the roie of the 
White House ·in the overall process is still open to 
question. Tow·ard the end of 1977, whep. there was 
general ;lgreement that the tro11ble with Carter's 
first year in office was that he had tried to do ·too 
much, lists of priorities for the second year began to 
appear. S(tch items as energ:y polity and tax reform 
'vere put forward as priorities; 11rban policy was not. 
The URPG process itself did not include substant.ial 
and high-level White House or OMB involvement 

· until very late in. the game. The first draft of the 
group's report, issued in late October, was met with 
something less th_a.n total enthusiasm at the White 
House, at least in part because of l.ack of input from 
Sfttart Eizenstat and his do111estic policy staff. The 
end result was an. 11-page memorandum t(> the 

· president m~gotiated by Secretary . I:Ia.tris and Mr. 
Eizenstat, extracting broad principles from the more 
than too-page URPG report but omitting refer-
ences to specific programs. . 

Finally, there lvas the 13-page confidential rt1emo 
sent to the president on March 21 of this year by 
Eizenstat and OMB director James Mcintyre. In it, 
Carter is advised to ailnmince publicly a position on 
wha:t agency will run a key Qrban-policy program, 
the national development bank, and then to work 
quietly for a differ~nt soiution as part of·his general 
reorganization plan. Tll.i.s approach was designed to 

August 30-Septeniber 6, 1978 

pl;lcate blacks and big-city ml.lyors; who wanted t.he 
bank in HUD, "'nile leaving the doot open for it to 
be run by a more business-oriented department. 
Though Eizenstat and Mcintyre favored putting it 
in Commerce, tJ1ey advised a joint administration by 
Cot)ntJ.erce; Treasury and 1-iO:b because "placi_ng 
the bank in Commer.ce would be a visible defeat for 
Secretary Harris, your leading urban expert and the 
only minority member of your cabinet." 

The memo also offers a tat.her pessimistic assess
rnent of the chances for passage in Congress of the 
legislation to create the bank. In fact, such legisla
tion was hot forwarded to Congress until June 2o; 
nearly three months after the urban policy '\vas 
announced, and there appears to be no possibility 
of its being enacted this year. The idea of a devel
opment b<ink is not new and ha~ been kicking around 
for ye<J.rs under the heading of an urban bank, or 
"Urbank.'' Witi1 the revelations of this memo, one 
wonders whether those who cynically referred to the 
concept as. "beautiful downtown Urbank" were not 
right on the mark. · 

Tho.se in Greatest Need 

The second major question about the process 
revolves around the 'villingness of our elected lead
ership and the general public to te!_tget funds to 
those :who need them most, The flawed first draft of 

·the URPG report was thrown together rather h~sti-
ly; parts of it resembled a laun<;lty list of familiar 
progr;i(ns, so much so that some dubbed the. docu
ment "Son of Great SoCiety.;' Yet this initial report 
did evidence a 'serious attempt to cha.nnel funds to 
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those people and places 'ot !veatest need. Between 
the title of the first draft, "Toward Cities and 
People in Distress,'' and· that of URPG's final report, 
"A New Partnership to Conserve America's Com
munities," lies a five-month process in which the 
kitchen-sink approach to public policy-making- or, 
as on~ commentator labeled it, a "dollar in every 
pot"·'"""' emerged triumphant. 

In December, when some of the most ferocious 
infighting broke out with regard to the allocation of 
what would be very limited funds, Secretary Harris 
called for the resources to be reserv~d for those cities 
where "it is ~ matter of life and death." She added 
that "we can't just throw the n:wney up for grabs" but 
must direct it to cities whose needs are· critical as 
opposed to those for which "it would be a conveni
ence." Yet despite numerous administration claims 
that the urban policy continues to be targeted 
to the areas of greatest heed, convenience has be
come a major criterion of eligibility. As a mat
ter of fact; the compromise memo sent to the presi
derlt by Harris and Stuart Eizenstat dropped an 
orig1na{.objectl.ve of "helping to reduce fiscal and 
social disp~rities between cities and their suburban 

. neighbors." Moreover, it moved the policy in the 
direction of becoming a mile wide and an inch deep 
by adding ''urban areas" to ''cities" as potential re
cipients of the limited funds to be available. 

The qiSe tan be wade, of course - and in fact has 
been made ...,. that the final product is merely a 
recognition of politicai reality. If we w~n:t an urban 
policy, '\ve are going to have to spread the goodies 
around. Tho\lgh this may be true, it is a disttitbing 
adtl)ission nonetheless- and for two reasons. First, 
the. bold leadership necessary to <::reate an effective 
and just urban policy has been less than evident. 
The administr~tion cannot have it both ways: it 
cannot put forward ~ small financial pack~ge, insi.st
ing that resources are limited and that a balanced 
btidget is the goal, and then sprinkle these meager 
resources in every direction. Somewhere a choice 
must be made. A modest program which tries to 
help everyone helps no one. On the other hand, if it 
is necessary to give everyone something in order to 
teach the poorest of the poor, then let us come up 
with the resources appropriate to the tasl<.. 

A second reason for distress about the political 
necessity to spread the goodies around relates to the 
lack of serious commitment to urban ihinistry oil 
the part· of the churches. Those special-interest 
groups with the most votes, the biggest bucks and 
the best organizations usually get wh~t they want. 
Why weren't the churches active in the "public. 
event'' when the urban policy was being drafted? 
Why weren't they fighting for their special int_erest: 
the prophetic imperative for economic and social 
justice, the special concern of God for ''the least of 
these"? Of all the groups that met with the aciminis
tr~tion, making up the "101ooo Americans" involved 
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in the process, not one delegation represented the 
churches or a p~rticular church. The churches have 

. the resources, the organization, even the know,how 
and experien<::e. What they appear to lack is the 

· commitment and the will. The religious community 
has, in: effect, gotten what it deserves with this urban 
policy. The program has its str~ngths and it is a step 
in the right direction, but it might have come ou_t 
with a prophetic statement about justice for the poor 
had church leadership been committed to sttch a 
goal. 

Looking at the Policy 

The policy itself, as contained in the president's 
message· to Congress, is divided into four major 
partS: a statement of basic objectives and principles; 
a listing of the administration's prior actions di
rected toward helpivg cities; examples of some of 
the 16o administrative changes in existing programs 
aimed at mak.ipg them more beneficial to urban 
areas; a_nd a description ofnew program initiatives. 
· It is important to out thinking about the role the 
churches can play in the future of this urban policy 
to be clear as to what the adn1inistration means by a 
national urban policy. Seven objectives or goals are 
set forth: ( 1) to improve the effectiveness of existing 
federal programs; (2) to create additional employ
ment oppor~unities for the long-term urban une1Il
ployed and disadvantaged; (3) to provide fiscal 
relief for the most h~_rd-pressed communities; (4) to 
attract private investment to distressed areas 
through a variety of incentives; (5) to encourage 

. greater involvement by states, neighborhood groups 
and voluntary associationM (6) to provide addition" 
al social and :health services for the disadvantaged; 
and (7) to make cities .. more "livable" through 
physical improvement and cultural programs. · 

To implement these objectives the administration 
proposes a number of new programs with a total biil 
for fiscal ye;lr 1979 of $8.3 billion ($4.4 billion in 
budget authority, $1.7 in new tax incentives, and 
$2.2 · it1 guaranteed loan authority). In terms of 
tnoney, the national development b~nk is the most 
significant propo~al, with aD, authorization to guat• 
antee through fiscal year '79 a total of $2.2 .billion in 
loans to businesses seeking to locate or expand in 
economically distressed areas. Although just who 
should run the bank has been a bone of contention, 
its creation rests in part on the view that a major 
prob_Ietn for firms locating in cities is the lack of 
avallable capital. This assumption has been ques
tioned by a number of economists and urbanologists 
who cite the general difficulty of doing business in 
the city -=- crime, lack of space, transportation prob
lems- as principal deterrents. 

Another sizable proposal is an employment tax
credit program aimed at disadvantaged youth be
tween the ages of 18 and 24. Its price tag, in terms of 
reduced revenues, is $1.5 billion, avd to the extent 
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that it makes a dent in the 40 per i;:ent unemploy~ 
ment rate of inner-city black youth, it will be well 
worth the money. Also in the area of tax incentives 
is a $2oo-million program to raise the investment tax 
credit from 10 to 15 per cent for firms in economi~ 
cally distressed areas. Here the questions which 
come to mind ate similar to those concerning the 
national development bank. Will an additional 5 
per cent really make rnuch difference to a company 
that has a choice between a s'uburban industrial patk 
and an imte_r-city street corner? Pe:rh~ps _ eyen more 
serious is the question of 'ivhy a $2oo-million limit 
has been placed on this 15 per cent program when 
there is no such limit on the present 10 per cent 
investment tax credit. Does not such an approach 
merely continue the antiurban bias of federal pro; 
grams which the new urban polity is supposed to 
correct? 

Under the $4.4 billion in new budget authority, 
the largest effort is a $1-billion, Jabot-intensive public 
tvorks program whieh will enable areas with high 
unemployment rates to hire workers to repair and 
maintain public amenities and facilities such as 
parks, roads and comlminity buildings. In view of 
the widely held prejudice against public-seCtor _jobs, 
'ivhich have often been labeled as "ipake-work," it is 
heartening that the adntinistration has seen fit to 
propose this program. 

Administrative Changes 

The list of programs continues, but the limited 
funds present us with little tat.tse for optimism. 
There are, however, certain sections of the urban 
policy which may have a more beneficial effect for 
our cities. Definitely of major importance are the 
t6o administrative changes already made or to be 
made in existing programs. These changes ate in
tended to tenc_ler the federal gove:rnmer_lt more 
sensitive to urban problems and to tilt the entire 
range of these programs in the direction of cities. 

Of particular interest are the administrative 
changes applying to matters of suburban_ sprawl, the 
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location of government facilities, and the increased 
procurement of government supplies fro~ busi
nesses located in urban areas. Also part of this whole 
administrative n1et)1aitism is the adoption of ari 

_ urbari, and community-impact analysis requirement. 
Each new piece of major domestic legislation pro
posed by an agency now must con.tain a study of _its 
effect on urban areas and be submitted to the \Vhite 
House domestic-policy staff_ and the OMB _for 
revie'\v. This impact analysis is an internal ad_minis
trative procedure without the force of law; but if it 
can t~ke 011 so111ething approaching the significanc~ 
of the environ,mental Impact statement, it may well 
be the single most imp·ortant piece of the new urban 

policy. . . . . . _ . 
Another part of th1s ~dnHms.trative maclu.ner~ IS 

the establishment of an interagency coordmatmg 
council composed of assistant secretaries from the 
key domestic agencies and headed by Jack 'Vatson of 
the White House staff. While it is generally agreed 
that cootdii1ation is necessary, many are disappointed 
that this council is not a cabinet-level gtoup headed 
by Stuart Eizenstat. It remains to be seen how 
concerned the adi1tiitistration is to ensure the success 
of these asp~cts of the urban policy; to no small 
extent the level of seriousness will depend on how 
much pressitte is applied by groups interested in the 
welfare of the city. Here is a vital role fot tbe 
churches to play. . . . 

The other major cliirieilsion of the urban pohcy 
which gives caus~ for .optimism is that of the "new 
partnership." Although this idea may not be as new 
as some would have us think, there can be no doubt 
that a cooperative approach among federal, st~te and 
local governments, the private sector, and neighbor
hood and volUntary groups is necessary for the 
revitalization of the cities. The specific progral'ns 
and pr~cesses directed toward each of the partners 
may not be· adeqitate to the task, but at least a 
foundation has been iaid on which to build. 

Conveliti inuil Tl' isdom 

Some good things, then, can come from the 
administration's urban efforts if there is real follow
through 6rt the proposals, and it. is at this point th~t 
the churches need to take a good hatd look at their 
urban ministr'ies. Such a sc::rutiny might well begin 
with a tonsideratiort of the theological category of 
steadfastness_. Two texts come to mind. 

And it came to pass, '\vhen the time was com; that 
he should he received up, he steadfastly set Ius face 
to go to Jerusalem [Luke 9:51]. 

And: 

Therefore, my beloved brethren, be steadfast, ill_l
movable, always abounding in the wor~ 6£ th~ Lor~, 
knowing that in tlte Lord your labor IS not m vam 
(I Cor. •s:s8J. 

Obviously, neitl).er the churches nor the country 
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·-as a whole has been steadfast in dealing with the 
problems of the cities. Jn this conneCtion, there is a 
pitfall in the administration's approach to urban 

· policy cJ.gainst which we must be on guard. For 
though Jimmy Carter concluded his urb<m message 
to Coilgress by observing that "problems which have 
a.ccumulated gradually over generatioils cannot be 
solved in a year or even in the tert:n of a president,'' 
he nevertheless put forward his "new partnership" 
as just the right ingredient whk.h has been missing 
all these years. While this assertion may be little 
more than political rhetoric, we are certainly Vul
nerable to being seduced by it: 

In fact, most of the public, including the church
es, has already been seduced by the qmverttional 
wisdom that our last official attempt to save the 
cities, the Great Society, was a massive effort aimed 
at eliminating poverty, and that it failed be
cause it not only was poorly conceived b~t also 
was dictated by the federal government. The presi
dent says as much in his urban message, and in a 
recent interview Rosalynn Carter argued "that gov
ernment can't do it all ... we've had big, ni~ssive 
programs, an~ the cities are still in bad shape." 

That this interpretation is simply not valid has 
been arg\ted persuas,ively by Michael Harrington in 
Toward a Democrati.c Left: 

The experim~ntation of the Great Society programs 
in 1964 a_11d 1965 does not prove, as many assume, that 
the government failed because it tried so much. Rath
er it ilhtstrates the penny wisdom and pound foolish
ness of getting everyone excited about an imminent 
tltopia and then investing funds that, by official defi
nition, are not enough for modest reform. 

If Harrington's ideological position makes him sus
pect in some circles, then we can listen to a respected 
member of the present administration, Henry 
Aaron, former senior fellow at the Brooki_rtgs In
s.titution and now assistant secretary for pianniilg 
and evaloation at HEW .. Aaron gives a brief history 
of the mid-'6os in his recently published. Politics and 
the Pi"of'essors: The Great Society in Perspect.i'()e: 

The period from 1964 to 1968, which saw a series of 
attempts at social reform followed by retrenchment, 
is unique in American political history. A deluge of 

Guilt 
+ THAT migraine morning my 
Honest mirror remaiiled so 
Until I fractured that other face 
Into a Cubist puzzle of crossing planes, 
My own raw life draining 
From the ragged gashes: 

HuBERT N. 'VniTTEN. 

-- , ....... ····~·~·""···---~ .. ,£ ~·· 

legislation dealing with education, training, health 
care, housing, and numerous other areas affecting in
comes and welfare iss\led forth from .Congress. Thei_l 
the flow ceased, and some of the programs enacted. 
during that period were repealed, scaled down, Or 
delegated to state ~nd local governments with few 
restrictions .to ensure that their original purposes were 
carried Out. 

Aaron suggests three reasons, none having to do 
with ·the strengths or defects of the Great Society 
itself, for the decline of this unique <J.tternpt at social 
reform: ( 1) a loss of faith, brought o11 by Vietnam 
and the Ni~on-Agnew axis, in the ability of govern
ment to deal witlt problems; (5!) the formal victory 
of the civil rights Q)ovement and the resulting lack 
of clarity about what . to do ne*-; and (3) the 
collapse of the intellectual consensus regarding the 
nature of and solution to the social and economic 
ills in our society. 

A Lack Of Steadfastness 

To sum up the views of Hartington and Aaron 
concisely, both writers point to a lack of steadfast• 
ness. The dnitches were part of that coalition which 
believed that govemment could and should deal 
with problems of poverty and the cities; they could 
rightly claim some credit for the civil rigl:tts suc" 
cesses; and they contributed to that consensus sur
rounding the early days of the Great Society. But the 
churches were not steadfast. It is ludicrous t9 talk as 
thc;mgh this nation wmmitted itself to huge expen
ditures of funds and le;irned with great regret that 
the money just wouldn't do the job. 

for example, the Model Cities program is often 
referred to as one s~1ch massive effort. I have syg
gested that the budget authority of $4.4 billion In 
Carter's urban policy is insignif_icant. Yet the Model 
Cities program, from the heginniqgs of its opera
tions jn 1967 until the present (since there is still a 
bit of leftover money being spent by cities), in
volved a total expenditure of less than $2.5 bil
lion-and it encompassed 150 cities. By mid-1971, 
when the N ixoil administration w.as calling the 
program a failure and .had coined the phrase "be
nign neglect," less than $5oo million had been spent 
by cities. No wonder the Great Society failed, It had, 
at most, three or four good years. The miracle is that 
any progress was made at all. · 

This time around, we mtist do better. 'Ve must 
accept the fact that there is no substitute for a 
sustained commitment· to an · allocation of funds 
adequ~te to the task at hand. In short, what the 
future holds in the way of effective and just national 
urban policy depends on the steadfastness of those 
who "seek the welfare of the city." For the churches 
the question is· simply put: Are 'M~ willing stead
fastly to set our face to the Jetuside~s of our own 
day, knowing that in the Lord our labor is ~ot in 
vain? tJ 
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