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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

.... ,,···Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
In Rryly, P!..-as"F,4.zrw -_• _Augu_st 3, 1967 

• Fi/Q No. 

RACIAL INCIDEN'i, 
_PITTSBURGH; PENNSYLVANIA 
·-AUGUST-2_, 1967 

Lt. Clar1c Tomer, Pittsburgh, Pao, Police Department, 
advised ·on Au·gust 2, _1967, that on At1gust 2, 1967, Pittsburgh 
Police D~partment Detectives John Mo6k and -William Sievers 

.... arrested Edward Smith, .Negro male, 319 Roberts Stre~t 3 

• ._· Pi-ttsburgh, for. number's· violationo · The -arrest .was made 
·with~ seafch warrint. Smith biok~ 2way· from arresting 
• officers· and ~as chased and caugr:.t by Detectiye ;Mooko 

After· a -st~uggle, Smi~h was pl26ed 1n a police c2ro 

_·. • __A. crowd of about "h;o hundred Negroes gathered 
• -during arrest; and arresting officers radioed fo~ additional 

help. ·Before the arrival of help, bottles were thrown 
at police car, which ~as hit twice, and a door hinge was 

•broken on· the police car by the crowd whi1e trying to 
pull the ~olice officers from the car~ 

After the arrival of additional police officersJ 
Booke~ Dixon, Negro male, 2527 Aliquippa Street, and Ronald 
Scott, Negro male, 120 Bonifay Street, both Pittsburgh, 
were a~rested and the crowd was dispersedo Dixon and Scott 
wefe both arrested for disorderly conduptj assault and _ 
battery, interfer-ln['; with a police officer, inc:tting to riotJ 
and fesisting arrest. 

: Lt. Torner adv·ised that Smith was .released by 
the pj_fts.tiurgh Police Department when no num.bers slips ·11cre 
fou_nd _in his possession. Dlxon and Scott \·/ere both held. 

-_~Lt. -~om~r su~seou~ntly advised on August 2, 1967~ 
that-~o further incidents ·occurred at Plttsbur[jh during 
Augu·sr 2, 1967. 

This a·oci...nnent conta:tns neither r-ecomrr.e.ndationr 
nor conclusions of the FBI~ It is th2 property 
of the I~I 2rld is lo:J.red to your agency; 1 t and 
1 t s cc Ti~:-211 -:: . .s a r 2 ~ o t, to be _d is t r-J bu t e j c \! t s .1.di~ 

your at;oncy. .. 
11':.is con.~:.I·.~:s i!1t0D::.s:.:.:,:, :,~~~=,i~l!ed 

ora1.l.y to ~.:r.-~-~:..~:...c.·_:_ ..__: -·_---::--·---··•, 

r-T• i ,:~i n .-~1 ~ ~--,;i s i.c: l , c: '·- .;.~--~ -~_...::c•✓- _--_ .. 
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I , PITTSBURG 
Sum1,1ary 

1 • Pittsburg provides an excel lent example of a Comm--inity .t\ction Pro­
gra~ in which a focus on delivery of services and institutional change 
hai laid the groundwork for increased participation of the poor. As a 
re~ult, the Mayor's Committee on Human Resources (MCHR), ·with some 
urging from the Regional Office, has shown a willingness to stress com­
munity organization more now that its basic programs are established. 

Although a private nonprofit community action agency, MCHR, is 
·closely related to the Mayor's office. The Mayor is president of the 
Board and his special ass5stant is deeply involved ip the work of the 
CAA. Moreover, all programs have been delegated as~ result of.tl1ese (.:) 

factors, coordination with city departments and lo~al agencies, in z 
z Igeneral, has been excellent. These organizatio~s have been particularly z 
<[receptive to re-directing their programs toward the deprived population. -1 

\ 
n. 

Despite the lack of involvtmen~ of the poor in the past, MCHR ~as >-
be~1. particularly effective Li org2r-.izing the neighborhood for unnrnunity I-

(.) 

action. The Neighborhood Cjtizen's Committees, which are the basic 
policy-making groups for the neighborhood centers, are open to all Le 

0 
residents which has resu:t8d in a heavy emphasis in represertation of 

.....1e nonpoor. MCHR now requires that these groups meet the one-third OEO z 
standard. In spite of previous underrepresentation of the poor, the l!.' 

:E 
Citizen's Committees have been extrememly active and have ge'lerc1J.ly I-

a:: 
acted in the interest of the poor. <! 

.n_ 
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Complete decentralization of the CAA programs through delegate I 
:c 'Iagencies has resulted in a weakness in central staff direction. This (.:) 

inadequacy is particulirly noticeable in the area of planning and evalu­
C: 
::, 
ro

ation. In part, the proble~ is a consequence of a very small central (/) 

staff. I-
I-
n. 

Despite a service appro~ch, ~CHR has not developed an adequate 
manpower progrrua, particularly with respecL to adults. There has b~en 
a heavy emphasis on compensatory education, :arge]y ~~t~rmined by programs 
developed before the OEO Act was passed. Plans are underway.to dra=~ical­
ly reduce compensatory ed~cation and to place ~ore stress on manpo~er as 
well as neighborhood organization. 

Pitlsb~rg is a COil~unity which has brought about co~siderable insti­
tutional change and dc,/elo~-c.d .:'.. solid basis t0 complete the community 
~ction framework. The pl;::inned inc~2.::.sed emphasis on n1anpcwer £.:-d neigh­
)orhood organization plus greacer parLicip~tion of the poor in the decision-
1aking process if successful could make the Mayor's Committee on human 
.esources a more pro duet i ve Conm1Gni~1 Action Ager.cy. 

https://underway.to
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Pittsburgh - a city of 555,300 persons with 150,000 poor (27%) - was (.) 

Cl) 

among the first 10 cities to receive grants from OEO and the first city :i 

0 

to be rAfunded. Planning for an anti-poverty program began almost a l0 
0) 

year before the Econofuic Opportunity Act became law, under a group se­
ltl 
u 
a::

lected by Mayor Joseph M. Barr. The group became the Mayor's Committee :::> 
0 
Cf) 

·on Human Resources, Inc. (MCHR), a private, r0n-profit community action 

agency formed on Nobembe-r 12, 1964 and receiving an initial OEO grant of 

$1,518,146. To date $17 million has been granted to ~ittsburgh ror over 

45 programs. 

The Mayor's Committee is closely related to the Mayor's Oftice. z 
(!) 

z 
2The Mayor is president of the Boa~~ of Directors, and his special assis­ <£ 
_J 
n.. 

tant has been deeply involved in the work of the CAA. 
>-.._ 

The Mayor's Committee has had as its two principal goals institu- <..> 

Lt; 

ti.0nal change and involvement of the poor. Real participation 0£ the 0 

•-~z poor proceeded slowly at first, with stress being on institutional chanGe l.1.1 
.i. 
...- ., 

and delivery of services. Neighborhood and resident organi~ation has 0:: 
'; 
1 

<:t: 
n.. 
lt! 

now become MCHR's greatest priority, however, and will be stressed i..n 0 

:i: 

the budget beginning July 1, 1967. er:: 
(!) 

::> 
0) 
Cf)The Board of Directors of 22 members includes 10 representatives of t--
t--
0.. 

the poor, of whom 8 are poor target area representatives theruselves. 

Representatives of the poor also sit on the Advisory Council and its 

.subcommittees. The poor have less prest.i3e an.cl influence in these 

groups than the non-p0or. T­ the past their role in th~ very active.1.u 
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and effective Neighborhood Citizens Committees has also been veak, but 

in compliance with the 1966 amendment, MCI-IR is now requiring 1/3 of the 

membership of these groups to be ~epresentatives of the poor. Partici-

pation of the poor did take place in last surr~er's Head Start program 

and caused the Inspection team to state thc.t "Low-income people are 

actually involved at all levels of the project from planning to actual 

execution." 

The MayorsI Committee has delegated its programs to other agencies 

~xt:cpt fer the 6.2% of funds which have gone to central administration. 

The 6entral staff of about 30 persons is too small and not completely 

effective. Centralized data collection and evaluation is extremely 

ins 12ffi~ient at present and existing efforts are poor in c::~~lity. 

More sophisticated plans have be~n made, including a RAPA system. 

Much of the administration takes place at the neighborhood level. 

A neighborhood Coordination and Development component, run by a delegate 

age1icy in each of the 8 target a!."?as, consists of a center with an Area 

Coordi~ator and professional and non-professional staff who together with 

the Citizens Committees have considerable authority to gove!:':1 arid coor­

dinate all OEO programs in their area as weil as to aid in planning ard 

evaluation. Some pro~rams are offered i~ all 8 neighborhoods; others, 

in only 0ne or a few. More d-trecf·i0 ...1 is needed from the central staff, 

as well ns clarific~tion of the Coordinators' roles. In spite of some 

c0nfusiou between the neighborhood and central administrative units, 

neighborhood groups h.s.ve taken initiative when the ocr.c=ision demands, 

P-otably in the creRtion of a Health Advisory Council for all target areas, 
,; 

~ich has become an eifective coordinating mechani~~. 
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In addition to NYC vouth, 425 nonprofessionals·are employed in 

programs operated under -the :Mayor's Committee, working \_..:h 720 pro­
CJ) 

:J 
enfessionals. The nonprofessionals are utilized to varying extent in 13 z 
Lu 
(.) 

prngrams, with the most used in Compensatory Education, Health Services, (/) 

::>
arid the Homemaker program. A major weakness, noted in the Yankelovitch 

0 
lO 
0)study of the nonprofessionals in Pittsburgh, is the absence of provisions 

for upgrading. w 
(.' 

0:: 
::>There is fairly good cross-referral a~ong most of the CAP component 0 
Cl) 

programs. The Family Services program has been particularly effective 

in providing casework aid to participants in other OEO progrc..·,:.:s. Aclmin-

_istratively there is apparently little connection between the CAA and 

other poverty programs such as Adult Basic Education, Work Exverience, 
0 

or even 'NYC. However, NYC vouth have been ·closely inv.Jl~ec:1 in CAP ac­ z 
2 
z 

tivities through working in the neighborhood centers and in summer Head <r 
_J 
Q. 

Start classes. Coordination among manpower programs is pa!ticularly de­ >­
t-
(.)

ficient. 
Le 
0 

Coordination with city departments and local agencies has in general 

been excellent. Most of the major agencies are represented either on the 
' 

' er: 
..._ 

governing board or advisory board or as one of the delegate agencies. ·c:1 
a.. 
w 

There has be.:.a no ·political pressure or hostilities. About 20 ir1teragency 
0 

:c 
{!) 

ccstaff meetings are held each month throughout the target areas. Furthermore, :) 

en 
Cl) 

I­the z.0encies have cooperated in plauning for future programs, s 11ch as demon- l-
a.. 

stration cities projects. A major defect has been the l~ck of a gooc city­

wicie <lata system. 

The program mix was largely determined by the origi~al progrdms 

developed before the Act was passed. The delegate agen~ies are excellent, 

but the programs have not been very innovative, and the mixture of them 

has been haphazard. Programs of Ir 1 ividual Improve.mcnt (Educa-
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~ion and Head Start) have accounted for 46% o[ the total OEO funds going (() 

::, 

z 
Lu 

to Pittsburgh. Pittsburgh's f~turt program has now been modified Lo (.) 

Cf) 

co~ply more with OEO priorities. Compensatory education will be dras­ ::> 
0 

tically reduced, low-priority programs will be funded by other agencies <.O 
O> 

or dropped, and more stress will be plactci on neighborhood organization 
Lt.I 
(.'.' 

ccand manpower. :::> 
0 
(/) 

The percentage of the total universe being served is unknown, due 

to faulty data collection and lack of information on the number of parti-

cipants who are poor. This information wil 1 be avail at lE. in a few months; 

in the meantime, one can only say that poverty criteria h~ve not ~~en 

stressed or strictly applied. z 
(!) 

z 
zA special census study in the poorest target area showed Lhat 4 <( 
_J 
CL 

out of 10 families below poverty and 3 out of 10 above had had some con­
>­
t-

tact with an OEO-supported program or service. u 

le 
Overall, the 8 target areas contained in 1960, 16, 714 poor families 0 

•-· 
or 27% of the total families in the target areas and 60% of the total l!.I 

z 
~ 
1--

poor families in Pittsburgh. Every census tract in which medlap incame . o.:: 
c::t: 
CL 
w 

was less than $4,000 in 1960 lies within & target area. 0 

o..__;._~-) :c 
(._')Coverage --~y the major programs for· all 8 target areas is as follows Cl:: 

I / ::> 
ro 

I (/)*(see Appendi~ C for Chart): / t­
t-I II o..

1. Employment 

Programs have been successful in pl~cing youths in training 

/
·jobs, .but h~v.e' done little for adults. Thae is little or 
• I I 

no follow-up 01/~ndividuals, and CAP Employment Centers offor 
,I i 

II 
mostly a ref~rral progrruu rather than compr0hensive'

/ I / 
/ 
/ 

/ I 
I ! 

---------- I 

*Percentages are distorted to the extent that participants are not all 
poor. 
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