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ABSTRACT  

How did Philadelphia develop its first drug control strategy between 1960 

and 1973?  This study argues that Philadelphia's drug control strategy was part 

of an array of collaborative responses to the composite challenges of urban 

decay and was influenced by concerns for development, law enforcement, and 

fiscal survival.  In the early 1960s, a focus on development and a combination of 

overt racism and the more subtle psychological process of racial othering made 

drug abuse a low-priority, policy issue in Philadelphia.  At mid-decade, the 

growing institutionalization of law enforcement overshadowed additional attention 

drug abuse might have gained at that point.  By 1970, “White involvement,” as 

Medical Examiner Joseph Spelman termed it, provided the impetus for a more 

active and institutionalized public response.  As the nation progressed from a 

War on Poverty, to a War on Crime, and then to a War on Drugs, problems of 

sustainability and fiscal exhaustion became paramount.  When Philadelphia’s 

Coordinating Office for Drug and Alcohol Abuse Programs produced its 

Comprehensive Plan for Drug and Alcohol Abuse Treatment and Prevention, 

1973-1974, it codified a years-long, work-in-progress to address the complex 

adaptive system that substance abuse represented.  Though the strategy did not 

rectify the larger environmental issues of race, stability, and sustainability with 

which Philadelphia contended, it did provide a balanced approach and a starting 

point for future implementation and refinement. 
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

 
Applicability 

If one simply considers the word "strategy," it likely conjures up images of 

military officers scurrying around a big map board in a command center.  For 

those familiar with the Cold War, it may call to mind the iconic Time magazine 

cover featuring George Kennan pensively examining a chess board.  For people 

with corporate experience, it may spark visions of a boardroom in which business 

models are being hotly debated.  And for those of us with young children, we 

may think of King Julian, the Lemur King from Disney's Madagascar, who was 

always trying to "devise a cunning plan."  These are all valid glimpses of what 

strategy may entail, or to which it may apply.   

It has been said there are really only a handful of plot lines in all of 

literature.  The same can be said of strategy.  If we elevate strategy to its most 

overarching conceptual levels, we are left with a half-score of ideas that can 

apply to many things.  All strategies are some combination of positional, 

relational, or temporal, and they are not constrained to wars, campaigns, and 

foreign diplomacy.  Whether we are talking about charitable outreach, business 

strategy, or solving civic problems, we can apply strategic concepts. 
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As a student at the U.S. Army War College in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, I 

took an elective called History and Strategy.  It was a survey course that began 

with the Greeks and finished with World War II.  I remember that by the time we 

discussed the Roman Empire, we had begun to see patterns emerging: over-

expansion, inability to consolidate, adulteration, economic exhaustion, and 

decline or collapse.   

During a tour in Afghanistan, I served as an advisor in the NATO Air 

Training Command, with oversight of a counter-narcotics aviation unit.  My 

colleagues and I continually pondered the efficacy of our strategy.  Many of us 

also questioned the value of overlaying our systems-centric, short-term focused 

practices on a nuanced, relational culture with different objectives, and a longer-

term perspective.1  With the benefit of additional study, I came to recognize this 

dynamic as being underpinned by modernization fallacy.  This is the belief that a 

colonizer or patron state can change a culture by introducing first-world 

technology, processes, and programs.2   From the perspective of U.S. diplomacy, 

this fallacy’s roots date to at least the Spanish American War and the ensuing 

                                            
1 Richard D. Lewis, When Cultures Collide: Leading Across Cultures, 3rd Ed. (Boston: Nicholas 
Brealey Publishing, 2006), 28-52.  While admittedly a compendium of generalizations, which 
would probably pit psychologists against sociologists, Lewis’ work is an informative starting point 
for beginning to understand aspects of different cultures.  When international students at the U.S. 
Army War College critique Lewis’ country assessments, they frequently judge them to be 
reasonably accurate. 
2 Daniel Weimer, Seeing Drugs: Modernization, Counterinsurgency, and U.S. Narcotics Control in 
the Third World, 1969-1976 (Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 2011), 2-5. See also Douglas 
Little, American Orientalism (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2002); Nick 
Cullather, The Hungry World: America’s Cold War Battle Against Poverty in Asia (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2010); Michael E. Latham. The Right Kind of 
Revolution: Modernization, Development, and U.S. Foreign Policy from the Cold War to the 
Present (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2011). 
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Philippine Occupation.3  I mention this not to castigate our efforts, or the sacrifice 

of so many brave young men and women, but to highlight the importance of 

balance and sustainability with regard to strategy.  When we search for what 

worked in post-World War II Germany and Japan, and in the aftermath of the 

Korean War, looking for practices we can export elsewhere, perhaps we miss the 

most important item – the influence of change over time. 

While in Afghanistan, I also became interested in the relationship between 

narrative and policy, and the extent to which the former can either support or 

constrain the latter.  Once a narrative was promulgated, the goal was to stay “on 

theme.”  And subsequent events were continuously evaluated in light of whether 

they were congruent with the established narrative.  While the implications are 

obvious for strategic thinking, formulation, and implementation, this does not 

mean that narrative is irrelevant or ignoble.  In fact, when narrative properly 

supports a strategy, the combination of words and actions which flow from the 

strategy can be very powerful. 

With regard to domestic public policy, even the casual observer might note 

the frequency with which we declare war (in contrast, ironically, to the 

international sphere).  We use strident and bellicose rhetoric to socially construct 

issues, define (or limit) debate, and gain traction.  But declaring war is not just a 

rhetorical device, nor is it a goal unto itself.  Since the early 1960s, U.S. 

                                            
3 For a detailed and insightful examination of the racial and cultural implications of America’s first 
foray into colonialism, see Paul A. Kramer, The Blood of Government: Race, Empire, the United 
States, and the Philippines (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2006).   
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presidents have declared four wars – on poverty, crime, drugs, and terrorism.  It 

seems reasonable that senior elected officials and policy makers did not intend 

these declarations to be just "sound and fury."  Whether rightly or wrongly 

conceived and declared, these leaders actually envisioned a form of war - with 

unified effort, applied through ways and means, and oriented toward an end.  If 

this is so, it behooves us to look beyond the war narrative for the strategy that the 

associated rhetoric was meant to support.  

I currently teach strategic studies at the U.S. Army War College.  My 

colleagues, our students, and I spend a lot of time reading, thinking, talking, and 

writing about strategy.  Our curriculum is interdisciplinary and our mission is to 

prepare members of the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, and Coast Guard, 

senior interagency officials, and military officers drawn from the international 

community to serve at the strategic level.4  While clearly oriented toward the 

military, what we teach has broader application.  Here is a brief description of the 

strategic concepts I apply in this dissertation. 

Campaign Design 

In simplest terms, strategy is the balancing of ends, ways and means.  

Whether one realizes it or not, when we focus on intent or motivation for policy, 

we are in all likelihood talking about ends.  Ways and means translate to the 

                                            
4 An average of 80 international students attend the U.S. Army War College each year, thereby 
affording a much broader perspective on strategic issues. 
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execution of things.  They are largely, albeit not exclusively, the purview of the 

sciences and business practices.   

As Charles Hill, a former diplomat and lecturer on Grand Strategy at Yale 

University, has noted, the sciences are limited “…to a narrow band of problems 

capable of scientifically replicable solutions – leaving the biggest questions 

beyond reach.”  Hill was specifically referring to the social sciences, but his 

observation should be expanded to other areas related to the mechanics of 

execution.  Hill astutely notes that “Literature lives in the realm grand strategy 

requires, beyond rational calculation, in acts of imagination.”5 

It is my assessment that in the military and other walks of American life, 

we excel in developing ways and means.  We are exceedingly efficient and 

effective at “skinning the cat” once we refine the objective.  The philosophical 

construction of ends, however, is a different matter.  In the military there is an oft-

quoted maxim that if executed boldly, a mediocre tactical or operational plan will 

carry the day.  This does not transfer to strategy.  An unrealistic, insufficiently 

comprehensive, or unsustainable strategy, no matter how brilliantly implemented, 

will not carry the day.  It will ultimately squander lives and resources. 

Campaign Design (hereafter referred to as Design) is a developing U.S. 

Army War College methodology that seeks to aid the formulation of ends.  

                                            
5 Charles Hill, Grand Strategies: Literature, Statecraft, and World Order (New Haven: Yale Press, 
2010), “Prologue.”  As a corollary, in my judgment Hill’s comment about literature applies to the 
larger field of Humanities. I would also add that creative thought is an aspect of strategic thinking, 
along with critical, systems, ethical, and historical thinking.  Also, some level of intuition will 
ultimately inform the qualitative decision that flows from quantitative analysis of a complex 
problem.    
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Design serves as a bridge between the ontology of ends and the attributes of 

strategy itself.  To paraphrase those in the disciplines of philosophy and 

psychology, it encourages “thinking about how we think strategically.”  Before 

addressing the question of how a strategy can achieve its ends, Design explores 

the inherent value and efficacy of the ends themselves.  It promotes better 

strategy by facilitating how we understand the environment, define the problem, 

and develop a strategic approach for addressing it.6 

Strategy 

Early in this project, one of my advisors told me, “Don’t initially worry about 

motivations, just try to figure out what happened.”  This audit trail takes the form 

of memoranda, letters, minutes, press releases, grants, and budgets, which often 

point toward ways and means.  The strategic paradigm provides a useful 

framework for identifying and classifying this proverbial trail of bread crumbs, 

while still leaving the door open for further excavation, or as historians like to say, 

“unpacking.” 

Paraphrasing Carl von Clausewitz and Helmuth von Moltke (the elder), 

Peter Paret defines military strategy as “…the development, intellectual mastery, 

and utilization of all the state’s resources for the purpose of implementing its 

policy in war.7  More generally, John Lewis Gaddis defines strategy as a process 

                                            
6 I intentionally did not use the word “solve,” since complex strategic and public policy problems 
are almost always managed. “Campaign Planning Handbook,” Department of Military Strategy, 
Planning, and Operations, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, PA, Academic Year 2015.   
7 Peter Paret, Gordon Craig, and Felix Gilbert, eds., Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli 
to the Nuclear Age (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1986), 3. 
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of matching means against an unchanging end.8  Nested within both these 

definitions is a continuous balancing of ends, ways, and means.  In what can be 

described as an integrated choreography of art and science, Design and the 

Strategy Formulation Model address how decision makers survey their 

environment, understand problems, negotiate with relevant stakeholders, 

manage organizational culture and change, and make decisions.   

While our nation remains blessed with tremendous resources, there has 

always been a zero sum game at work.  As a visiting senior officer noted during a 

lecture at the U.S. Army War College, “We have the money to do anything, but 

not everything.”9  This is the enduring challenge all policy makers face.  With 

their critical concern for sustainability, Design and the Strategy Formulation 

Model inevitably point us toward resources.  For the purposes of this study, that 

equates to the Philadelphia City Budget, and the city’s efforts to obtain federal 

grants for its drug control programs. 

Complex Adaptive Systems 

Most difficult policy issues are managed, not solved, and yesterday’s 

solutions are frequently the source of today’s problems.  Even the term or 

concept of an “end-state” is usually a misnomer.  These observations point us 

                                            
8 John L. Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar American National 
Security Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982), viii. 
9 Comments by a senior general officer regarding enterprise management within the Department 
of Defense.  The speaker is unnamed to adhere to the USAWC’s non-attribution policy (Lecture, 
U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, Spring, 2015). 
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toward the three layers of a complex adaptive system (CAS) as an important 

sub-element of strategic thinking.10 

A system is defined as “a regularly interacting or interdependent group of 

items forming a unified whole.”11  Systems contain agents that operate according 

to established rules of behavior. They also have a structure which connects the 

agents within the system, and the system itself seeks equilibrium.  Systems can 

be large or small, dense or distributed, homogenous or diverse, and they all have 

boundaries with varying degrees of permeability.  Defined like this, a system 

might be complicated and difficult to understand, but still lend itself to 

reductionism.  Some systems also feature consistency, which makes it easier to 

determine causality or correlation; complex systems are a different matter. 

At the U.S. Army War College, one may frequently hear the term “VUCA” 

used to describe the global environment.  It is an acronym for “volatile, uncertain, 

complex, and ambiguous,” which is often reduced to the short-hand of 

“complexity.”12  Melanie Mitchell and Scott Page are both scholars who study 

complexity.  Mitchell notes that complex systems feature operating rules that 

generate collective behavior, but no central control.  Page observes that complex 

systems tend to be diverse and include some form of connectivity and 

                                            
10 Andrew Hill, “The Devil You Know: An Introduction to Complex Adaptive Systems” (Department 
of Command, Leadership, and Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, 2015), 5. 
11 Merriam Webster, s.v. “System,” accessed Oct 9, 2015, 
http://www.merriamwebster.com/dictionary/ system  
12 While complexity is certainly relevant to recognizing the nature of the world in which we live in, 
it can become a “get out of jail free card.”  If we say something is complex, it can be a code for 
explaining why we failed to grasp relationships, or the secondary and tertiary effects (a.k.a. 
collateral damage) of an action or policy. 
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interdependence.  He also emphasizes that complex system adapt; essentially, 

their rules change.13   

Taking these definitions in tandem, Army War College Professor Andrew 

Hill offers a more modest approach to strategy vis-a-vis complex adaptive 

systems thinking.  Rather than grasping for an elusive prize of causality, policy 

makers should accept an incremental pursuit of correlation that unfolds by acting 

on the problem.  In tactical terms, we call this a “movement to contact.”  

Essentially, our goal is simply to identify the levers which influence current and 

possible future equilibriums.14   

Like one moving forward with a lamp capable of lighting only the few steps 

before our feet, we accept that we gain knowledge by continuously engaging the 

problem.  With this understanding, we may be more cautious in how we 

implement policy because we understand that a CAS’ response to input may 

skew what we think about a problem.  We are also more likely to recognize the 

futility of trying to change a CAS through a narrowly focused, single intervention.   

In conjunction with the concept of Design and the Strategy Formulation Model, 

awareness of CAS helps us better explore the response to drug abuse in 

Philadelphia.  

                                            
13 Melanie Mitchell, Complexity: A Guided Tour (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), and 
Scott Page, Diversity and Complexity (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010), cited in 
Andrew Hill, “The Devil You Know: An Introduction to Complex Adaptive Systems” (Department of 
Command, Leadership, and Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, 2015), 2.  For an 
historical review of the evolution of systems thinking, see also Fritjof Capra and Pier Luigi Luisi, 
The Systems View of Life (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014). 
14 Andrew Hill, “The Devil You Know: An Introduction to Complex Adaptive Systems,” 3. 
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 Historiography 

I am not a military historian, but with regard to drug control, I am reminded 

of a story about Confederate General George Pickett, who years after leading his 

famous charge at Gettysburg was allegedly asked why he thought it was a 

failure.  One can almost hear his laconic yet insightful reply, "I’ve always thought 

the Yankees had something to do with it."  The question was reflective of what 

Civil War historian Thomas Desjardin, describes as a Lost Cause Mythology, 

characterized by historical focus on Southern inadequacies and failures - and 

hence, agency.  The Battle of Gettysburg is often referred to as the “high water 

mark of the Confederacy,” and by extension, Pickett’s Charge maps to a specific 

point on the ground, commemorated by both Union and Confederate memorials.  

According to Desjardin, this reductionism denotes a turning point as tragic and 

momentous as any found in literature.  It also reflects the wrong, or at least an 

incomplete line of inquiry.  The question, “Why did the South lose?” should be 

accompanied, preceded, or perhaps even supplanted by a different one: “Why 

did the North win?”15 

  While we may debate the usefulness and consequences of a drug 

control strategy as it evolved over decades, and which was evolving even before 

the (first) War on Drugs, we must be careful to avoid seeking what may be false 

causes (or false ends).  To take literary license with Pickett, Philadelphia’s 

                                            
15 Thomas A. Desjardin, These Honored Dead: How the Story of Gettysburg Shaped American 
Memory (Boston, MA: Da Capo Press, 2003), 123-126.  Reference courtesy of Captain Steven 
Knott, U.S. Navy Retired, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, PA.  
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response to drug abuse had something to do with drugs.  Nevertheless, between 

1960 and 1975, it was also shaped by class, race, politics, budget, and the social 

construction of drug users.  Other scholars have explored these aspects of drug 

control and provided valuable perspective.  While a myriad historiographies touch 

on the topic of drug control, my analysis is primarily informed by the application 

of the U.S. Army War College’s strategic paradigm, and scholarship that 

addresses communication, the social construction of drug users, the public 

health response to drug abuse, law enforcement, and the evolution of block grant 

funding.   

With regard to communication, James Farwell has explored such key 

concepts as the need for narrative to reflect the values and desires of the 

audience (as opposed to those of the source).16  In examining the efficacy of 

strategic communication, Richard Sobel asserts that, while public opinion may 

constrain foreign policy, officials can lead the public through their rhetoric.17  

From a domestic perspective, Marie Gottschalk offers that government officials 

exploited public anxiety during the War on Crime and the War on Terror.  This 

promoted a risk-averse, lock-down mentality which now pervades homes, 

schools, and the workplace.18  One of the few works that specifically addresses 

                                            
16 James Farwell, Persuasion and Power: The Art of Strategic Communication (Washington, D.C., 
Georgetown University Press, 2012), 164. 
17 Richard Sobel, The Impact of Public Opinion on U.S. Foreign Policy Since Vietnam: 
Constraining the Colossus (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001). 
18 Jonathan Simon, Governing Through Crime: How the War on Crime Transformed American 
Democracy and Created a Culture of Fear	(Oxford: Oxford University, 2007), 272, cited in Marie 
Gottschalk, “The Long Reach of the Carceral State: The Politics of Crime, Mass Imprisonment, 
and Penal Reform in the U.S. and Abroad,” Law and Social Inquiry, 34 (2), Spring, 2009, 449.	
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drug control narrative is Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda: 

Constructing the War on Drugs, by Andrew Whitford and Jeff Yates.  Their thesis 

is that presidents lead and manage by policy signals sent from the “bully pulpit.”19  

Relying heavily on quantitative analysis, Whitford and Yates argue that 

presidents socially construct public problems and focus the efforts of bureaucrats 

through their rhetoric.  In the case of drug control, drug users are typically 

portrayed as “dangerous others.”20 

Scholars from a variety of disciplines have explored the evolution, 

allocation, and efficacy of national drug control policy that gained traction during 

Nixon’s presidency.  Investigative journalist and political scientist, Edward Jay 

Epstein, argues that Nixon intentionally magnified concerns about drug use to 

create counter-drug organizations such as the Office of Drug Abuse Law 

Enforcement (ODALE).  His oft-cited work asserts that Nixon was trying to build a 

domestic, political intelligence gathering capability as opposed to ameliorating 

drug use.21   

 Historian William O. Walker III and sociologist James Inciardi have both 

provided invaluable perspectives and references regarding the economic, legal, 

political, and social aspects of national drug control. 22  David Musto and Pamela 

                                            
19 Andrew B. Whitford and Jeff Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda: Constructing 
the War on Drugs (Baltimore, MD, Johns Hopkins University Press, 2009), ix. 
20 Whitford and Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda, 8.   
21 Edward Jay Epstein, Agency of Fear: Opiates and Political Power in America (New York: G.P. 
Putnam’s Sons, 1977), 8. 
22 William O. Walker, Drug Control Policy: Essays in Historical and Comparative Perspective 
(University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1992); James A. Inciardi, The War on 
Drugs IV: The Continuing Saga of the Mysteries and Miseries of Intoxication, Addiction, Crime, 
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Korsmeyer, lifelong scholars of drug abuse, present drug control as a byproduct 

of law and order politics and the accretion of faulty decision making.  Their 

presentation of Nixon’s three-phased strategy (foreign policy initiatives, domestic 

law enforcement, and treatment/rehabilitation) is particularly useful.23  Musto and 

Korsmeyer note that Nixon’s approach started with concerns of crime reduction, 

crafted responses influenced by perceived agency loyalty, and oversimplified the 

links between drug use and crime for public relations purposes.24 

Eva Bertram, Morris Blachman, Kenneth Sharp, and Peter Andreas assert 

unequivocally that Nixon linked drug use with crime, as opposed to categorizing it 

as a public health issue.  They also emphasize the continuous escalation of drug 

control’s punitive aspects, without serious critique of their efficacy, and the role of 

rhetoric, politics, and the “Narco-Enforcement Complex.” 25  

Historian Jeremy Kuzmarov argues that Nixon exaggerated the drug 

problem to preserve America’s sense of righteousness in the face of political, 

military, and ethical failures in Vietnam.  In his view, Nixon overstated drug use in 

Vietnam until it shaped the “growth, systemization, and internationalizing of the 

War on Drugs.”26  Examining roughly the same period, Daniel Weimer presents 

drug control as an application of counterinsurgency (COIN) strategy and 

                                                                                                                                  
and Public Policy (Boston, MA: Pearson/Allyn and Bacon, 2008).  
23 David F. Musto and Pamela Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control: Politics and Federal 
Policy in a Period of Increasing Substance Abuse, 1963-1981(New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press, 2002), 98-102. 
24 Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, 105.   
25 Eva Bertram, Morris Blachman, Kenneth Sharpe, and Peter Andreas, Drug War Politics: The 
Price of Denial (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), ix, 105-107.   
26 Jeremy Kuzmarov, The Myth of the Addicted Army: Vietnam and the Modern War on Drugs 
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2009), 13-14.   
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modernization theory.  By offering these concepts as mutually reinforcing, he 

persuasively argues that the War on Drugs was built from the same DNA that 

underpinned earlier U.S. efforts to promote international development and 

stability.27 

Kathleen Frydl’s recent contribution, The Drug Wars in America, 1940-

1973, highlights the longue durée of drug control.  Reaching back well before 

Nixon’s 1971 declaration of the War on Drugs, Frydl traces the development of 

the federal approach to drug policy.  She argues compellingly that drug control 

migrated incrementally from a consumptive regulatory regime overseen by the 

Department of Treasury, to a more punitive enforcement model housed within the 

Department of Justice.28   

With regard to law enforcement, Khalil Muhammad’s scholarship traces 

how law enforcement practices that evolved throughout the 20th Century 

essentially conspired to conflate criminality with being black.  Michelle 

Alexander’s studies and advocacy highlight both the racial and drug control 

implications of law enforcement and incarceration.  Other’s scholars, like Ruth 

Gilmore, Rebecca McClennan, and Loic Wacquant have shed light on a 

decades-long expansion of a punitive, carceral complex.  Their efforts challenge 

the rise of policies that effectively warehouse far more people in penal institutions 

                                            
27 Daniel Weimer, Seeing Drugs: Modernization, Counterinsurgency, and U.S. Narcotics Control 
in the Third World, 1969-1976 (Kent. OH: Kent State University Press, 2011), 2-5. 
28 Kathleen J. Frydl, The Drug Wars in America, 1940-1973 (New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2013). 
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than might be necessary through a greater allocation of resources to prevention 

and rehabilitation.29   

Several scholars have explored the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration, Nixon’s New Federalism, budgeting, and block grants in great 

depth.  Edward Clynch distinguishes between the mechanics of category grants 

and block grants.  Clynch notes that expenditures for block grants (also referred 

to as program grants) differed between states, changed over time, and reached 

urban areas to varying degrees.30  Political Scientists Richard Nathan, Allen 

Manvel, and Susannah Calkins provide an early assessment of the State and 

Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972.  They examine the passage of the act, 

distribution formulas, the fiscal effect of the act, and the political and structural 

effects with regard to federalism.31  Their study also concludes that revenue 

sharing did little to assuage the plight of many distressed cities because of their 

respective political structures.32  Augmenting the perspective of these studies, 

                                            
29 Khalil Muhammad, The Condemnation of Blackness, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 2010); Ruth Wilson Gilmore, Golden Gulag: Prisons, Surplus, Crisis, and Opposition in 
Globalizing California, (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2007); Rebecca M. 
McLennan, The Crisis of Imprisonment: Protest, Politics, and the Making of the American Penal 
State, 1776-1941 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008); Loic Wacquant, The Neoliberal 
Government of Social Insecurity (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2009). 
30 Edward J. Clynch, “Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Block Grants: A Policy 
Analysis” (PhD diss., Purdue University, Political Science/Public Administration, 1975, Xerox 
University Microfilms, Ann Arbor Michigan, 1979), 87-91.   
31 Richard P. Nathan, Allen D. Manvel, and Susannah E. Calkins, Monitoring Revenue Sharing 
(Washington D.C.: The Brookings Institute, 1975), 5-12. For more detailed analysis of local 
implementation of LEAA funds see also Marjorie L. Pearson, “LEAA in Action: Study of the 
Implementation of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Block Grant Program in Los 
Angeles” (PhD diss., University of California, Los Angeles, Political Science, 1981, Xerox 
University Microfilms, Ann Arbor Michigan, 1981). 
32 Nathan, Manvel, and Calkins, Monitoring Revenue Sharing, 107. See also Richard P. Nathan 
and Charles F. Adams, Jr., Revenue Sharing: The Second Round (Washington, D.C.: The 
Brookings Institute, 1977), 162.   



  16 

 
 

Bruce A. Wallin, a former executive assistant to the mayor of Trenton, New 

Jersey, provides an insider’s account of the objectives and evolution of revenue 

sharing, and historical trends in local government budgeting.  Most notably, he 

illustrates that political expediency created revenue sharing in one decade and 

then killed it in the next.33   

Analytical Framework 

This scholarship collectively presents federal, state, and local policy 

making as an iterative and collaborative endeavor.  Who takes the lead, when 

(and if) the lead changes hands, and the interaction throughout depends on the 

issue.  The primary policy tools employed also vary depending on the 

experiences and preferences of the leaders and stakeholders involved.  The 

larger social, economic, and political environment strongly influences the process 

as well.  Ultimately, the approach to policy may be relatively narrow, such as a 

legislative action.  It may also be comprehensive and entail a communications 

campaign, legislation, and the creation of new agencies or reorganization of 

existing ones.34  In some cases, political leaders will intentionally choose to 

maintain a narrow approach.  In other cases, they begin with a constrained policy 

method which then they transform into something more wide-ranging. 

Public policy makers, military strategists, and civilian business leaders all 

confront perennial tensions.  As with the nature and manifestations of war, these 

                                            
33 Bruce A. Wallin, From Revenue Sharing to Deficit Sharing (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown 
University Press, 1998), 6-9.   
34 Whitford and Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda, 4. 
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leaders continually struggle to discern what is enduring and what is changing.  

Inertia can be an ally in dealing with the former and a hindrance in recognizing 

and responding to the latter.  Applying a strategic paradigm to the issue of drug 

control helps us parse these components and gain a better understanding of this 

complex issue. 

What follows is an exploration of the War on Drugs in Philadelphia 

between 1960 and 1973, applying the strategic concepts of the U.S. Army War 

College curriculum, building upon the work of other scholars, and exploiting 

evidence collected from multiple archives.  Drug control in Philadelphia is a story 

of policy dialogue and evolution.  It involves the dynamic interplay of elected and 

appointed officials, and the citizens of Philadelphia.  It features interaction among 

the federal, state, and local levels, and it ultimately entails a struggle to balance 

ends, ways, and means.   

Through the periodization I have chosen, the application of strategic 

concepts, and the events those tools help me to assess, I demonstrate that 

context matters and that public policy issues cannot be examined in isolation.  

While reductionist approaches can be valuable in gaining understanding, 

strategic issues must ultimately be weighed amidst the larger portfolio of 

challenges they inhabit.  That is how the individual issues unfold in “real life,” and 

that is how policy makers at all levels are forced to deal with them.  In light of this 

idea, I argue that Philadelphia's drug abuse strategy was part of an array of 
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collaborative responses to the composite challenges of urban decay and was 

influenced by concerns for development, law enforcement, and fiscal survival. 

This study indicates that Philadelphia's leaders did not initially view drug 

abuse as a top priority.  Historically, drug abuse had primarily existed in a 

reservoir composed of minorities living in blighted urban spaces.  This was 

perceived as an acceptable steady-state condition.  In the late 1960s in 

Philadelphia, the expansion of drug abuse among the white population was 

viewed as an indicator of increasing severity – the transition from a situation to a 

problem.  This drew more attention to the issue, elevated its prioritization, and 

mobilized political support and resources to address the issue.   

Philadelphia's crisis response to drug abuse started as piecemeal projects 

that eventually grew into a comprehensive strategy nested within state and 

federal strategies.  By the early 1970s, Philadelphia created organizations and 

programs built with newly available federal and state resources.  These 

organizations and programs, and the strategy they served, endured even after 

President Nixon declared victory in the War on Heroin in 1973. 

In support of this argument, Section I, “The Early 1960s in Philadelphia,” 

addresses the first of three periods.  Between 1960 and 1964, drug use was not 

a significant policy issue.  In Philadelphia, the incidence rate of drug abuse was 

relatively low and, especially as portrayed through media coverage, the problem 

resided in the periphery of society.  Philadelphia’s key leaders like Mayor Richard 

Dilworth, Mayor James H.J. Tate, City Council members, and program and city 
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department chiefs were focused on development and did not allocate significant 

resources to manage and contain drug abuse.   

The primary response to drug abuse was what one might call a “G-Man” 

approach, centered on law enforcement.  The idea of drug use as a medical 

condition was just gaining traction, and drug addiction had the additional stigma 

of illegality attached to it.  This context both pushed the problem underground 

and hindered its elevation as a policy issue.   

With drug abuse policy attracting minimal resources, drug abusers were 

wedded to an illicit economy, and additional drug-crime links compounded the 

problems of addiction.  There were few treatment opportunities available and, not 

surprisingly, there were high rates of recidivism and frequent deaths from 

overdoses.  The way news media portrayed these phenomena reinforced the 

idea of drug abusers as others.  Situated amidst myriad civic challenges, the 

problem of drug abuse hovered at a tolerable level. This latter perception 

completed a cycle that contributed to a lack of interest and kept drug abuse off 

the political agenda in Philadelphia during the early 1960s. 

In Section II, “Drug Abuse in Light of the War on Crime,” I explore how 

drug control evolved in the shadow of expanding law enforcement capability.  

Like many major cities in the 1960s, the confluence of a variety of inequalities 

and grievances precipitated riots in Philadelphia.  While not the last riot in a 

series of “long hot summers,” the August 1964 Riot in North Philadelphia rang 

like a clarion.  Weathering significant criticism for being too lenient, Mayor James 
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H.J. Tate and Police Commissioner Howard Leary contained the crisis without 

resorting to oppressive measures.  Still, the final tally for the North Philadelphia 

riots was two people killed, 339 injured, and an estimated $3 million in property 

damage.35  Despite the relatively progressive response to the riots, Mayor Tate 

and other senior leaders did not sufficiently prioritize programs that would 

address the drivers of the uprising in North Philadelphia.  These were the same 

factors that contributed to drug abuse: urban decay, lack of education, services, 

stability, and economic opportunity, and a sense of being figuratively and literally 

trapped.  Philadelphia’s leaders did not ignore these issues completely.  In fact, 

the city created entities like the Economic Development Committee and the 

Philadelphia Anti-Poverty Action Committee (PAAC), and officials later sought 

grants through the Model Cities Program.  Nevertheless, the primary focus 

remained on bolstering police capability. 

Although drug abuse affected a marginalized population, social and 

political conditions related to drug abuse were changing outside Philadelphia by 

the mid-1960s.  Cities like New York and Los Angeles had larger drug abuse 

problems than most other urban areas and started seeking federal attention and 

                                            
35 Lawrence Reddick, “The Politics of Utopia,” in The Politics of Utopia: Towards America’s 3rd 
Century: A Series of Community Oriented Lectures and Discussions on Philadelphia’s Future as 
an Urban Center, ed. Stanley Newman (Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 1975), cited 
in Russell F. Weigley, Nicholas B Wainwright, and Edwin Wolf, eds., Philadelphia: A 300 Year 
History, (New York: W.W. Norton, 1982), 676.  See also Murray Friedman, Philadelphia Jewish 
Life (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2003), 78-79. 
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resources sooner. 36  This expanded the debate about drug abuse and increased 

the collaboration between federal, state, and local levels. 

Through a marked change in narrative, and the application of additional 

ways and means identified later in this study, President Lyndon Johnson began 

signaling in July of 1964 that he considered drug abuse to be a rising priority.  He 

issued guidance to existing agencies, stated objectives, and appointed a White 

House staff member as action officer.   But this did not produce an immediate 

response in Philadelphia.  Taking the next step, LBJ declared a War on Crime in 

1965 that made law enforcement the focal point of policy.  A year later, he signed 

the Narcotics Addict Recovery Act (NARA) of 1966.  However, LBJ unveiled the 

legislation as part of a package to “Aid in the Crusade Against Crime.”37  So while 

he mentioned treatment vis-à-vis civil commitment, the presidential message was 

also leavened with references to the drug-crime link, which kept an emphasis on 

law enforcement.  In parallel with these legislative developments, drug abuse 

death rates rose precipitously by 1967 in Philadelphia and elsewhere.  Drug 

abuse started generating policy interest because it was a growing problem and 

the media was covering it more closely as the decade drew to a close.38 

                                            
36 Charles D. Allen, Breena E. Coates, and George J. Woods, “Strategic Decision Making 
Paradigms: A Primer for Senior Leaders,” Strategic Leadership Course Readings, U.S. Army War 
College, Department of Command, Leadership and Management, Carlisle Barracks, PA, 2010. 
37 Along with addressing NARA, LBJ mentioned establishment of a bipartisan commission to 
revise narcotics laws, and the extension of the Law Enforcement Act of 1965 through 1970 
(based on overwhelming support). Lyndon B. Johnson, "Statement by the President Upon 
Signing Bills To Aid in the Crusade Against Crime," November 8, 1966, Online by Gerhard Peters 
and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=28013 (accessed July 5, 2015).   
38 “Spelman Predicts 171 Heroin Deaths in 1970,” Evening Bulletin (Philadelphia), June 4, 1970, 
Records Group 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box, A-5331, Health 
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LBJ added momentum to the War on Crime when he pushed for eventual 

passage of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968.  Mayor 

Tate, city officials, and Philadelphia legislators broadly supported the bill, thereby 

opening the spigot for Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 

funding.39  Once the fiscal mechanisms were in place, Philadelphia sought grants 

for a variety of initiatives, but drug abuse was still a low priority.40 

In Section III, “Drug Control in Ascendance,” I examine how drug control 

began to resonate as an issue, and then take on a policy life of its own once 

grant funding mechanisms provided adequate resources.  I use the verb 

“resonate” to emphasize that drug abuse was not new.  In keeping with the ideas 

of adaptive systems, it had always existed at some level of equilibrium.  Citizens 

and policy makers pay attention to issues that appear to be escalating, or have 

already reached epidemic proportions.41  These same people were beginning to 

perceive drug abuse as an outbreak by the last third of the 1960s. 

                                                                                                                                  
Department,  Folder, “Jan. -- May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse – 1970,” Philadelphia City 
Archives, Philadelphia, PA (hereafter cited as PCA). 
39 The bill passed the Senate on May 23, 1968 with a vote of 75-7 (18 abstaining).  The Senate 
added a wiretap provision which met opposition in the House.  However, the bill to disagree with 
this provision, and call for a conference, was voted down 332-74 (27 abstaining).  Because of the 
Senate addition, President Johnson called for further examination and the implementation of 
near-term, procedural “backstops” when he signed the bill (Public Law 90-351 (82 Stat. 197). 
https://www.govtrack.us/congress/ bills/90/hr5037 (accessed January 17, 2015).   
40 The evolution of these funding mechanisms represents the incremental approach to strategic 
decision and policy making, Stephen J. Gerras, ed., Strategic Leadership Primer, 3rd ed. 
(Department of Command, Leadership and Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle 
Barracks, PA, 2010), 40. 
41 For observations about this dynamic with regard to drug abuse, see Lee N. Robins, The 
Vietnam Drug User Returns (Rockville MD: National Clearinghouse on Drug Abuse 
Information,1974), cited by Robert L. Dupon and Eric D. Wish, “Operation Tripwire Revisited, 
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 521 (May, 1992): 101. 
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Shortly after his election on a law and order platform in 1968, President 

Richard M. Nixon made drug abuse a more prominent policy issue.  His efforts 

peaked as his re-election drew closer, when he declared a War on Heroin in 

1971.42  At the same time, the urban fiscal crisis was ascending to policy 

dominance in Philadelphia as former Police Commissioner Frank Rizzo took 

office as mayor in 1972.  He had also been elected on a law and order platform; 

many of his greatest challenges, however, came to be related to the budget. 

As these political events developed, the “face” of drug abuse was also 

evolving.  Whereas citizens and policy makers previously saw drug abuse as a 

problem among blacks and other minorities in blighted urban areas, by the late 

1960s and early 1970s, they viewed it as a rising problem among white middle-

class youth and returning Vietnam veterans.  This evolution called into question 

the historically punitive approach to drug abuse and prompted policy makers to 

expand the focus to include treatment.  Admittedly, this was heavily influenced by 

the drug-crime link and a desire to reduce street crime.  But the drug-crime link 

also made treatment more politically palatable because it helped sidestep 

criticism for being “soft on crime.”  No doubt, Nixon’s popularity with 

conservatives, the same dynamic that let Nixon open the door to China in the 

early 1970s also empowered him to re-orient drug control strategy.  Beginning 

with his election to Congress after World War II, Nixon had established himself 

                                            
42 Richard Nixon, "Special Message to the Congress on Drug Abuse Prevention and Control.," 
June 17, 1971, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency 
Project, http://www. presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=3048 (accessed, July 5, 2015). 
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as an ardent anti-communist.  He augmented this reputation by doggedly 

pursuing the indictment of Alger Hiss, who was later convicted of espionage.43  

So when Nixon offered an olive branch, by becoming the first U.S. president to 

visit communist China, his bona fides implicitly stated his decision was good 

strategy and a timely diplomatic move.  In similar vein, having been elected on a 

law and order platform, Nixon could credibly expand drug treatment without being 

viewed as a “do gooder” who was “soft on crime.”44 

Within the context of these three larger periodizations (development, 

crime, and drugs), none of these policy orientations was invented solely for 

political purposes; nor were they only top down-driven.  At times, decision 

makers and citizens fell victim to conflation.  At times, they magnified the severity 

of the issues at hand.  Almost always, they considered the political benefit 

associated with various approaches to drug abuse and other public ills.  But they 

also studied the problem, collaborated, and showed initiative in developing a 

drug abuse response, which was eventually codified in Philadelphia’s 

                                            
43 Alan Weinstein, Perjury: This Hiss-Chambers Case (New York: Knopf, 1978); G. Edward 
White, Alger Hiss’ Looking Glass Wars: The Covert Life of a Soviet Spy (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2005); T. Michael Ruddy, The Alger Hiss Espionage Case (Belmont, CA: 
Thomson/Wadsworth, 2005); H.R. Haldeman, The Haldeman Diaries: Inside the Nixon White 
House (New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1994), 280. 
44 Julilly Kohler-Hausmann, “The Attila the Hun Law: New York’s Rockefeller Drug Laws and the 
Making of a Punitive State,” Journal of Social History 44 (Fall 2010): 71-95. Ironically, the inverse 
occurred in New York. Having been among the first states to highlight drug abuse, New York was 
the first to take a punitive turn (or more accurately retrenchment). Governor Nelson Rockefeller, 
who had previously supported treatment efforts, stopped tacking against the political winds and 
sailed with them when he announced the Rockefeller Drug Laws in 1973.  Kohler-Hausmann 
persuasively demonstrates that law and order politics were a response to grass roots support, not 
an elite scheme of public manipulation. 
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Comprehensive Plan for Drug and Alcohol Abuse Treatment and Prevention, 

1973-74. 

In keeping with Punctuated Equilibrium Theory and the “Garbage Can” 

model of strategic and policy decision making, there is a tendency to respond to 

crises and to address problems for which there are existing ways and means.  

Based on internal inconsistencies, lack of understanding, and impulsiveness, 

“…organizations produce many solutions for which there are no immediate 

problems, and these are dumped in a [proverbial] holding can…,” which can later 

become a source of opportunity.45  So while the problem was real, and 

Philadelphia was not initially a catalyst in the drug abuse debate, once resourced 

programs came on-line in the late 1960s and early 1970s, the city made good 

use of them. They did so as the programs for federal grants themselves were 

also evolving.  Category grants, which included grants from the Law Enforcement 

Act of 1965, and Model Cities grants (a Housing and Urban Development 

Program) were later augmented by block grants.  Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA) grants, derived from the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 

1968, provide a well-known example of this latter category.  Adding to the mix, 

funds from the Federal Revenue Sharing Act of 1972 also began flowing into the 

general fund of Philadelphia’s operating budget.  This legislation passed because 

of a bottom up, cross-party coalition among city governments.  While 

Philadelphia leveraged all of these financial sources, LEAA grants provided a 

                                            
45 Stephen J. Gerras, ed., Strategic Leadership Primer, 3rd ed., 42-43.   
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vital source of funding for drug programs.  In conjunction with federal and state 

efforts, these LEAA grants helped Philadelphia institutionalize a more 

comprehensive approach to drug abuse.  Drug control grants also served as a 

prototype for other programs seeking to leverage the new block grant structure.  

And despite President Nixon’s claims of having successfully brought drugs under 

control in his “Turn the Corner” speech regarding heroin in 1973, Philadelphia’s 

Coordinating Office for Drug and Alcohol Abuse Program’s (CODAAP) 

maintained momentum and a progressive approach into the mid-1970s.46 

Having discussed Design, the Strategy Formulation Model, and the broad 

arc of this study, we begin with a brief survey of the environment in Philadelphia 

during the early 1960s.  Following the Design methodology, it is the first step to 

examining how Philadelphians understood and defined drug abuse, and then 

developed and resourced a strategic approach to it. 

                                            
46 In 1971, President Nixon declared a “War on Drugs” and presented drug abuse in the United 
States as a near existential threat that had to be eliminated.  After applying significant resources 
to drug abuse (and winning the election), Nixon wished to lower the policy priority of drug control.  
However, long-term management of the issue, as befitted the complex adaptive system which 
drug abuse represented, was not compatible with Nixon’s earlier narrative. So the next best 
option was to declare victory, which he did during his “turn the corner” speech in September of 
1973.  For Nixon’s speech, see Richard Nixon, "Special Message to the Congress on Drug Abuse 
Prevention and Control," June 17, 1971, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ ws/?pid=3048 (accessed, July 5, 
2015). For discussion of his rhetorical conundrum and response, see Whitford and Yates, 
Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda, 47-49.  For discussion of Nixon’s speech as a 
significant inflection point, see Eva Bertram, Morris Blachman, Kenneth Sharpe, and Peter 
Andreas, Drug War Politics: The Price of Denial (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), 
108. 
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SECTION 1 

THE EARLY 1960s IN PHILADELPHIA 
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CHAPTER 2 

  AN OVERVIEW OF PHILADELPHIA 

 

As Philadelphia’s Mayor James H.J. Tate approached the end of his 10-

year tenure in 1971 (Tate completed half of Richardson Dilworth’s second term 

after Dilworth resigned to run for governor, and then won two terms of his own), 

he commented,  

The sixties have brought Philadelphia and every major American city face 
to face with the urban crisis.  The promising future we foresaw ten years ago has 
become clouded to some degree by a declining economy, reduced spiritual 
values, and growing frustrations in our daily lives.1   

 
In reviewing this decade-long journey, three dominant policy orientations 

stand out: development, law enforcement, and fiscal survival.  Urban 

development, and its accompanying theme of progress, dominated public policy 

from the start of the 1960s.  This first section addresses drug abuse and control 

in Philadelphia in light of that policy orientation.  At the local level, it highlights the 

presence of drug abuse among marginalized others (predominantly minorities).  

At the federal level, like the slow building speed of train leaving the station, it 

portrays the early machinations of an evolving drug control strategy. 

Before proceeding, it warrants noting some historic patterns of drug policy.  

In broad terms, from World War II through the early 1950s, the approach to drug 

                                            
1 “Mayor’s Message,” City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1970 -71, RG 60-1.1, Office of the 
Mayor, Annual reports - City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952 – 1970, PCA. 	
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abuse can be described as punitive and ideologically laden.2  From the mid-

1950s through the early 1960s, research regarding the mental health aspects of 

addiction, as well as new treatment options, began to gain traction.3  This 

expansion of knowledge infiltrated public health, law enforcement, social welfare 

systems, and also influenced court proceedings.  From the mid-1960s through 

the late 1970s, the approach to drug control became more progressive and 

comprehensive.  There was much debate among the medical community 

regarding the efficacy of various treatment regimes.4  Committees, commissions, 

and the courts also examined the feasibility and acceptability of concepts like civil 

commitment for treatment.5  And while experts to this day still argue about the 

proper characteristics of drug control strategy, informed debate now centers on 

the allocation of treatment and enforcement, versus a binary choice between the 

two.  

Significant Events  

The following review of significant issues is not meant to show cause or 

correlation among these or other events.  Instead, it provides context and insight 

into what shaped how Philadelphians viewed their environment during the early 
                                            
2 Steven R. Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 
2000), 195, 204.  See also Kathleen J. Frydl, The Drug Wars in America, 1940-1973 (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2013), 84-87. 
3 Musto and Korsmeyer note that “No precise date can be assigned to the origin of the era in 
spite of its name, but the emergence of drug abuse as a policy issue into national life was 
certainly evident by early 1965.”  He further states that drug use was not a primary concern 
before or during the early years of the Johnson Administration. Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest 
for Drug Control: Politics and Federal Policy in a Period of Increasing Substance Abuse, 1963-
1981,  2.   
4 Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 245-248. 
5 Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 264-269.  
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1960s and later in the decade.  It also shows the significant issues with which 

contemporary strategists were contending, and provides a backdrop for drug 

related actions.   

The early 1960s was a period characterized by a sense of both great 

promise and peril.  During a span of just seven months in 1961, Americans rode 

an emotional rollercoaster that was emblematic of what they would endure 

throughout the remainder of the decade.  In April 1961, they suffered the 

ignominy of watching an embarrassingly inept coup attempt fail against Fidel 

Castro on the beaches of the Bay of Pigs.6  With a view to rallying the nation and 

regaining momentum for his yearling administration, President John F. Kennedy 

issued a Special Message to Congress a month later.  Along with addressing 

economics, social progress, and defense, and in the face of Soviet technological 

advances, Kennedy threw down an ideological gauntlet by pledging to land an 

American on the moon by the end of the decade.7  In August, the Soviets rapidly 

constructed the Berlin Wall, an ominous manifestation of Cold War tensions.  A 

year later, in October 1962, the world held its breath for thirteen days as the U.S. 

and Soviet navies played “chicken” in the Caribbean following Kennedy’s 

ultimatum to Premier Nikita Khrushchev that he remove the missiles the Kremlin 

                                            
6  For the representative literature, see Howard Jones, The Bay of Pigs (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2008); Aleksander Fursenko and Timothy Naftali, “One Hell of a Gamble”: 
Khruschev, Castro, and Kennedy, 1958-1964 (New York: Norton, 1997); David P Houghton, The 
Decision Point: Six Cases in U.S. Foreign Policy Decision Making (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2013). 
7 John F. Kennedy, "Special Message to the Congress on Urgent National Needs," May 25, 1961, 
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=8151 (accessed, July 6, 2015). 
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had surreptitiously installed in Cuba.  Decades later, the revelation that Soviet 

tactical nuclear weapons had in fact arrived in in Cuba, and that the U.S. had 

come very close to invading, made it clear how dire the situation had actually 

been.8 

When Kennedy announced the first White House Conference on 

Narcotics, in May of 1962, any real traction that might have been gained was 

quickly subordinated to the nation’s struggles to contain and then resolve the 

causes of the often violent reactions to the civil rights movement.  In September 

of 1963, a month after Dr. Martin Luther King delivered his “I Have a Dream” 

speech in Washington, the 16th Street Baptist Church in Birmingham, Alabama 

was rocked by an explosion that killed four young African American girls.9  Two 

months later, JFK was assassinated in Dallas and Americans saw photos of 

Jaqueline Kennedy, standing in a blood soaked dress, next to Lyndon Johnson, 

as he was sworn in on Air Force One.  Johnson made clear from the start that his 

administration would be marked by the energy and ambition that characterized 

his years in Congress, especially his tenure as Senate Majority Leader.  In 

                                            
8 Don Munton and David Welch, The Cuban Missile Crisis: A Concise History (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2007); Lawrence Freedman, Kennedy’s Wars: Berlin, Cuba, Laos, and Vietnam 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2000); Christopher M. Andrew, For the President's Eyes 
Only: Secret Intelligence and the American Presidency from Washington to Bush (New York: 
Harper Collins Publishers, 1995); Michael Beschloss, The Crisis Years: Kennedy and Khrushchev 
1960-1963 (New York: Edward Burlingame Books, 1991); Michael Dobbs, One Minute to 
Midnight: Kennedy, Khruschev, and Castro on the Brink of Nuclear War (New York: Knopf, 2008). 
9 http://www.history.com/topics/black-history/birmingham-church-bombing (Accessed June 20, 
2015).  See also Carolyn Maull McKinstry and Denise George, While the World Watched: A 
Birmingham Bombing Survivor Comes of Age During the Civil Rights Movement (Carol Stream, 
IL: Tyndale House Publishers, 2013); Frye Gaillard, Cradle of Freedom: Alabama and the 
Movement that Changed America (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 2004). 
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January of 1964, the new president declared a War on Poverty and received the 

report from the President’s Advisory Commission on Narcotics and Drug Abuse.   

With Johnson’s support and legislative skill driving it, in July 1964 

Congress enacted the Civil Rights Act.  That same month, the activist president 

issued a statement that elevated visibility on narcotic and drug abuse.10  Even as 

the White House advanced what appeared as a very progressive agenda, race 

riots began to erupt in cities like Los Angeles, New York, Newark, and then 

Philadelphia.  In the ensuing years LBJ declared a second war, this time on 

crime, and U.S. involvement reached over 550,000 troops in the undeclared war 

in Vietnam.11 By the end of the decade, the U.S. did put a man on the moon, but 

only after Americans had witnessed the assassination of Martin Luther King and 

Bobby Kennedy, had suffered a strategic surprise when the North Vietnamese 

launched the Tet Offensive, and had experienced increasing unrest in cities and 

on college campuses.12  In parallel with these traumatic events, they were 

watching more middle class youth experiment with drugs and there were reports 

                                            
10 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Statement by the President on Narcotic and Drug Abuse.," July 15, 1964, 
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=26374 (accessed on July 6, 2015). 
11 Randal B. Woods, LBJ: Architect of American Ambition (New York: Free Press, 2006); Sean 
Savage, JFK, LBJ and the Democratic Party (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2004); 
Irwin Unger and Debi Unger, LBJ: A Life (New York: Wiley, 1999); George C. Herring, LBJ and 
Vietnam: A Different Kind of War (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1994); H.R. McMaster, 
Dereliction of Duty: Lyndon Johnson, Robert McNamara, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Lies 
that Led to Vietnam (New York: Harper Collins, 1997);  
12 David R. Farber, The Rise and Fall of Modern American Conservatism: A Short History 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010); Mary L. Dudziak, Cold War Civil Rights: Race and 
the Image of American Democracy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2000); Rebecca 
E. Klatch, A Generation Divided: The New Left, the New Right, and the 1960s (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1999); Terry H. Anderson, The Movement and the Sixties (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1996) 
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of growing numbers of servicemen coming home from Vietnam addicted to 

heroin.13 

City Government – Background 

Between the late 1940s and the mid-1970s, Philadelphia’s history reflects 

what historians accurately described as “Rally and Relapse.”14 Until shortly after 

World War II, the Republican Party dominated the city’s political machinery, 

which was saturated with patronage and corruption.15  While this state of affairs 

affected both parties, in the late 1940 the local Democratic Party became home 

to young reformers.  Among them was Richardson Dilworth, a lawyer who had 

distinguished himself during the war, and fellow “blue blood” and attorney, 

Joseph Clark.   

Supported by others, Dilworth and Clark mobilized a host of political 

stakeholders to improve the city government.  They were instrumental in the 

passage of the Home Rule Charter in 1951, which increased transparency, 

strengthened the position of mayor, diffused the power of the Council, and 
                                            
13 Lee N. Robins, The Vietnam Drug User Returns (Rockville MD: National Clearinghouse on 
Drug Abuse Information,1974), cited by Robert L. Dupont and Eric D. Wish, “Operation Tripwire 
Revisited,” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 521 (May, 1992): 91-
111; For discussion of methadone treatment in response to fears of returning drug-addicted, 
Vietnam veterans, see David F. Musto and Pamela Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control: 
Politics and Federal Policy in a Period of Increasing Substance Abuse, 1963-1981 (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 2002); For an opposing view of the extent of heroin use among Vietnam 
veterans, see Jeremy Kuzmarov, The Myth of the Addicted Army: Vietnam and the Modern War 
on Drugs (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2009). 
14 Joseph Clark, Jr. and Dennis Clark, “Rally and Relapse, 1946-1968,” in Philadelphia: A 300 
Year History, eds. Russell Weigley, Nicholas Wainwright, and Edwin Wolf (New York: WW Norton 
and Company, 1982), 649-704. 
15 Clark and Clark, “Rally and Relapse, 1946-1968,” 650-51. See also Murray Friedman, 
Philadelphia Jewish Life (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2003), 75-76.   
15 Clark and Clark, “Rally and Relapse, 1946-1968,” 650-51. See also Murray Friedman, 
Philadelphia Jewish Life (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2003), 75-76.   
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enhanced oversight on civil service hiring.16  Riding this wave of success, Joseph 

Clark was elected mayor and Richard Dilworth was elected District Attorney in 

1952.  During the same election, fifteen Democrats and two Republicans took 

seats on the City Council.17 

During Mayor Clark’s tenure, Philadelphia improved its administrative 

effectiveness and maintained a solid commitment to the intent of the Home Rule 

Charter.  Clark served until 1956, when he resigned his position and made a 

successful bid for the U.S. Senate.  After having served effectively as District 

Attorney, Richard Dilworth succeeded Clark as mayor in 1956.  He continued the 

administrative progress of his predecessor, but also wrangled with people like 

fellow Democrat, Congressman William J. Green, a savvy political leader who 

ardently represented the city's blue-collar population.  Mayor Dilworth also had 

trouble relating to South Philadelphia residents, and his deficit in this area 

contributed to his developing a political alliance with police Captain Frank Rizzo.  

Dilworth appointed Rizzo as District Police Commissioner, a move which boosted 

Rizzo’s eventual rise to mayor in 1972.18 

Dilworth resigned as mayor in February of 1962, when he unsuccessfully 

ran for governor against William W. Scranton.  He was replaced by James H.J. 

                                            
16 Clark and Clark, “Rally and Relapse, 1946-1968,” 654-655. 
17 Edwin Wolf II, “Epilogue,” 745.  
18 Despite Dilworth's opposition, Congressman Green secured re-nomination and election of 
Victor H. Blanc as District Attorney.  Green also championed Alexander Hemphill as City 
Controller and de-railed Dilworth's run for governor in 1958, although Dilworth was re-elected 
mayor in 1959.  Dilworth’s successor, Mayor James H.J. Tate, publicly jousted with Hemphill over 
aspects of the city’s budget.  Dilworth’s problems in South Philadelphia partly related to 
comments he made that were interpreted as anti-Italian slurs. Clark and Clark, “Rally and 
Relapse, 1946-1968,” 656-660.     
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Tate, who unlike Clark and Dilworth, was not a patrician.  He was a City Council 

veteran who had incrementally gained experience and influence.  Tate had 

served as President of the City Council since 1955 and, after completing 

Dilworth’s term, won election in 1963.19 

When Tate was elected as mayor, Paul D’Ortona took over as Chairman 

of the City Council.  A South Philadelphia Democrat, D’Ortona and Tate 

frequently disagreed.  So despite party allegiances, there was tension between 

the Mayor’s Office, the City Council, and the Democratic City Committee 

regarding administration, policy-making, and finances.20 

This brief review of Philadelphia’s political landscape alludes to the 

confluence of factors that influenced strategy formulation.  Alliances, coalitions, 

economic conditions, existing bureaucracy, and public opinion dynamically and 

iteratively shaped the evolution of ends, ways and means.  In summarizing the 

performance of those who held the Office of Mayor after World War II, Edwin 

Wolf stated, "As Mayor Joseph S. Clark gave way to Richardson Dilworth, and 

Dilworth to James H.J. Tate, great government became merely good 

                                            
19 While mayoral leadership was certainly critical, there were other important shakers and movers 
within the city’s power structure.  James P. Clark was a trucking magnate and affiliated with the 
Liberty Bell race track. He provided significant financial backing for the Democratic Party.  
Matthew H. McCloskey was the Chief Financial Advisor to the Democratic National Committee 
and real estate developer, Albert Greenfield, was known as “Mr. Philadelphia,” based on his 
involvement in major real estate and other initiatives in Philadelphia. Clark and Clark, “Rally and 
Relapse, 1946-1968,” 659-661.   
20 Clark and Clark, “Rally and Relapse, 1946-1968,” 662. For a description of political party 
structure in Philadelphia, see also Joseph R. Dauphin and Peter Binzen, The Cop Who Would be 
King: The Honorable Frank Rizzo (Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1977), 158-159. 
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government...."21  Joseph and Dennis Clark likewise asserted that while Mayor 

Tate sustained many of the projects initiated by his predecessors, “The reform 

movement of the 1940s and 1950s really died when Dilworth resigned as 

mayor….”22  At the federal level, many consider the Johnson Administration to 

represent the apogee of progressivism.  Given that Dilworth left office in 1962, 

the Clark’s and Wolf’s observations place the high-water mark for progressivism 

in Philadelphia six years earlier.  Conversely, drug control strategy in 

Philadelphia followed an inverse trajectory and became more progressive 

throughout the 1960s and early 1970s.  

City Projects 

While mayors in a city the size of Philadelphia wield considerable power 

and influence, they are far from omnipotent.  They are elected officials who, only 

at their peril, neglect their constituents.  They also operate within a sophisticated 

and nuanced structure of formal and informal power bases.  On most issues, the 

Office of the Mayor can expect to collaborate and/or negotiate with the City 

Council, District Attorney, members of the Pennsylvania Legislature and 

Department Representatives, the Office of the Governor, members of U.S. 

House and Senate, federal agency representatives, and the White House.  

                                            
21 Edwin Wolf II, “Epilogue,” in Weigley, Wainwright, and Wolf, eds., Philadelphia: A 300 Year 
History, 745. 
22 Clark and Clark, “Rally and Relapse, 1946-1968,” 661; Paul Lyons, The People of This 
Generation: The Rise and Fall of the New Left in Philadelphia (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 2003). For discussion of a parallel trajectory with regard to the advancement 
of Jewish Civil Rights in Philadelphia, see Murray Friedman, Philadelphia Jewish Life 
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2003), xxxvii, xlii, and 75-79. 
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Mayors also work with their respective political party committees, and private 

organizations like the U.S. Council of Mayors, the National League of Cities, 

community action groups, local chapters of the American Civil Liberties Union 

(ACLU), the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 

(NAACP), fraternal, and other service organizations.  All these stakeholders “get 

a vote” and add layers of complexity. 

As mid-decade approached, the City of Philadelphia was managing a full 

portfolio of projects.  The Department of Commerce was overseeing programs to 

develop Philadelphia International Airport and improve the port.  The Department 

of Health was trying to upgrade and expand services provided at Philadelphia 

General Hospital.  The Philadelphia Department of Public Welfare also sought to 

upgrade Riverview (a city funded home for the elderly and indigent), which had 

fallen into disrepair because of an insufficient budget.  During the same period, 

the Department of Recreation was expanding access to parks and playgrounds 

through “Project 70,” and the Department of Public Property was already 

beginning preparation for the 1976 Bicentennial Exposition, and had a proposed 

budget of $3.1-$5.1 million for the 1965-1970 planning cycle.  The Northeast 

Regional Library, which had opened in 1963, generated so much demand that it 

was already seeking to expand.  More troublesome, development was causing 

relocation problems for families who lived in neighborhoods slated for renewal 

projects.  While managed by the applicable city entities, these specific initiatives 

entailed interaction between organizations like the City Council, the City Planning 
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Commission, the Citizen’s Council on City Planning, the Office of the Managing 

Director, and the Finance Department.23  Whether in military operations, 

personal, or public life, the most difficult and risk laden periods are during 

transitions.  The breadth and differing planning horizons of the preceding projects 

show that an executive is always transitioning - with regard to time, focus, 

energy, decision-making, messaging, and maintaining relationships.   

Media  

In the early 1960s, Philadelphia’s contingent of print media included 19 

outlets.  Of these, the most prominent dailies were the Evening Bulletin 

(generally independent, but politically conservative), the Philadelphia Inquirer 

(Republican orientation), and the Philadelphia Tribune (African American).24  

Philadelphia County was also home to 15 radio stations and 4 television stations.  

Of these, WCAU (CBS Affiliated), WFIL (Triangle Publications), and WHYY 

(Metropolitan Philadelphia Educational) broadcast on both FM radio and 

television.25 

                                            
23 City of Philadelphia, Citizen’s Council on City Planning, Analysis of Proposed 1965 Capital 
Budget and 1965-1970 Capital Program (Oct, 1964), iv-vii, URB 10, Part 5, Series XI, Box 43, 
Folder 580, Manuscript Collections, Temple University Special Collections Research Center, 
Philadelphia (hereafter cited as TUSCRC).  
24 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania Manual, 1959-1960, Vol 94, (Harrisburg, 1960), 
837. See also Margaret Tinkcom, “Depression and War, 1929-1946,” in Weigley, Wainwright, and 
Wolf, eds., Philadelphia: A 300 Year History, regarding the Evening Bulletin and Philadelphia 
Inquirer, 628, and Philadelphia Tribune, 492.  For more discussion of those papers, see Nicole 
Maurantonio, “Standing By: Police Paralysis, Race, and the 1964 Philadelphia Riot,” Journalism 
History 38:2 (Summer 2012): 110-121.  
25 Pennsylvania Manual, 1959-1960, 850-51.  While other stations were mentioned, these 
stations were referenced often in correspondence and subject files during the Rizzo 
administration. 
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With regard to local politics and projects, there was an obvious desire to 

communicate policy and intent to all Philadelphia’s constituents.  Although it did 

not list any outlets, the Annual Report to the Ford Foundation by the Philadelphia 

Council for Community Advancement (PCCA), Inc. in 1963 noted, “The Negro 

press has given positive and constructive support to PCCA’s action 

programs…”26 So clearly they were seeking “buy in” and were concerned about 

how African Americans perceived and responded to their efforts. 

Beyond the impact of the press itself, media mogul, Walter Annenberg 

(owner of the Philadelphia Inquirer in to TV Guide and other publications), was a 

power broker whose influence swayed both local and national politics.  

Philadelphia politicians generally curried his favor, and he was a large contributor 

to President Richard Nixon’s presidential campaigns.27 

Demographics and Statistics 

In 1960, the total population of Pennsylvania was 11.3 million.  Of that, 8.1 

million lived in urban areas.28 Over half of Pennsylvania’s workforce was blue 

collar, and the state had a lower proportion of people with a college education 

                                            
26 Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement (PCCA), Inc., Annual Report to Ford 
Foundation, 1963, 9, Box 58, Folder “Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement, 1963, 
70,” TUSCRC.   
27 Nixon appointed Annenberg as Ambassador to Great Britain.  Nixon also reportedly talked to 
Annenberg about buying the Washington Star as a hedge against the Washington Post.  John 
Ehrlichman, Witness to Power: The Nixon Years (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1982), 60-61, 
332.  
28 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Advance Reports, Final Population Counts, Nov 28, 1960, PC 
(A1)-40, p 31. Prepared from 1960 Census of the Population, 
http://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial. html#y1960poppca (accessed July 20, 2015). 



  40 

 
 

than many other states.29  Philadelphia was the nation’s fourth largest city with 

just over 2 million residents.30   

As reflected in Figure 1, the city was composed of about 60 

neighborhoods.  Adding additional layers of complexity, Philadelphia was also 

home to 58 City Wards, 8 State Senate members, 39 State House members, 1 

Judicial District, and 8 of Pennsylvania’s 30 U.S. House seats.31  

  

                                            
29 U.S. Bureau of the Census, “A Picture of the Population of Your State,” Charts 7 and 9. 
Prepared from the 1960 Census of Population, 
http://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html#y1960oth (accessed July 20, 2015). 
30 U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
https://www.census.gov/history/www/through_the_decades/fast_facts/ 1960_fast_facts.html 
(accessed on July 20, 2015). 
31 Pennsylvania Manual, 1959-1960, 90, 180, 182, 706. 
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Figure 1.  Philadelphia Neighborhoods 

 
 

The 1960 Census showed that, while urban population had increased 

about 1% for the entire U.S., it had decreased about 4% for Pennsylvania, due 

largely to economic changes in the United States and the resultant lack of 

economic opportunities in Pennsylvania.32  Of Philadelphia’s roughly 500,000 

families, 15% lived below the poverty level.  Of those living in poverty areas, 62% 

                                            
32 U.S. Bureau of the Census, “A Picture of the Population of Your State,” Chart 1, Prepared from 
the 1960 Census of Population, 
http://www2.census.gov/prod2/decennial/documents/41983292ch1.pdf (accessed July 20, 2015). 
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were non-white.33  City planners and members of various development 

committees were also tracking indicators of population migrations.  Various 

project reports noted the historical migration of African Americans from Southern 

states to Philadelphia, as well as their relocation within the city.  In particular, the 

African American and immigrant population grew 28 percent in North Central 

Philadelphia between 1950 and 1960.34  Correspondingly, the white population 

decreased 55 percent during the same period, as they exited to the suburbs.35 

In 1963, Philadelphia redrew its council boundaries to form 10 local 

political districts.  The City Council’s narrative asserted that the adjustment was 

in response to decade-long population migrations, and it would assure better 

representation for Philadelphians.36  As is the case today, Philadelphia’s leaders 

could recognize changes in their environment, but could not definitively assess 

the scope, duration, and gravity of those changes.  What they presented as an 

administrative adjustment, we now know as urban flight.   

                                            
33 U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Selected Characteristics of Families by Poverty Area and Central 
City Status…,” 12 (24 in Adobe format), PC(S1), Supplementary Reports, Report 41, Ch 3, Table 
1.  Prepared from 1960 Census of Population, 
http://www2.census.gov/prod2/decennial/documents/41934217no-41-56.zip (accessed July 20, 
2015). 
34 Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement (PCCA), Inc., Annual Report to Ford 
Foundation, 1963, 30, Box 58, Folder “Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement, 1963, 
70,” TUSCRC.   
35 Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement (PCCA), Inc., Annual Report to Ford 
Foundation, 1963, Table 1, Box 58, Folder “Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement, 
1963, 70,” TUSCRC.   
36 City of Philadelphia, “Representative Government,” “Philadelphia: Pacesetter of the Nation, City 
of Philadelphia Report to the People” (Annual Report, 1963), The Sunday Bulletin, April 19, 1964, 
RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual reports - City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952 – 1970, 
PCA.  
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Related to this issue, in the 1964 City Report Mayor James H.J. Tate 

opined that progress was the promotion of public goods without an 

accompanying rise in taxes.37  This illustrates the interaction of policy, changing 

conditions, and the effect of unintended consequences.  Only a few years later, 

the impact of urban flight crashed into most large cities like a tsunami – precisely 

as they were increasingly struggling to contend with racial tensions, rising crime 

rates, increasing social instability, and an impending fiscal crisis.  Revamping 

infrastructure and expanding programs in the mid-1960s, while taking on 

additional debt to avoid short term political consequences, magnified the fiscal 

trauma of the early 1970s.  Along with an aversion to raising taxes, members of 

the Citizen’s Council on City Planning Council also raised a flag of caution about 

how frequently Philadelphia was violating its project ceiling of $25 million.38  For 

reference, Table 1 provides a breakout of the City’s budget flow in 1963.39  This 

allocation reflects tax revenue of $295.1 million and expenditures of $302 

million.40   

 

                                            
37 City of Philadelphia, “Mayor Tate Reports,” “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1964,” 
Supplement of Philadelphia Inquirer, April, 25, 1965, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Box, 
“Annual reports - City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952 – 1970,” PCA.  
38 City of Philadelphia, Citizen’s Council on City Planning, Analysis of Proposed 1965 Capital 
Budget and 1965-1970 Capital Program (Oct, 1964), 8, URB 10, Part 5, Series XI, Box 43, Folder 
580, Manuscript Collections, TUSCRC.  
39 City of Philadelphia, “1964 General Fund Budget Dollar – Where it Goes,” “Philadelphia: 
Pacesetter of the Nation” (City Report, 1963), Supplement of Sunday Bulletin, April, 19, 1964, RG 
60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Box, “Annual reports - City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952 – 1970,” 
PCA.  
40 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania Manual, 1963-1964, Vol 96 (Harrisburg, 1964), 
971. This does not include the capital budget (infrastructure upgrade, new construction, projects, 
etc.). 
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Table 1.  Philadelphia Budget Categories, 1963 
 

 
 
From a strategic standpoint, the key issue here is sustainability over time.  

Just like the budget, the strategy it supports must also be balanced.  This is 

largely a function of realistic planning assumptions and alignment with the 

environment.  Whether considering Reconstruction after the U.S. Civil War, 

foreign nation building after World War II, or urban renewal in the mid-20th 

century, the dynamic is the same.  Regardless of efficacy, if the chosen ways 

and means cannot be applied long enough, the strategy is unbalanced and will 

fail.  To compensate for this reality, and the fact that complex adaptive problems 

typically reveal their nature only through being acted upon, strategists must lean 

on planning considerations like redundancy, continuous re-evaluation, and 

expectation management. 

Health and Welfare 

In the early 1960s in Philadelphia, the expansion of basic services was a 

great concern.  Healthcare was provided through a growing system of city and 

Revenue/Year	 1963 Expenditures/Year 1963
Property	Taxes 37% Public	Safety 28%
Income,	Earnings,	&	Net	Profits	Taxes 32% Debt	Service 15%
Licenses,	Fines	and	Service	Charges 8% Conservation	of	Health 14%
Mercantile	License	Tax 7% Public	Works 8%
Transit	and	Gas	Works	Rentals 5% Pensions	and	Employee	Welfare 7%
Income	from	Other	Gov	Units 4% Cultural	and	Recreational 7%
Prior	Years'	Surplus 3% General	Government 7%
Other	Taxes 2% Public	Welfare 5%
Airports,	Port,	&	Convention	Hall 2% Judicial 4%
Total 100% Capital	Budget	Financing 1%

Working	Capital 1%
Contingencies	and	Snow	Removal 1%
Airports,	Port	and	Convention	Hall 1%
Total 100%
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regional hospitals and community care centers.  Renovating older facilities and 

building new ones was a major challenge for the city.  As new needs arose, 

Health Department officials sought to integrate the policy response across the 

cities 12 Catchment Areas.41 

In 1959, welfare costs in Philadelphia County exceeded $202 million, not 

including education.42 At the end of 1964, the Department of Public Welfare 

employed 1,203 staff members.  Considered to be woefully undermanned, the 

department’s members worked in divisions dedicated to Social Services, 

Childcare, Food Distribution, and Prisons.  At the beginning of 1965, the 

Department of Public Welfare had 6,745 children placed in foster homes through 

its Social Services Division.43  Of these, 33% were white and 63% were African 

Americans.  Between 1960 and 1965, the Philadelphia prison population 

averaged 3,035 inmates.44 

Complementing the availability of public services (or in some cases 

substituting for their lack), private organizations exemplified Philadelphians taking 

care of each other.  A survey of North Philadelphia service institutions noted that 

there were 905 agencies, which included childcare centers, employment 
                                            
41 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, “Catchment Hospital Existing Services,” New Facilities for 
Mentally Retarded in Philadelphia, Preliminary Report, Needs and Resources, 38 (Philadelphia, 
June 10, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Health 
Department, Box A-5331, Folder “MH/MR Advisory Board, May-Jul, 1970. PCA.  Contains 
graphics based on 1960 Census tracts.  
42 Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement (PCCA), Inc., Annual Report to Ford 
Foundation, 1963, 2, Box 58, Folder, “Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement, 1963, 
70,” TUSCRC  
43 City of Philadelphia, Department of Public Welfare, “Characteristics of Children in Placement,” 
Department of Public Welfare Annual Report, 1965, 19, RG 84.1, Box A-610, Department of 
Public Welfare Annual Reports, PCA.  
44 Annual Report, Department of Public Welfare, 62 
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agencies, educational institutes, fraternal organizations, and nursing homes, and 

others.  Of these organizations, 49% of them were religiously affiliated.45  These 

private initiatives were a bulwark for meeting community needs and religious 

leaders played an important leadership and community service role.   

Like many cities, Philadelphia had a shortage of housing after World War 

II.  This was a function of large scale population movements and the deterioration 

of existing neighborhoods.  Existing housing, much of which had been built 

before the advent of professional city planning, was decaying.  In response, the 

city created organizations like the Philadelphia Housing Authority and later the 

Philadelphia Development Authority to address the issue.  The resources they 

applied were not insignificant.  In 1963, Philadelphia County received $49 million 

in federal and state development grants.46  Nevertheless, the scope of the 

problem was great, and these agencies were the forerunners of more expansive 

efforts started during the mid-1960s under the auspices of the Philadelphia 

Housing Development Corporation and the federally-funded Model Cities 

Program47 

                                            
45 Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement (PCCA), Inc., Annual Report to Ford 
Foundation, 1963, 9, 34, Box 58, Folder, “Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement, 
1963, 70,” TUSCRC.  
46 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania Manual, 1963-1964, Vol 96 (Harrisburg, 1964), 
966. 
47 City of Philadelphia, “City Council,” City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1964, Supplement of 
Philadelphia Inquirer, April, 25, 1965, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Box, “Annual reports - City 
(Newspaper Supplements), 1952 – 1970,” PCA.  See also Joseph Clark, Jr. and Dennis Clark, 
“Rally and Relapse, 1946-1968,” in Weigley, Wainwright, and Wolf, eds., Philadelphia: A 300 
Year History, 670. 
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Public Safety 

When strategists evaluate demographic trends, one of the many items 

they consider is a rising “youth bulge.”48  After World War II, the U.S. experienced 

a baby boom that brought both positive and negative consequences.49  One on 

the negative side of the ledger was juvenile delinquency, which by 1955, led 

Philadelphia to impose a curfew for anybody under the age of seventeen.50  

There was also a call to build a new Holding Institution to relieve severe 

overcrowding at existing juvenile delinquency facilities.  Associated with this 

budget line, the Mayor’s Youth Advisory Committee on the Youth Study Center 

submitted a confidential report which further quantified requirements.  The report 

predicted that Philadelphia’s 7-17 year-old population would increase 12.5 

percent between 1965 and 1980.  Interestingly, the report predicted that the 

number of white juveniles detained would decrease slightly, but the number of 

non-white delinquents would increase 50 percent.51 

                                            
48 U.S. Bureau of the Census, “A Picture of the Population of Your State,” Chart 4, Prepared from 
the 1960 Census of Population, http://www2.census.gov/prod2/decennial/documents/ 
41983292ch1.pdf (accessed July 20, 2015). 
49 Bertram Zumeta and Stanley Newman, eds., “The Politics of Utopia,” a report of a conference, 
April 28-May 23, 1975, Political Science Department, Temple University, 1975, cited in Weigley, 
Wainwright, and Wolf, eds., Philadelphia: A 300 Year History, 703. 
50 Joseph Clark, Jr. and Dennis Clark, “Rally and Relapse, 1946-1968,” in Weigley, Wainwright, 
and Wolf, eds., Philadelphia: A 300 Year History, 658.  
51 Confidential Report from Government Consulting Service, Fels Institute of Local and State 
Government, University of Pennsylvania, to Randolph Wise, Commissioner, Mayor’s Youth 
Advisory Committee, “Interim Report on the Study and Plan for Juvenile Detention Facilities in 
Philadelphia,” (October 27, 1965), 5-6, RG 60-1.2, Office of the Mayor, Box A-188, Mayor 
Reports and Publications, PCA. See also City of Philadelphia, Citizen’s Council on City Planning, 
Analysis of Proposed 1965 Capital Budget and 1965-1970 Capital Program (Oct, 1964), A-5 to A-
7, URB 10, Part 5, Series XI, Box 43, Folder 580, Manuscript Collections, Urban Archives, 
Temple University, TUSCRC.  



  48 

 
 

As the 1960s rolled forward, challenges associated with employment, 

education, and tax revenue compounded this problem.  Trends like increasing 

gang violence and drug abuse further exacerbated the situation.  The following 

table shows Philadelphia’s crime rate for 1960.  

Table 2. Criminal Offenses in Philadelphia for 196052 
 

 
 
During this period, the total end-strength of the police force was 5,502 law 

enforcement officials.53  The force operated in 7 divisions, which were divided 

into 22 districts.54  In 1961, the Philadelphia police completed 98,855 arrests, of 

which 9,011 were juveniles (9.1%).55  In terms of workload, Figure 2 shows the 

distribution throughout the city in 1963. 

  

                                            
52 City of Philadelphia, Police Department, Statistical Report, 1961, 6-9, 30, RG 61-1.1, Box A-
578, Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1961.” PCA. There were 
discrepancies between a data table on page 30 and a graphic on pages 6-9. I used numbers from 
the graphic since they provided a comparison with previous years. 
53 Including support personnel, the Police Department was 6,815 strong.  City of Philadelphia, 
Police Department, Statistical Report, 1961, 26, RG 61-1.1, Box A-578, Annual Reports, Folder 
“RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1961.” PCA.  
54 City of Philadelphia, Police Department, Statistical Report, 1961, 28, RG 61-1.1, Box A-578, 
Annual Reports, Folder “RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1961.” PCA.  
55 City of Philadelphia, Police Department, Statistical Report, 1961, 11, RG 61-1.1, Box A-578, 
Annual Reports, Folder “RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1961.” PCA.  

Offense 1958 1960 Change
Homicide 117 150 28.20%

Aggravated Assault 3286 4041 22.90%

Rape 556 529 -5%

Robbery 2334 2014 -13.70%

Burglary 10879 11840 8.80%

Larceny (Over $50) 5779 4594 -20.50%

Auto Theft 4134 3543 -14.30%
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Figure 2. Offenses by District, 196356 

 

Table 3 shows a comparison of population density and arrest rate by 

district for the same year.  The highest arrest rates were in Districts 6, 9, 22, 26 

(Central), and 19 (West).  The lowest five arrest rates were in Districts 1, (South), 

2 and 7 (Northeast), 5 (Northwest), and 24 (East Central).  The correlation 

between population density and major crime was 57.4 percent.57  There were 

                                            
56 City of Philadelphia, Police Department, Statistical Report, 1963, 18, RG 61-1.1, Box A-578, 
Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1963,” PCA.  
57 City of Philadelphia, Police Department, Statistical Report, 1963, 31, RG 61-1.1, Box A-578, 
Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1963,” PCA. Four of the five worst 
crime districts had population densities that were above the city average of 25,530 residents per 
square mile.  The one exception was District 6 which fell in the middle with regard to population 
density.  All of the five lowest crime districts had population densities that were below the city 
average. The correlation between major and minor crime rates was 77.5%.   
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621 indictments for narcotics in 1962, which equated to 2.2% of the 23,281 total 

indictments for the year.58 

Table 3. Population and Arrests, 196359  

 

Considering these factors provides a snapshot of the environment in 

Philadelphia during the early 1960s and points to a city already in flux.  However, 

we must remember that events are only linear in hindsight, and one often misses 

relevant cues in the environment.60  Also, forecasters tend to overestimate when 

extrapolating from current information and previous developments.  When 

                                            
58  Joseph Wenk and Joseph Torregrossa, “Proposed Revisions of Narcotics Laws: An Empirical 
Study of Their Effect on the Administration of Criminal Justice,” 4, Defender Association of 
Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder 37, “Drugs 1968,” TUSCRC.  
59 City of Philadelphia, Police Department, Statistical Report, 1963, 17, 32, RG 61-1.1, Box A-
578, Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1963,” PCA.  
60 Observation by Professor William Johnson, U.S. Army War College. For an illuminating 
illustration of why strategists often focus on the wrong things, see U.S. Joint Forces Command, 
The Joint Operating Environment 2010, “Strategist Estimates of the Twentieth Century,” 
http://permanent.access.gpo.gov/ lps121890/2010/JOE_2010_o.pdf (Accessed June 21, 2015), 9 

District Population-
Sq Mile

Major Crime 
Arrest

Minor Crime 
Arrests

% of Total 
Arrests

6 18,143 2,306 19,933 8.9%
22 52,728 3,057 8,400 6.9%
26 31,192 2,024 8,692 6.7%
19 23,960 1,808 8,644 6.7%
9 32,562 2,111 10,576 6.2%
18 31,443 1,884 9,266 6.1%
23 62,471 2,537 8,705 5.6%
25 17,096 1,458 6,940 5.3%
17 58,652 1,220 6,597 5.2%
39 17,088 1,336 6,846 4.8%
14 11,875 1,515 6,372 4.6%
16 51,263 1,309 5,948 4.5%
15 19,800 1,025 4,882 4.1%
35 20,295 1,066 4,710 4.0%
12 8,798 918 4,047 3.7%
3 46,355 683 4,311 3.3%
4 11,383 595 3,528 3.0%
7 3,547 694 3,310 2.7%
2 12,414 520 3,093 2.6%
24 12,229 570 2,936 2.1%
1 11,285 392 2,636 1.9%
5 7,072 241 1,816 1.2%

Avg / Tot/ % 25,530 29,269 142,188 100.0%
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planners assume a continuing positive trend, this is called “optimism bias.”61  The 

same tendency skewed the projections of Philadelphia city planners after World 

War II.  Not unreasonably, they designed programs based on assumptions of a 

growing population, rising incomes, and a more robust tax base.  None of these 

estimates proved true.62  So without factoring in any of the afflictions of urban 

decay, Philadelphia had its work cut out just responding to an unfolding reality 

that was different than originally envisioned.  With multiple programs and issues 

demanding attention and resources, and oriented toward the challenges of 

development and urban renewal, Philadelphia’s leadership paid little attention to 

drug abuse and was ill prepared to respond to it.63 

  

                                            
61 Daniel Kahneman, Thinking Fast and Slow (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux), 252-253. 
62 Stephanie Wolf, “The Bicentennial City, 1968-1982,” in Weigley, Wainwright, and Wolf, eds., 
Philadelphia: A 300 Year History, 707. 
63 The effects of structure, organizational culture, and climate all effect how an organization (or 
administration) scans its environment and determines what is relevant. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DRUGS IN THE EARLY 1960S – LOW PRIORITY AT THE    

WHITE HOUSE 

At the federal level, there was a delay in recognizing drug abuse as a rising 

social problem.  Despite initiating policy explorations of drug abuse through a 

conference and task force, President John F. Kennedy did not generate much 

momentum before he was assassinated.  President Lyndon Johnson eventually 

placed greater focus on drug abuse in response to media coverage and input 

from influential, large city mayors.  After languishing as a policy issue, drug 

control began its climb toward higher prioritization in July of 1964, when LBJ 

issued a presidential statement that signaled serious interest. 

Presidential Narrative 

Regardless of how a policy evolves, presidential narrative is highly 

influential.  In an effort to motivate members of Congress, modern presidents 

have frequently appealed to the American people.  This strategy is often referred 

to as “going public.”1  By doing so, presidents can socially define complex 

issues.2  For instance, using language such as describing drug users as 

“pushers” or “crack-moms,” as opposed to people struggling with addiction can 

skew public perceptions.  This phenomenon helps a president or other executive 

                                            
1 Whitford and Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda, 6. See also Amos Kiewe, ed., 
The Modern Presidency and Crisis Rhetoric, (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1994), 14. 
2 Ibid.,158. 
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set the policy-making agenda, limit discourse, and steer possible courses of 

action.3 

In many cases, even without pressure from constituents, leaders at the 

state and local level will follow the president’s lead.  Local leaders also use 

presidential narrative as support for existing initiatives.  For example, the 1963 

report from the Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement (PCCA) to the 

Ford Foundation quoted statistics regarding social trends such as income, 

reading level, and the number of working mothers.  This information came 

directly from a President’s Study Group on National Voluntary Services, which 

released its findings in January of 1963.4  President John F. Kennedy also 

echoed the content of this report in his Special Message to the Congress on the 

Nation's Youth on February 14, 1963.5  Appearing in the introduction of the 

PCCA study, the authors intended the information from the President’s Study 

Group to lend backing and credibility to the PCCA’s focus and findings. 

Beyond resonating among state and local officials and the American public, 

presidential rhetoric can also permeate government bureaucracy and orient the 

efforts of federal agencies.  While anecdotal, many senior strategic leaders 

                                            
3 Ibid., 5, 26. 
4 President’s Study Group on National Voluntary Services, Jan 1963, cited in Philadelphia Council 
for Community Advancement (PCCA), Inc., Annual Report to Ford Foundation, 1963, 2, Box 58, 
Folder, “Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement, 1963, 70,” TUSCRC. 
5 John F. Kennedy, "Special Message to the Congress on the Nation's Youth," February 14, 
1963, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project. 
http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=9561(accessed July 21, 2015). See also John F. 
Kennedy: "Statement by the President on Announcing a Grant for a Youth Training 
Demonstration Project in New Haven," October 18, 1963, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. 
Woolley, The American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=9480 
(accessed July 21, 2015). 
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speaking at the U.S. Army War College (military and civilian) note that they often 

discern the president’s intent by reading statements in various news outlets.6  

With regard to drug control, more scholarly work shows that government agents 

do prioritize their efforts based on presidential directive.  In Presidential Rhetoric 

and the Public Agenda: Constructing the War on Drugs, political scientists 

Andrew B. Whitford and Jeff Yates note that “…in addition to influencing the 

public, policy rhetoric is a means of penetrating layers of bureaucracy to 

influence field agents who implement policies.”  As a central part of their analysis, 

they examine how presidential rhetoric influenced the performance of U.S. 

attorneys vis-a-vis rates and types of prosecution sought over time.7  Their 

findings reinforce the idea that presidential communication matters.   

However, despite the power of the “bully pulpit,” presidential rhetoric can 

actually get ahead of strategy.  Jeffrey Tulis presents LBJ’s War on Poverty as a 

pyrrhic victory for this reason.  According to Tulis, before White House staffers 

conceptually framed the War on Poverty, LBJ used very effective strategic 

communications to generate support for the forthcoming legislation.  

Unfortunately, the resulting bill set conditions for policy failure because the 

objectives and programs (ends, ways, and means) were not viable.  Tullis 

asserts this was not from a lack of due diligence, but because LBJ had 

                                            
6 This is not surprising given the influence of strategic leadership style and in/out-group dynamics.  
In today’s information environment, it sometimes involves social media. 
7 For discussion of the presidential prerogative to appoint attorneys as a means of significant 
power and influence, and the number of drug cases handled and concluded, see Whitford and 
Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda, 116,124-128. 
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essentially committed his administration beforehand.8  So whether at the federal 

or local level, elected officials constantly balance political opportunity, public 

communication, discretion, and the need for strategic flexibility as they pursue 

their objectives. 

Thomas Sorensen, Johnson’s Deputy Director of the U.S. Information 

Agency, noted almost half a century ago that “[W]ords alone will not do the job.  

But it cannot be done without words....”9  A president can issue statements for a 

variety of reasons, some overt and others less so.  Presidential narrative may 

address national values and enduring interests, or it may reflect a short-term 

response to an isolated crisis.  While communication is always important in 

developing and promoting policy and driving change, not every statement 

indicates commitment, high prioritization, or a change in ends, ways, and means.   

President John F. Kennedy’s statements about his administration’s 

initiatives regarding drug abuse serve as a relevant jump-off point.  Within a few 

years, LBJ built on what JFK had begun.  As a result, he implemented federal 

initiatives that influenced Philadelphia’s approach to drug control strategy. 

JFK - Placating Stakeholders 

JFK’s initial comments about drug addiction reflected an open-minded, if 

somewhat non-committal, approach and the influence of stakeholder interaction.  

When Kennedy convened the White House Conference on Narcotics on 29 May 
                                            
8 Jeffrey K. Tulis, The Rhetorical Presidency (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1987), 
161-172. 
9 Thomas C. Sorensen, The Word War: The Story of American Propaganda (New York: Harper & 
Row Publishers, 1968), 313. 
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1962, he acknowledged that Americans simply did not know enough about drug 

addiction, which he described as a multifaceted issue requiring further study.10  

Eschewing inflammatory rhetoric, JFK emphasized exploration as the first step to 

crafting policy and a strategy to support it.  He also noted he was responding to 

Congressional, state (particularly California and New York), and local concerns.  

This last talking point could have been both an appeal for justification and a way 

of placing himself outside the issue.  He thereby retained maximum flexibility, 

pending public’s response and the outcome of the conference.11 

Three months later, JFK again demonstrated ostensible interest and a 

balanced perspective when he welcomed the conference members to 

Washington.12  And despite opening with an acknowledgement that White House 

conferences could amount to “window dressing” (an ultimately accurate 

foreshadowing in this case), he generally uttered all the right words.  JFK 

                                            
10 John F. Kennedy, "Statement by the President Announcing a forthcoming White House 
Conference on Narcotics," May 29, 1962, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=8686 (accessed July 21, 
2015). 
11 Interestingly, JFK appointed Attorney General Robert Kennedy as the Chairman of the 
conference.  Years later, during the Nixon Administration, critics would question the assignment 
of key drug control functions to the Department of Justice.  In particular, drug classification was a 
point of contention. Drug control scholar Kathleen Frydl notes that it was not an unprecedented 
decision for the Nixon Administration.  As this presidential statement indicates, and Frydl 
persuasively shows, the War on Drugs unfolded over a much longer period.  See Frydl, The Drug 
Wars in America, 1940-1973.  In this case, the appointment of the Attorney General as Chairman 
could reflect the predominance of law enforcement as the principle means of dealing with drug 
abuse.  However, it could also derive from the fact Robert Kennedy was at the center of JFK’s 
“inner circle.”  As such, he was a trusted agent with the horsepower to manage conflicting 
perspectives according to his brother’s intent.  See James W. Hilty, Robert Kennedy: Brother 
Protector (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1997); David Talbot, Brothers: The Hidden 
History of the Kennedy Years (New York: Free Press, 2007); Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., Robert 
Kennedy and His Times (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1978).   
12 John F. Kennedy, "Remarks to the White House Conference on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," 
September 27, 1962, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency 
Project, http://www. presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=8905 (accessed July 21, 2015). 
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mentioned the divided opinion among drug abuse experts.  He put drug abuse in 

context as a decades-long public struggle and also addressed the abuse of 

prescription drugs.  While JFK noted the multidisciplinary components of drug 

abuse, he stated elimination as a key objective (like so many other officials).13   

No doubt to reassure members of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics and the 

larger law enforcement community, Kennedy graciously paid tribute to Harry J. 

Anslinger, who had announced his retirement in the spring of 1962.14  JFK also 

forthrightly mentioned the disparity of opinion regarding what should be done with 

drug abusers who also traffic drugs.15  With regard to the international aspects of 

drug control, he asked the conference to provide guidance for developing a 

comprehensive strategy that leveraged federal, state, and local capabilities to 

control trafficking across national and state boundaries.  He underscored this 

point by referring to a conversation with President Adolfo López Mateos of 

Mexico and the stationing of FBN agents in Europe and the Middle East.16  But 

                                            
13 President Ford may be the first president to publicly back a harm reduction approach.  This 
acknowledges the reality that drug abuse can be managed, but not eliminated.  See Strategy 
Council on Drug Abuse, Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug Traffic Prevention, 1975 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1975), 65, cited in Musto and Korsmeyer, The 
Quest for Drug Control,161. 
14 Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, 7. 
15 JFK mentioned that there was no debate about the treatment of simple drug abusers.  Later, 
this distinction was more often rhetorically distilled to the binary of users and traffickers.  
However, reality featured significant overlap.  He also called for improved methods of gathering 
statistics to better gauge the effectiveness of treatment efforts and mentioned the difficulty of 
addressing poly-drug use. John F. Kennedy, "Remarks to the White House Conference on 
Narcotic and Drug Abuse," September 27, 1962, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, 
The American Presidency Project, http://www. presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=8905 (accessed July 
21, 2015). 
16 Again pointing to the ongoing nature of drug control, this comment points toward Mexico as a 
source country and sheds light on why President Nixon directed “Operation Intercept” in 
September of 1969.  Generating public outcry, this operation closed the border with Mexico for 
two weeks.  While it reportedly did little to stem the flow of drugs, it likely achieved its true intent, 
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oddly, he closed by again assuring conference members they were relevant, and 

not “ornamental fixtures.”17 

Defining a Problem and Approach 

In January of 1963, President Kennedy seemingly added emphasis to drug 

control when he announced the creation of the President’s Advisory Commission 

on Narcotics and Drug Abuse through Executive Order 11076.  Also known as 

the Prettyman Commission after its chair, Judge E. Barrett Prettyman, it was a 

small group of only seven members, who were appointed by the president.  The 

size of the group itself could have signaled a desire to generate consensus and 

action, and their mandate included a call for proposed legislation.  JFK told the 

Commission to assess programs and make recommendations about possible 

reorganization.  His guidance also instructed the Attorney General and the 

Secretaries of State, Treasury, Defense, and Health, Education and Welfare to 

designate liaisons to assist the Commission.  Finally, the group was given a one-

year lifespan and told to submit its report by 1 November 1963.18 

According to drug control scholars David Musto and Pamela Korsmeyer, 

the Prettyman Commission report constituted a workable blueprint for a 

                                                                                                                                  
which was to pressure Mexico’s support for expanded interdiction efforts.  See Lawrence A. 
Gooberman, Operation Intercept: The Multiple Consequences of Public Policy (New York: 
Pergamon Press, 1974).  
17 John F. Kennedy, "Remarks to the White House Conference on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," 
September 27, 1962, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency 
Project, http://www. presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=8905 (accessed July 21, 2015). 
18 John F. Kennedy, "Executive Order 11076 - Establishing the President's Advisory Commission 
on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," January 15, 1963, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, 
The American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=59015 (accessed 
July 21, 2015). 



  59 

 
 

comprehensive drug control strategy.  Like NSC-68, which articulated a unifying 

doctrine for Cold War Containment strategy, the Prettyman Report was a nascent 

strategy document whose influence reverberated all the way through President 

Jimmy Carter’s administration.  In fact, Musto and Korsmeyer reasonably argue 

that the Prettyman Report’s DNA is still visible in current U.S. control strategy.   

The strategic goal stated in the report was termination of drug abuse.  It 

also described three “guiding principles” (ways), provided twenty-five 

recommendations (means), and touched on the broad areas of law enforcement, 

treatment, and prevention.  The report also highlighted the need for more 

research and better data gathering, and greater citizen involvement.  Despite 

these aspects, the report was still a blueprint for a strategy, as opposed to an 

actual strategy document.  A fully developed strategy would have taken the 

report’s elements and orchestrated their priorities, sequencing, integration, and 

the application of resources.  This came to fruition when the Nixon Administration 

produced the first Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug Trafficking 

Prevention in 1973.19  But what probably interested bureaucratic stakeholders the 

most was the Commission’s recommendation for more international cooperation 

and governmental re-organization.  The first represented an opportunity, but the 

latter was likely perceived as a threat.20   

                                            
19 United States Strategy Council on Drug Abuse, Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug 
Traffic Prevention, 1973 (Washington: U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973). 
20 W.B. Eldridge of the American Bar Foundation criticized the report for its goal of elimination 
versus management of drug abuse.  In counter to this critique, Musto and Korsmeyer argue that 
elimination was chosen for rhetorical reasons to sidestep popular opposition.  They also detail the 
bureaucratic response from various agencies.  Because of an initially tepid reception of the report 
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When JFK received the Prettyman Commission’s interim report in April 

1963, his response did not signal great interest.  Despite his earlier reassurances 

about “window dressing” and “ornamental fixtures,” JFKs comments painted a 

different picture.  He offered a lackluster assessment that “this report deserves to 

be read, discussed, and considered by those interested in our nation’s drug and 

narcotic problems.”21  He also added that the report would be “studied carefully” 

by appropriate departments and agencies.  JFK’s guidance was tantamount to a 

directive for the various organizations to skim the surface of the problem and 

implement easy fixes.  And while it was an interim report, he did not allude to any 

timelines or indicate any definitive action might be forthcoming in the future.  The 

final report was submitted to JFK in early November of 1963, but he did not 

release it or make any public statements before his assassination.22 

Change Dynamics 

JFK’s comments related to drug control allude to the challenges of change 

management.  Policy making entails change and the question is, “What form and 

how much?”  In the early 1960s, federal and local agency and departmental 

structures were not as robust as they would become only a decade later.  

                                                                                                                                  
from JFK and then LBJ, internecine squabbles among law enforcement agencies did not reach 
their peak until Nixon implemented some of the report’s restructuring recommendations during his 
second term. Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, 7-14 and 244-256.   
21 John F. Kennedy, "Letter to the Chairman in Response to the Interim Report of the President's 
Advisory Commission on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," April 4, 1963, Online by Gerhard Peters and 
John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9140 (accessed on July 21, 2015). 
22 Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control: Politics and Federal Policy in a Period of 
Increasing Substance Abuse, 1963-1981, 7. 
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Creating new offices to address drug control (or any other issue for that matter) 

was fraught with difficulty.  Transformation is often particularly difficult for mature 

organizations, and the federal government certainly qualifies as such.23  While 

development is ongoing, and new functional areas are always being created, 

these new agencies, departments, and organizations are being proverbially 

grafted onto an old tree.24   

Regardless of the age of an organization, culture is the most important 

factor affecting its adaptability to change.  As Lewis Gerstner, Jr., a former CEO 

and leadership consultant noted, “I came to see, in my time at IBM, that culture 

isn’t just one aspect of the game – it is the game.”25  It speaks explicitly and 

implicitly about the organization’s history, purpose, and future.26  If we combine 

the aspects of mature organizations and their attendant cultures with the added 

characteristic of being really big, it is not an exaggeration to say senior leaders 

are confronting a Gordian Knot.  They wrestle with not only understanding the 

                                            
23 Edgar Schein, Change is always difficult for both individuals and groups of people.  This is 
particularly true if they are insulated from competition or have a long history of success.  Both 
factors can lead an organization to perceive itself as optimized for the environment (which it may 
not even recognize as changing in significant ways).  Edgar H Schein, Organizational Culture and 
Leadership, 2nd Ed. (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1997), 321-323. 
24 For an appraisal of the difficulty, opportunity, and progress in achieving productive change in 
the U.S. intelligence community, see Richard H. Immerman, “Transforming Analysis: The 
Intelligence Community’s Best Kept Secret,” Intelligence and National Security 26:2-3 (20 May 
2011), 159-181. 
25 Louis V. Gerstner, Jr., Who Says Elephants Can’t Dance? Leading a Great Enterprise Through 
Dramatic Change (New York: Harper Business, 2003),182. 
26 Culture influences how an organization perceives itself and interprets its surroundings.  It 
defines who an organization serves, and the proven and acceptable approaches to meeting 
customer, client, and stakeholder needs.  Culture shapes the way members see themselves and 
the prototypes and role models that guide their aspirations and professional development.  There 
is no “correct” culture.  In concert with strategy, assessing culture is an exercise in gauging 
alignment.  Stephen J. Gerras, ed., Strategic Leadership Primer, 3rd ed. (Department of 
Command, Leadership and Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, PA, 2010), 
3-5.  
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environment and defining the problems at hand, but also simply knowing and 

navigating their own organization.27  As senior leaders try to chart a course for 

change and policy making at this level, saying “follow me” in a way that 

resonates with internal and external stakeholders is just the first step.  Even a 

president cannot drive change (or policy) by edict.28  Communicating change 

through a variety of modes is important because strategic leadership is indirect - 

senior officials lead other leaders.29   

LBJ - Evolution of Drug Policy 

When Lyndon B. Johnson assumed his responsibilities as president, he 

was understandably consumed with bigger issues.  On 6 January 1964, LBJ 

mentioned the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, along with other agencies, in a 

statement regarding the “Fight Against Organized Crime and Racketeering.”  His 

statement accompanied an Attorney General Report that highlighted the federal 

                                            
27 Along with cultures and sub-cultures, an enterprise level organization may have varied 
structure.  It probably operates globally and must negotiate all the diversity which that entails on a 
daily basis.  It also has to meet near term goals, while planning for future conditions that likely 
require significant investment (and therefore great risk).  All of this is probably managed within a 
framework that the organization does not fully control and imposes some form of constraint.  
Schein, Organizational Culture and Leadership, 51-69. 
28 Failed change efforts are an almost every day parable in business and government.  There are 
a variety of models addressing change management and most share some commonalities.  
Change takes a multi-pronged campaign that touches all aspects of an organization’s operations.  
To overcome the inertia of an organizational culture, senior leaders have to “unfreeze” the 
aspects which need to be modified, developed, or divested.  This occurs in phases that establish 
the need for change, initiate the process, overcome resistance, and sustain the effort.  John P. 
Kotter, Leading Change (Boston: Harvard Business School Press, 1996). 
29 Change agents also communicate intent and priorities through embedding mechanisms.  From 
a psychological perspective, it is similar to positive reinforcement.  As the name implies, an 
embedding mechanism is something that helps embed the desired characteristic in an 
organizational culture.  The simplest embedding mechanism is what a leader pays attention to on 
a recurring basis.  What reports, programs, budgets, or other company operations do they track 
closely?  If those things are congruent with the desired change, they can be powerful tools. 
Schein, Organizational Culture and Leadership, 228-253. 
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government’s progress against organized crime.30  While nearly all messages 

have multiple audiences, LBJ’s message was aimed at two groups: the police 

and the American public.  It was obviously intended to commend and encourage 

law enforcement officials.  But it probably served to reassure the public, as the 

[Earl] Warren Commission continued its investigation into JFK’s assassination, 

and conspiracy allegations swirled in the media.31  Two days later, while the 

country was still reeling from the tragedy, LBJ delivered his State of the Union 

Address, which was an attempt to regroup, rally the nation, and begin moving 

forward.32 

At the end of the month, LBJ issued a statement that again placed drug 

abuse in the outer orbit of policy issues.  When he acknowledged receipt of the 

final Report of the President’s Advisory Commission on Narcotic and Drug Abuse 

(Prettyman Report), he described it as “…one of the nation’s more difficult 

problems”33  It is possible LBJ was operating according to John Foster Dulles’ 

alleged dictum that one should “Never coin a colorful phrase when a dull phrase 

                                            
30 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Statement by the President on the Fight Against Organized Crime and 
Racketeering," January 6, 1964, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American 
Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26786 (accessed July 21, 2015). 
31 “French Think Racists Assassinated Kennedy,” The Washington Post, Times Herald, Nov 28, 
1963, ProQuest Historical Newspapers, (141959577, accessed July 21, 2015). 
32 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union," January 8, 
1964, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency. ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26787 (accessed July 21, 2015).  See also Robert T. 
Hartmann, “Assassination Story Yet Untold, Italians Believe,” Los Angeles Times, Mar 17, 1964, 
ProQuest Historical Newspapers, (168530169, accessed July 21, 2014); “Assassination Sparks 
Killing, Threat, Tragedy,” The Washington Post, Times Herald, Nov 26, 1963, ProQuest Historical 
Newspapers, (141966699, accessed July 21, 2014). 
33 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Letter to Judge Prettyman in Response to Report of the President's 
Advisory Commission on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," January 28, 1964, Online by Gerhard Peters 
and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26042 (accessed July 21, 2015). 
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will do.”34  But in a political framework that typically generates mobilization only 

during perceived crises, this was an underwhelming description.35  LBJ’s 

lackluster rhetoric indicates he perceived drug abuse as a back-burner issue.   

From the standpoint of driving change in this area, Johnson’s statement “I 

have directed the appropriate departments and agencies review carefully the 

recommendations of the Commission and submit their comments and views in 

order that our efforts in this field can be strengthened and improved” is 

questionable.36  While it might seem reasonable to share the report, LBJ 

essentially delegated implementation to the subordinate agencies.  This 

increased the chance of an “anti-body like” response, which would likely block 

change.37  In addition, by not designating an official to take the policy lead, LBJ 

failed to establish a need for change and allowed too much complacency.38     

 If there was any doubt regarding the low priority assigned to drug control 

as a policy issue, LBJ confirmed it during his Special Message to Congress on 

the Nation’s Health, in early February of 1964.  After an introduction describing 

achievements and challenges with regard to healthcare, LBJ’s speech addressed 

five areas, in the following order: 1) Hospital Insurance for the Aged, 2) Health 
                                            
34 Dulles quoted in Arthur Larson, Eisenhower: The President Nobody Knew (New York: Charles 
Scribner’s Sons, 1968), 78. 
35 Amos Kiewe, The Modern Presidency and Crisis Rhetoric (Westport, CN: Preager, 1994).55-
56. 
36 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Letter to Judge Prettyman in Response to Report of the President's 
Advisory Commission on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," January 28, 1964, Online by Gerhard Peters 
and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26042 (accessed July 21, 2014). 
37 John P. Kotter, Leading Change (Boston: Harvard Business School Press, 1996), 10-11; W. 
Warner Burke, Organization Change: Theory and Practice (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications, Inc., 2002), 91-92, 106-107, 259-260. 
38 John P. Kotter, Leading Change, 4-5. 
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Facilities, 3) Health Manpower, 4) Mental Health and Mental Retardation, 5) 

Research and Special Health Needs.  Within this lineup, “Narcotics and Drug 

Abuse” was the second of five subsections contained in the last topic area 

(Research and Special Health Needs).  It was the only subsection for which 

Johnson did not mention a budget allocation or a request for appropriation.  In 

fact, drug abuse was the only topic mentioned in the entire speech that did not 

have money tied to it.  While LBJ did refer to the President’s Advisory 

Commission, he reiterated the “bottom up” approach described when he had 

accepted the report two weeks prior.  Again, Johnson ceded initiative to the 

“appropriate federal departments” and promised recommendations to Congress 

in the future.39  Based on all these indicators, it is apparent he viewed drug abuse 

as a lesser included issue within larger civic challenges. 

An Inflection Point in Drug Policy 

However, in the summer of 1964, LBJ raised his prioritization of drug abuse 

as a policy issue.  He issued a statement on 15 July that, comparatively 

speaking, sounded like an alarm bell.  His opening sentence underscored the 

“enormous damage in human suffering, crime and economic loss through 

thievery” caused directly or indirectly by drug abuse. So while drug control did not 

reach its apogee as a policy issue until the Nixon Administration, the start of its 

rhetorical ascendency already featured the drug-crime link that would be largely 

                                            
39 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress on the Nation's Health," February 10, 
1964, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley,The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency. ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26064 (accessed July 22, 2015). 
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attributed to Nixon.  LBJ also firmly asserted the federal government had primary 

responsibility for handling drug trafficking based on its governance of foreign and 

interstate commerce.40  And again conveying the rising importance of the issue, 

LBJ referred his audience to the program outlined by the President’s Advisory 

Commission on Narcotic and Drug Abuse (Prettyman Commission).  Perhaps 

most importantly, he closed by publicly appointing Lee White (White House Staff) 

as liaison and action officer.41  All these components in LBJ’s narrative pointed 

toward a re-calibration of drug abuse as a higher priority item.  

While these facets of the message are significant, LBJ’s guidance to 

subordinate organizations is also noteworthy because it reflects the influence of 

an enforcement mentality (albeit waning) and the nascent state of drug 

treatment.  He told relevant agencies to maximize their current practices and 

create new programs oriented on the “conditions caused by drug use.”  In other 

words, from a strategic perspective, he was telling them to focus on the 

symptoms of drug use.   After announcing this emphasis on consequences, he 

prescribed the following lines of effort (ways): 1) Destruction of drug trafficking, 2) 

Drug abuse prevention, and 3) Cure and Rehabilitation.  These three ways 

matched those recommended by the Prettyman Report a year earlier. 

                                            
40 Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, 14-15. The Kennedy Commission 
(Prettyman Report) recommended an abandonment of taxation for drug control.  For detailed 
analysis of the report’s findings and interaction between Judge Prettyman, RFK, LBJ, and other 
key figures, see Frydl, The Drug Wars in America, 1940-1973, Chapter 4. 
41 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Statement by the President on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," July 15, 1964, 
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project. 
http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=26374 (accessed July 22, 2014). 
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The Nature of Drug Control Strategy 

LBJ’s statement also provides a window for glimpsing continuity across a 

longer view of drug control strategy.  No significant public policy issue yields to a 

single intervention, and a comprehensive strategy has many components and 

subordinate lines of effort.  While there have been repeating oscillations in drug 

policy weighting over time (enforcement, prevention, treatment), movement has 

been incremental and within fairly consistent areas.  If we transcribe LBJ’s terms 

by using more contemporary parlance, his prioritization was, 1) Drug interdiction, 

2) Education, and 3) Treatment.  So essentially, LBJ delineated enforcement as 

the federal government’s primary emphasis.42  Given LBJ’s priorities and focus 

on societal symptoms like “crime and economic loss through thievery,” his 

narrative raises questions about what kind of drug-control strategy he was 

espousing.43  

LBJ was basically calling for an application of Cold War Containment 

Strategy to a domestic social problem.  At that point (and as it had been for 

decades), drug abuse was an inner city problem.  It affected most large cities to 

some extent, but New York and Los Angeles were among the first to see it as an 

epidemic.  Cities have long been thought of as social engines for the entire 

country.  What starts there (people, ideas, fashions, etc) tends to move into the 

                                            
42 This rank ordering is similar to the administrations of Ronald Reagan, George H.W. Bush, and 
William Clinton. 
43 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Statement by the President on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," July 15, 1964, 
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project. 
http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=26374 (accessed July 22, 2014). 
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hinterland.  Also, foreign countries were the origin of most marijuana and heroin 

reaching drug addicts.  Attacking the source intuitively makes sense and it also 

“sells” well politically.  So considering these factors, applying containment 

strategy was logical. 

As with the Cold War struggle, the initial priority in drug control was 

drawing a boundary and preventing any trespassing.  With a view to preventing 

the toppling of more “dominoes” on the international level, the U.S. did this 

primarily by military, economic, and political means.  In the case of the 

counterdrug strategy, the containment strategy involved efforts to quarantine and 

intercept drug trafficking.  Closely integrated with the Cold War’s geographic 

reality was the more amorphous ideological battle fought by rhetorical, 

diplomatic, and cultural means throughout the globe.  In the case of drug abuse, 

the corresponding effort was through education programs delivered in schools, 

community centers, civic groups, and churches.  Finally, there were the apparent 

casualties in both scenarios.  From the perspective of the West, they were the 

people behind the Iron Curtain whose fate became more forlorn as any thought 

of “roll-back” were dispelled during the Eisenhower Administration.44  In urban 

America during the early 1960s, they were minority drug abusers ensnared in the 

trap of addiction. 

                                            
44 Chris Tudda, The Truth is Our Weapon: The Rhetorical Diplomacy of Dwight D. Eisenhower 
and John Foster Dulles (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2006), 117.  See also 
Kenneth A. Osgood, Total Cold War: Eisenhower’s Secret Propaganda Battle at Home and 
Abroad (Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas, 2006); Walter Hixson, Parting the Curtain: 
Propaganda, Culture, and Cold War, 1945-1961 (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997); Thomas C. 
Sorensen, The Word War: The Story of American Propaganda (New York: Harper & Row 
Publishers, 1968), 91-92. 
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Admittedly, this strategy may sound callous.  But in keeping with the earlier 

discussion of a limited number of literary plots (and strategies), containment’s 

key elements are similar to an epidemiological response to drug addiction: 1) 

Attack the source, 2) Interrupt transmission, and 3) Protect susceptible people.45  

While drug abuse is not a communicable disease, it does exist within a 

population and periodically escalates beyond normal (steady state) levels.46  If 

we examine the key points of LBJ’s statement in light of this model, we can see 

alignment with epidemic control principles. 

Johnson’s first priority, “Destruction of the illegal traffic in drugs,” maps to 

the tenets of attacking the source and interrupting transmission.  His second 

focal point, “The prevention of drug abuse,” could be defined as a sub-element of 

both interrupting transmission and protecting susceptible people.  His third 

priority, “The cure and rehabilitation of victims of this traffic,” spans all three 

epidemiological strategy categories.47  As with the containment viewpoint, an 

epidemiological response was also reasonable.  And despite the emphasis on 

enforcement, drug abuse was still seen both within and beyond the Beltway to 

have a public health component.  After considering LBJ’s response to drug abuse 
                                            
45 The items listed above are referred to as strategies, while the following items are called “The 
main elements in the control of an epidemic…,”1) Attack the source and mode of transmission, 2) 
Treat and isolate all cases, 3) Increase resistance of the local population, and 4) Continue 
surveillance.  Some of these elements are also listed as “ways” under a separate table.  Patrick 
Vaughan and R.H. Morrow, Manual of Epidemiology for District Health Management (Geneva: 
World Health Organization, 1989), http://helid.digicollection.org/en/d/Jwho31e/8.6.html (accessed 
Dec 31, 2014).   
46 The vectors are socially correlated versus biologically driven. 
47 Treatment could relate to the following “ways” under each of the three strategies: treatment of 
cases and carriers, environmental hygiene, and immunization (though obviously not in a 
biological sense).  Vaughan and Morrow, Manual of Epidemiology for District Health 
Management. 
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in light of these two strategic templates, we see overlap in the ways and means.  

But the most important commonality between the approaches relates to ends.  

The primary goal was consequence management.   

Yet beyond the approach itself, the question remains  - why the sudden 

change in presidential interest?  LBJ had signed the Civil Rights Act into law on 

July 2, 1964, and had declared a War on Poverty the previous January.  

Nevertheless, it is highly unlikely that responding to an apparent drug crisis was 

related to those initiatives. In fact, it was probably an unwelcome distraction from 

an already full policy agenda that soon expanded to include the menu of 

programs comprising the Great Society and waging war in Vietnam.  The 

Chicago Riots happened the next day, on July 16, 1964, and the “Long Hot 

Summer,” saw a riot break out in North Philadelphia on August 28, 1964.  While 

these and other events shaped an accelerating policy pivot toward law and order, 

drug control was not a major line of effort toward that end.   

Strategic Decision Making Paradigm and Policy Orientation 

Absent a “smoking gun,” another option is to look for an accumulation of 

incremental change leading to an inflection point in drug control priority.  This 

seems more likely, since there was progressively greater interest in drug 

addiction at the state and local levels.  Members of the House and Senate had 

introduced civil commitment bills starting in 1961.48  The case of Robinson v. 

California (1962) elevated awareness of drug addiction as a medical condition 

                                            
48 Senator Ken Keating (D-NY), Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, 13. 
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when the U.S. Supreme Court reversed a municipal ruling in which the defendant 

had been convicted for being in a state of addiction.49  Mayor Robert Wagner, Jr. 

of New York had expressed concern about narcotics and its associated social 

and financial impact.  And reports of drug abuse were slowly increasing in the 

national and local press.50   

As the bureaucratic response to the Prettyman Commission report began 

to unfold, the commission’s executive director, Dean Markham, presented his 

assessment of these issues to White House staffer Lee White.  In April of 1964, 

Markham described what he saw as a public expectation for “significant federal 

action” and the emergence of “almost a public hysteria regarding the dope 

situation...”51  Markham’s assessment, in conjunction with the apparent 

stonewalling by the Department of Justice and Treasury, eventually prompted the 

LBJ’s July announcement.  Based on this, it is reasonable that LBJ’s elevation of 

drug abuse priority was a response to bottom-up influence.   

  With regard to drug abuse, we can make several observations about the 

presidential narrative during this period:  First, policy making is an iterative and 

multi-directional process, and presidential rhetoric can both set the agenda and 

shape discourse.  Second, JFK’s and LBJ’s response to the Prettyman 
                                            
49 In Robinson v. California, the appeals court ruled that narcotic addiction was an illness and 
that, “…in the light of contemporary human knowledge, a law which made a criminal offense of 
such a disease would doubtless be universally thought to be an infliction of cruel and unusual 
punishments…" Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 257-259.  
50 Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control,12. Wagner was also present when 
Kennedy convened the White House Conference on Narcotic and Drug Abuse. John F. Kennedy, 
"Remarks to the White House Conference on Narcotic and Drug Abuse," September 27, 1962, 
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=8905. 
51 Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control,12 
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Commission Report shows that they did not initially view drug abuse as a high 

priority.  And finally, LBJ’s July 15, 1964 announcement marked an inflection 

point in the prioritization of drug abuse policy at the federal level.   

Despite this new-found presidential interest in drug abuse, however, 

Philadelphia’s development of related legislation and programs was incremental.  

If we look at the city’s top legislative programs for the start of the 89th Congress, 

which opened on January 3, 1965, drug control still was not listed as a priority.  

Based on their understanding of the environment, available resources, and their 

political calculus regarding key groups and stakeholders, their priorities were 

focused on areas related to development: Urban Renewal, Low Income Housing, 

the War on Poverty, Area Redevelopment Agency, and Industrial Development.   

Initiatives related to drug abuse, treatment, and control could have been a 

subset of more than one of the legislative programs (i.e., War on Poverty, 

Education, or Health Services), but they were not.  Even within the Health 

Services section, there was no mention of drug treatment.  Within Health 

Services, the top four priorities were 1) Hospital Modernization, 2) Medical Care 

for the Aged, 3) Control of Communicable and Dental Diseases and Education, 

and 4) Special Grants for Vaccination.52  Dealing with drug abuse as a serious 

                                            
52The 89th Congress session was from 3 Jan 65 through 3 Jan 67.  The document format itself 
serves as a measure of priorities.  The section on Health emphasized community health initiatives 
and mentioned the Hill-Burton Act endorsed by LBJ on 10 Feb 1964. City of Philadelphia, “Top 
Priority Legislative Program for the 89th Session of the Congress of the U.S.,” 42-44, Undated, 
RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, A4519, Box 13 (1966), 
Folder, “Philadelphia Legislative Program,” PCA.  
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policy issue would gain traction, but that was still years away, and in response to 

wider perceptions of an epidemic.   

Even with LBJ’s added emphasis on drug abuse, rising crime rates and 

civil disturbances made law enforcement the prevailing policy orientation.  It was 

a topic that was gathering steam in most large cities.  Under its sway, drug abuse 

remained a small political concern for several more years.   
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CHAPTER 4 

DRUGS IN THE EARLY 1960S – A LOW PRIORITY IN PHILADELPHIA 

 
So far, this study has presented a brief snapshot of the environment in 

Philadelphia and examined presidential initiatives and narrative regarding drug 

abuse.  This chapter, examines media coverage, the role of othering, and the 

narrative of city government. The aim is to discern how drug abuse was 

understood.  Philadelphia’s approach to drug control in the early 1960s reflects a 

larger policy orientation toward development and urban renewal.  Consistent with 

this perspective, stakeholders affecting policy at the federal level and in 

Philadelphia did not see drug abuse as a high priority issue. 

As one of my colleagues at the U.S. Army War College notes, 

“Environmental understanding is only linear in hindsight,” and many policy issues 

are only dealt with in extremis.1  This is especially true when resources are 

constrained and decision makers do not perceive the scope or severity of the 

problem to be serious.  With regard to drug abuse during this period, there were 

few relevant indicators beyond overdose deaths, so drug abuse was partly 

obscured by the steady-state of a city with two million people.  Also, drug abuse 

was both a problem and a symptom.  If operating from a perspective of 

development, focusing on drug abuse’s contributing factors, such as education, 

                                            
1 Discussion with William Johnsen, Professor, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, PA, July 
9, 2015. 
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general health care, economic opportunity, make sense – as long as the urgency 

of the problem did not affect one directly.   

This understanding illuminates the role of othering, which contributed to 

keeping drug abuse “off the policy radar” during this period.  People are quick to 

blame drug abusers for their plight or ignore the problem if it does not affect them 

directly.  Along with affecting how individuals viewed drug abuse, it had a larger 

policy impact.  During the early 1960s in Philadelphia, othering contributed to a 

cycle that linked problem definition, a development oriented policy focus, and 

resources.  The net effect of this cycle’s inertia was to inhibit the elevation of drug 

abuse as a political issue. 

Because drug abuse was not a top priority, there were few resources 

applied to it let alone an effort to coordinate those instruments and produce a 

strategy.  As a way of addressing drug abuse, law enforcement was more 

prevalent than nascent ideas of treatment and harm reduction.2  

Correspondingly, there were high rates of recidivism, recurring overdoses, and 

frequent arrests of African Americans presented in the media, particularly in the 

Philadelphia Tribune.  This flow of information reinforced the perception of drug 

abuse as a minority issue and thereby perpetuated the cycle. 

  

                                            
2 At least in politics. The medical community had been pursuing the latter since the early 20th 
Century. 
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Media Coverage and a Punitive Approach to a Problem in the Margins 

Drug control scholar David Musto noted that, during the second half of the 

1960s, mentions of “Drugs” in the New York Times increased by 284% and 

references to “Narcotics” increased 142% in the Reader’s Guide to Periodical 

Literature. However, during the first half of the 1960s, there were relatively few 

references to drug abuse in national news outlets.3  In keeping with this view, 

neither the Philadelphia Inquirer nor the Evening Bulletin covered drug abuse 

closely.4  During the early 1960s, the only paper which regularly mentioned drug 

abuse was the Philadelphia Tribune, an African American outlet. 

This paralleled observations that news coverage did not adequately 

present minority issues and the problems of ghettos.  Lawyer and civil rights 

activist Cecil B. Moore complained that the media was failing the black 

community when he charged that, “…until 1963, Negroes in Philadelphia were, 

‘virtually swept under the rug by the newspapers.’”  In the same article, Reverend 

Paul M. Washington, a member of the city’s Commission on Human Relations, 

noted, “It is not enough to give the facts about a riot.  What is really needed is an 

explanation for the reason of these outbursts.”  And James Williams, Regional 

                                            
3 Author calculations based on tabular data contained in Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for 
Drug Control, 3.   
4 An “Advanced” Summon search using the respective paper name in the Term Search window 
and “narcotics” in the Title Search window (“Expand your results” block also selected) yielded the 
following results for 1960-1965: New York Times – 446 hits, Philadelphia Evening Bulletin – 0, 
Philadelphia Inquirer – 0, Philadelphia Tribune – 70 hits, Washington Post – 133 hits.  



  77 

 
 

Director of the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE), added, “…Negro gettos are 

ignored ‘unless someone gets robbed or shot.”5 

Drug abuse and trafficking stories in the Philadelphia Tribune consistently 

featured African American defendants, a phenomenon driven home through 

accompanying pictures.  Within the news narrative itself, there was frequent 

emphasis on the character of the drug defendants, implicitly contributing to the 

process of othering.  Another striking impression from news accounts was that 

Philadelphia seemed to employ a “G-Man” approach to drug abuse.  Conveyed 

through sensationalist reporting and consistent with the larger federal orientation, 

this reinforced the idea that drug abuse could quickly be eradicated.  With regard 

to strategy, this perception is critical because the first and most important 

judgment of strategists and policymakers is to understand the “…nature of the 

war [program] on which they are embarking; neither mistaking if for, nor trying to 

turn it into, something that is alien to its nature.”6 

Taken in concert, these motifs created the impression of a problem being 

brought under control and provided little incentive for exploration or the 

application of more resources.  Correspondingly, City Hall’s policy response was 

slow in developing.  Among other factors, Philadelphia’s approach to drug control 

showed the influence of a waning punitive cycle in drug policy.  Also, many 

scholars have noted the power of socially constructing drug user prototypes and 
                                            
5 “4 Civil Rights Leaders Here Criticize News Coverage,” Evening Bulletin, Oct 20, 1965, George 
D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ref/ collection/p15037coll7/id/2212 (accessed July 22, 2015). 
6 Peter Paret, Gordon Craig, and Felix Gilbert, eds., Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli 
to the Nuclear Age (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1986), 88. 
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the political utility of drug abuse as a policy issue.7  A review of Philadelphia 

news stories during the early 1960s produces the inescapable conclusion that 

the face of drug abuse was black and the issue was limited to the margins of 

society.  This combination of policy formation dynamics and the effects of 

defining drug users as other, hindered the higher prioritization of drug abuse in 

Philadelphia. 

During this period, Capt. Clarence J. Ferguson’s Special Investigation 

Squad (SIS) waged a continuous assault against drug abuse and other vices.8  

While not usually front page news, the press chronicled the SIS’ exploits like a 

docudrama.  With titles such as, “Ferguson Squad Continues Whirlwind Pace of 

Arrests,” the news coverage portrayed a campaign in which drug abuse could be 

stamped out like a brushfire.9   

News stories placed emphasis on the types of people who used drugs and 

provided ample evidence of a drug-crime link.  Media coverage also illustrated 

the international dimension of drug trafficking and sometimes ascribed 

ideological motivation.  As a concept and capacity, drug treatment lagged behind 

                                            
7 James Monrone, Hellfire Nation: The Politics of Sin in American History (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 2003), cited in Whitford and Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public 
Agenda, 8. 
8 Based on a group photo at an arraignment, Ferguson’s Squad did have at least two African 
American officers, Detective Cyril Levay and Detective Ronald Camp. Chet Coleman, “Ferguson 
Special Squad Smashes West Phila. Dope Ring,” Philadelphia Tribune, Feb 20, 1965, ProQuest 
Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532363121, July 23, 2015). 
9 “Police Blotter: Ferguson Squad Continues Whirlwind Pace of Arrests,” Philadelphia Tribune, 
June 14, 1960, 12, Proquest Historical Newspapers (532213045, July 23, 2015). 
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law enforcement.  Even with the recurring problems of recidivism and overdoses, 

there was no mention of drug treatment in the press.10   

Drug abuse afflicted (and still afflicts) people from all parts of society.  One 

group of professionals the media took note of was doctors.  While they are 

normally part of the solution, they can be drawn into the problem as well.  As 

early as the 1920s, there was concern that changes resulting from the Harrison 

Act of 1914 were hindering doctors’ ability to treat drug addiction.  Many doctors 

were worried about being indicted if their records contained errors, or if they 

applied professional discretion while treating a suspected drug addict.  A 

precipitous drop in the reported number of addicts being treated indicated that 

doctors were either treating fewer folks or reporting it less.  Essentially, doctors 

were gun shy about treating addicts and drawing suspicion.11  While this 

represents an inherent policy tension related to drug treatment, there was a need 

for regulation. 

Over thirty years later, this was still an issue, and the New York Academy 

of Medicine published a journal article in 1955 to clarify federal requirements for 

doctors treating drug addicts.  As late as 1970 in Philadelphia, news accounts 

noted an experimental methadone clinic run by Dr. William Wieland at West 

                                            
10 For discussion regarding the lack of treatment available, see Frydl, The Drug Wars in America, 
1940-1973, 278-279. 
11 For a description of how the Harrison Act of 1914, which curtailed physicians’ ability to 
prescribe opiates, see Lawrence Kolb and A.G. DuMez, “The Prevalence and Trend of Drug 
Addiction in the United States and Factors Influencing It,” Public Health Reports 39, no. 21 
(1924): 1202, cited in Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 61-62.  
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Philadelphia General Hospital violated the letter of the law.12  He only avoided 

prosecution because of the discretion of the Health Commissioner and Medical 

Examiner.13 

While some have argued that law enforcement officials harassed doctors 

at various times, and particularly during Prohibition, the following vignettes show 

there was justification for regulating physicians.  One case in April of 1962, 

involved two respected North Philadelphia physicians, one of whom was reputed 

to be wealthy.  Dr. Eric Clark and Dr. Horace Johnson were both African 

Americans, and the story featured mug-shot like photos of both men.  Both were 

charged with selling narcotics and maintaining a cache over $10,000 worth of 

drugs.  Agents had been tracking Dr. Johnson for several years; they bought 

cocaine and 4000 Dolophine tablets from him for $2500.  They had previously 

bought $7000 worth of drugs during visits to both doctors, whose offices were 

close to each other.  Clark and Johnson were charged with trafficking, as 

opposed to just possession.  These doctors were not trying to maintain the 

comfort level of an addict beyond 30 days of treatment, which was prohibited by 

law.14  Nor were they simply guilty of faulty recordkeeping.  Instead, they were 

knowingly engaged in the illicit distribution of controlled substances.  The 

                                            
12 Dr. Wieland was later the Director of the Division of Addictive Diseases within the Philadelphia 
Department of Public Health. 
13 David M. Cleary, “Spelman Predicts 171 Heroin Deaths in 1970,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, 
June 4, 1970, contained in RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box 
A-5331, Health Department, Folder, “Jan-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970.”  
14 According to federal law, doctors were not to prescribe medication to maintain the comfort of an 
addict or for beyond 30 days.  Given this perspective, it is easy to see why methadone treatment 
was controversial.  “Report on Drug Addiction,” Bulletin of the New York Academy of Medicine 31, 
no. 21 (1955): 595 cited Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 64. 
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corrupting influence of drug trafficking money has always been a threat to those 

enforcing drug laws.15  These stories show the same dynamic applied to doctors 

as well. 

Clark and Johnson faced sentences of up to twenty years in prison, and 

police initially place them in pre-trial confinement at Moyamensing Prison.  

However, the men were released when their bails were reduced from $25,000 to 

$15,000.  In keeping with the idea of categorizing defendants, the journalist who 

covered the story mentioned that Clark lived in an “attractive suburban home” 

and drove a 1961 Thunderbird.  Johnson’s house was described as “…a palatial 

$30,000 mansion.”16  The implicit message in the reporting was that neither man 

was deserving of sympathy.17 

Another case occurred in July of 1962 after a routine investigation related 

to the death of jazz pianist, Hal Corbin, led to drug charges against a Dr. 

Alphonso Willard of Germantown.  After checking numerous pharmacies, 

narcotics agents discovered Dr. Willard had written 400 prescriptions for fictitious 

                                            
15 In source countries like Afghanistan and Mexico, this creates a conundrum regarding the use of 
the military.  While militaries can bring greater capabilities to bear, and the public generally views 
them as credible, continued exposure to drug operations can have an adulterating effect.  
Because of concerns about civil rights, police are typically subject to greater restrictions, which 
can put them at an operational disadvantage when facing organized crime.  These restraints, lack 
of training, and poor pay, can make members of police and judiciary more vulnerable to 
corruption.  For analysis of this dynamic see Paul Rexton Kan, Cartels at War: Mexico’s Drug 
Fueled Violence and the Threat to U.S. National Security, (Washington, DC: Potomac Books, 
2012), 90-93. See also, Frydl, The Drug Wars in America,1940-1973, 320-321. 
16 C. Fuller, “Two Doctors Face 5-20-Yr. Terms on Dope-Selling Rap,” Philadelphia Tribune, Apr 
14, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532289214, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 
17 Art Peters, “Judge Blasts Jury in Medic Dope Acquittal: Verdict Great Miscarriage of Justice 
Says Jurist,” Philadelphia Tribune, Sep 28, 1965, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia 
Tribune (532394106, accessed Aug 8, 2015). 
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people living at bogus addresses, many of which were empty lots or churches.  

Cecil B. Moore defended Dr. Willard, who was charged along with three other 

men for making false statements on prescriptions and failing to maintain proper 

records.18  Classified as a “pusher,” most readers likely thought Dr. Willard 

worthy of the most severe penalties.  However, as a prominent citizen in his 

community, his fall likely fed perceptions that drug abuse was an intrinsically 

black problem.   

Drug abuse among women was also deemed newsworthy during this 

period.  From a contemporary vantage point, it is revealing that newspaper 

headlines took special note when women were involved in drug activity.  And 

while it may have been unusual for a woman to be implicated in drug offenses at 

the time, it was also an opportunity to create scandal in contrast to commonly 

held norms of propriety.19  As an example, what would have been an otherwise 

nondescript account of a drug arrest in August of 1960, read, “Woman Among 

Six Held on Narcotics Charges.”20 

Roughly two years later in October of 1962, stories about female drug 

users were still a novelty when a headline stated, “9 Held for Jury on Narcotics 

                                            
18 William Daniels, “Dr. Willard, Three Others Arrested on Narcotics Charge,” Philadelphia 
Tribune, Jul 3, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532291905, 
accessed, July 23, 2015). 
19 Cheryl D. Hicks, “‘In Danger of Becoming Morally Depraved:’ Single Black Women, Working-
Class Black Families, and New York State’s Wayward Minor Laws, 1917-1928,” University of 
Pennsylvania Law Review, 151, no., 6 (June, 2003), 2077-2121. 
20 “Woman Among Six Held on Narcotics Charges,” Philadelphia Tribune, Aug 27, 1960, 
ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532234563, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
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Charges: 4 Women Among Group Nabbed by Ferguson.”21  But by June of 1965, 

there was less highlighting of gender and more focus on the interaction between 

state and local agencies.  When 32-year-old June Pierson was charged with 

burglary and illegal possession of drugs and a weapon, the story emphasized 

that a state narcotics officer had made the arrest with assistance from the 

Special Investigation Squad.  By noting her “fashionable apartment,” the writer 

unmistakably portrayed how she had benefited from the ill-gotten gains of drug 

trafficking, thereby drawing attention to the spread of drug abuse into new 

neighborhoods, or simply further categorizing her.22 

Another aspect emphasized in the media was drug abuse within 

marriages and families.  A headline article with two photos appeared on page 

three of the November 5, 1963 issue of the Philadelphia Tribune.  It described 

how Andrew McCoy, an African American, threw a bag filled with a white 

substance (later proven to be heroin) out the window, when two members of 

Ferguson’s Squad entered his home.  After retrieving the bag, police discovered 

luggage and a stamp machine that had been stolen from the North Philadelphia 

Railroad Station.  Despite the fact their lawyer failed to show up, Mr. McCoy and 

his wife Catherine were held without bail for “…burglary, larceny, receiving stolen 
                                            
21 “9 Held for Jury on Narcotics Charges: 4 Women Among Group Nabbed by Ferguson,” 
Philadelphia Tribune, Oct 6, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune 
(532503012, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
22 The defendants were classified as pushers, not users, and the story also references one of the 
defendant’s “fashionable first floor apartment.” Chet Coleman, “Ferguson Special Squad 
Smashes West Phila. Dope Ring,” Philadelphia Tribune, Feb 20, 1965, ProQuest Historical 
Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532363121, accessed, July 23, 2015). See also “Find Stolen 
Gun in W. Phila. Narcotics Raid: Allege Cedar Avenue Woman Admits Usage, Philadelphia 
Tribune, Jun 8, 1965, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532552933, 
accessed, July 23, 2015).  
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goods and illegal use and possession of narcotics.”23  Ironically this was eight 

months after Gideon v. Wainwright established the state’s responsibility for 

providing counsel to the defendant.24  While the story mentioned Mr. McCoy had 

pleaded, “We have five kids,” there was no mention of the status of the children 

once both parents were jailed.  Correspondingly, while the story revealed both 

McCoy’s had needle tracks on their arms, there was no mention of possible 

treatment.  This omission reflects more than a lack of empathy.  From the 

perspective of strategic thinking, it also displays a lack of systems thinking, which 

is critical to understanding the environment and developing a strategy that is 

aligned with it. 

Along with a focus on types of drug abusers, news accounts of Ferguson’s 

Special Investigation Squad’s activities showed a strong correlation between 

drug use, trafficking, and other criminal activity at the local level.  Besides 

possession and use of narcotics, the SIS routinely made arrests for larceny, 

conspiracy, weapons violations, and gambling.  Drugs were frequently 

associated with those arrested for burglary or theft.  One Tribune headline noted, 

                                            
23 Henry Benjamin, “Stolen Luggage, Heroin Jail Parents of 5 Kids,” Philadelphia Tribune, Nov 5, 
1963, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532511358, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 
24 In another family related story, a mother of four told police she was a “victim of circumstances” 
and had been “doped up” when she participated in a bank robbery.  Police later retrieved 7 
packages of heroin from her apartment. Chet Coleman, “Hold Dope Raid Duo in Baltimore Ave 
Dec Bank Robbery,” Philadelphia Tribune, Feb 13, 1965, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: 
Philadelphia Tribune (532363121, July 23, 2015).  For discussion of the local impact of Gideon v. 
Wainwright, see Defender Association of Philadelphia, “Background of Present Financial Crisis of 
the Defender Association of Philadelphia,” Accession 181, Box 1, Folder, “29. Public Defender 
Act, City Council 1968,” TUSCRC. On the landmark Supreme Court case, see Anthony Lewis’ 
classic, Gideon’s Trumpet (NY: Random House, 1964). 
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“Police Find 14 Bags of Heroin on Man Arrested for Burglary.”25  In another 

instance, one of Ferguson’s officers retrieved a Philadelphia suspect from New 

York City.  The man had jumped bail for drug charges and then been arrested for 

burglary and trying to steal two diamond rings from Macy’s.26   

Other incidents pointed beyond petty theft to larger networks.  Such was 

the case when a 45-year-old merchant seaman named Eddie Lomax was 

arrested in September, 1960, for dealing cocaine and marijuana.  Eventually 

sentenced to 10 to 20 years in Eastern State Penitentiary, “Lomax was nabbed 

along with George ‘Gumbo’ Gumby, a former chef for the late gangster, Al 

Capone.”27  So while the association described was circumstantial, the inference 

was that Philadelphians were facing a drug problem nested within a more 

systemic threat.  While the evidence may have been questionable in this case, 

the insinuation alluded to an accurate description of the drug trade. 

In addition to this, many news stories also portrayed violence.  One 

recounted a drug raid in October of 1961, which targeted a “Narcotics King” who 

                                            
25 C. Fuller, “Police Find 14 Bags of Heroin On Man, Arrested for Burglary,” Philadelphia Tribune, 
Jan 6, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532257078, accessed, July 
23, 2015). 
26 C. Fuller, “4 Narcotics Suspects in 10Gs Bail: One Nabbed in New York Dept. Store Trying to 
Steal Diamond,” Philadelphia Tribune, Mar 24, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: 
Philadelphia Tribune (532255067, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
27 Eddie Lomax’s defense attorney during this trial was Cecil B. Moore, later President of 
Philadelphia’s ACLU chapter and a renowned civil rights activist. “10-20 Years For Eddie Lomax 
On Narcotics Rap: Four Convicted 'Pushers' Linked To Dope Dealer,” Philadelphia Tribune, Sep 
10, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532180453, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 



  86 

 
 

lived in West Philadelphia.28  According to the report, when police knocked and 

identified themselves, the defendant fired a shotgun blast through the front door.  

He continued to issue death threats, until another occupant, Hazel Suber, 

“…snatched the smoking weapon and gave it to Officer William Fletcher of the 

18th District.”29  A later incident involved a drug suspect who attempted to grab a 

police officer’s revolver during arrest.  The officer was injured and the suspect 

fled yelling, “I’ll kill you.”30  It was through these examples of violence that the 

emerging link between drug abuse and crime was forged and reinforced.   

This emerging linkage was especially obvious as some of the more 

sensational drug headlines made the front page.  When a prominent heroin 

dealer was arrested in November of 1961, the Dragnet-like billing stated, “TV-

Like Ambush Traps Big Shot Heroin Pusher in W. Phila. Lair.”  In large print, the 

title continued, “Policemen with sirens screaming and drawn guns thrill on-

lookers.”31  Merging entertainment and news, these articles traced the progress 

of an offensive campaign.  On an occasion when members of Ferguson’s unit 

                                            
28 “'Tale' Faces Arrest Nab Narcotics King, Six Others In Wed. West Phila. Dope Raid,” 
Philadelphia Tribune, Dec 2, 1961, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune 
(532289379, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
29 “TV-Like Ambush Traps Big Shot Heroin Pusher in W. Phila. Lair,” Philadelphia Tribune, Oct 
21, 1961, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532487402, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 
30 “Raiders Grab Pair in North Phila. Dope Raid; Cop Injured in Tussle,” Philadelphia Tribune, Feb 
27, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532468367, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 
31 “TV-Like Ambush Traps Big Shot Heroin Pusher in W. Phila. Lair,” Philadelphia Tribune, Oct 
21, 1961, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532487402, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 
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made an arrest for the systematic theft of blank prescriptions at Philadelphia 

General Hospital, the move was described as part of an "all-out drive."32 

In tandem with local enforcement, news stories highlighted the actions of 

U.S. agents interdicting drug shipments abroad.  As with local efforts, just the 

belief that extraterritorial interdiction is ongoing and aggressive, might hinder the 

flow of narcotics.33  In July of 1962, the Baltimore Sun reported that U.S. agents 

had assisted counter-drug operations in Turkey.  Taking part in a shootout, they 

helped seize 924 pounds of opium, with an estimated street price of $7 million.34  

Statistics like these were solid measures of performance, but the direct impact 

was marginal and short-lived.  News of the operation conveyed the impression of 

an active defense in depth.  Since most illegal drugs like marijuana, heroin, and 

cocaine came from other countries, a layered defense intuitively made strategic 

sense.  If Federal Bureau of Narcotic (FBN) agents could interdict shipments 

earlier in the supply chain, in theory, it could have a multiplicative effect.  In 

reality, most shipments still got through, and whether or not grasped by readers, 

                                            
32 While these are eye catching news stories, and might have been politically beneficial, the 
portrayal also conveys the idea of drug abuse as a short-term problem that could be quickly 
eliminated. “Narcotics Squad Arrests Four With Fake Prescriptions,” Philadelphia Tribune, Jul 25, 
1961, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532254705, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 
33 By the early 1980s, the U.S. military’s Northern and Southern Commands were conducting 
large scale interdiction efforts.  But in the early 1960s, it was the purview of Bureau of Narcotics 
agents, stationed at home and abroad, who were part of the Department of Treasury.   
34 “U.S. Agents Aid Drug Seizure,” Baltimore Sun, Jul 17, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: 
Baltimore Sun (542393815, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
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the seizure also pointed toward drugs as a commodity in a very adaptive and 

competitive, illicit market.35 

Drug trafficking was also overlaid with both an ideological and geopolitical 

component. Five months after the Cuban Missile Crisis in Oct 1962, Charles 

Siragusa, the Assistant Secretary of Narcotics, charged Cuba and China with 

funneling drugs to the United States.  He accused both countries of state 

sponsored drug smuggling, with the goals of subverting American society and 

obtaining U.S. currency.  Chinese agents in Havana, and Cubans posing as 

exiles in the U.S. were allegedly flooding the East Coast with narcotics.  In a 

statement befitting the apogee of Cold War tensions, Siragusa asserted, “This is 

an activity which is definitely under the control of the Commie regime there [in 

Cuba]” 36  Comments like these in the local papers were congruent with 

sentiments from federal sources like Harry J. Anslinger, the controversial and 

influential Commissioner of the Bureau of Narcotics.37 

                                            
35 Paul Rexton Kan, Cartels at War: Mexico’s Drug Fueled Violence and the Threat to U.S. 
National Security, (Washington, DC: Potomac Books, 2012), Chapter 4; Moises Naím, Illicit: How 
Smugglers, Traffickers and Copycats Are Hijacking the Global Economy (New York: Doubleday, 
2005). 
36 “DRUG SCHEME LAID TO CUBA: Opium From Red China Reported Smuggled Into U. S,” 
Baltimore Sun, Mar 15, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Baltimore Sun (542483910, 
accessed, July 23, 2015). 
37 Commissioner Anslinger has long been the subject of study related to drug control policy.  For 
expansive coverage of Anslinger’s influence, see Kathleen Frydl, The Drug Wars in 
America,1940-1973 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013); and Douglas Clark Kinder 
and William O. Walker III, “Stable Force in a Storm: Harry J. Anslinger and United States Narcotic 
Foreign Policy, 1930-1962,” Journal of American History 72 (March 1986): 908-27. For a brief 
summary, see Mark Smith, "Harry Jacob Anslinger, (1892–1975)," David M. Fahey and Jon S. 
Miller, eds., Alcohol and Drugs in North America: A Historical Encyclopedia, 1 (Santa Barbara, 
CA: ABC-CLIO, June, 2013), 54-56, Gale Virtual Reference Library (July 23, 2015). 
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No doubt, drugs were flowing from Cuba, but they were also flowing from 

non-communist countries like Mexico and Turkey.  Regardless of where the 

drugs came from, emphasizing their origins reinforced the view of drug abuse as 

an infectious foreign disease.38  While this idea could facilitate a treatment 

orientation, over time, it also promoted a supply reduction approach.39 

Based on the news reporting of their exploits, Captain Ferguson’s squad 

kept a high-paced operational tempo.  Showing operational agility, the squad 

quickly capitalized on new information.  It was able to quickly move from one 

arrest scene to another.40  The techniques and procedures were productive and 

probably created anxiety among the drug seeking population.  And regardless of 

the efficacy of blitzkrieg-like tactics, just the perception of the Ferguson’s Squad’s 

responsiveness may have also had a deterrent effect.41   

The Systemic Problem: A Lack of Treatment Options 

Even with the Ferguson squad’s rolling campaign, many of the cases cited 

concerned small-time users.  For example, a news report on October 28, 1961 

read, “Stage 2 Raids 2 Doors Apart; Nab 4 Suspects,” and conveyed the 

                                            
38 “DRUG SCHEME LAID TO CUBA: Opium From Red China Reported Smuggled Into U. S,” 
Baltimore Sun, Mar 15, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Baltimore Sun (542483910, 
accessed, July 23, 2015). 
39 Weimer, Seeing Drugs: Modernization, Counterinsurgency, and U.S. Narcotics Control in the 
Third World, 1969-1976, 4. 
40 “Stage 2 Raids 2 Doors Apart; Nab 4 Suspects,” Philadelphia Tribune, Oct 28, 1961, ProQuest 
Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532261804, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
41 For evidence of the debate among drug strategists with regard to supply and demand reduction 
ways and means, see United States, National Drug Control Strategy (Washington, DC: Office of 
National Drug Control Policy, Executive Office of the President, Sep 5, 1989), 112, 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED313602 (accessed Jul 23, 2015). 
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impression of a swashbuckling operation.42  Reading between the lines, what 

transpired resembled a scene from a sitcom.  When the narcotics squad entered 

the apartment, the agents found two women, one of whom was styling the other’s 

hair; both were cited for possession.  Moving two doors down, they found another 

woman, Bernice Richardson, 35, who was snatching numbers slips from a purse 

and throwing them out the window.  She was arrested for being part of a 

numbers racket and reportedly put up quite a battle.  In concluding, the story 

mentioned that Richardson had three other lottery cases pending in City Hall.  

Though what she was doing was illegal, even members of Ferguson’s SIS 

probably would have admitted she was not much of a menace to society.   

Drug abuse was one of many problems, and there was comorbidity among 

other social ills. The areas that had the most drug trafficking and abuse were also 

the areas with the most burglary, theft, and violent crime.43  Those environments 

also contained decaying schools and services, and declining population and tax 

bases.  Given that most drug traffickers and users lived in these blighted areas, 

paltry access to resources for dealing with the problem should come as no 

surprise.  A lack of treatment options may explain why, once someone became 

an addict, others believed their drug addiction would invariably consume them.  

High rates of recidivism portrayed in the news accounts seemed to 

confirm this belief.  Most of the people involved in drug trafficking had lengthy 
                                            
42 “Stage 2 Raids 2 Doors Apart; Nab 4 Suspects,” Philadelphia Tribune, Oct 28, 1961, ProQuest 
Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532261804, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
43 Survey Committee of the Rittenhouse Community Counsel, “A Study of Juvenile Delinquency in 
the Rittenhouse Community Council Area,” RG 120.69, Reports Received by City Council, Box 
A5294/1, Folder, “120.69: City Council, A Study of Juvenile Delinquency, July 1964,” PCA  
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criminal histories. Many also had numerous narcotics convictions, or had 

resumed use of narcotics after being released from prison. Emblematic of many 

other cases, one Philadelphia Tribune headline stated, “Ho-Hum: ‘Poppa Dee’ 

Held in Dope Charges on 21st Arrest.”  In this instance, James Choice, 31, had 

been charged with using heroin.44  He had spent time at the Eastern State 

Penitentiary following two other narcotics convictions, and was still awaiting 

grand jury action for two additional drug charges and one for burglary.  Slightly 

over a year later, a 38-year-old named Benjamin Bell was arrested in a “dope 

shooting gallery.”  He had been discharged by a local magistrate just days before 

as a suspected addict.  Upon checking his record, narcotics officers discovered 

he had 22 prior arrests.45  It is easy to see why readers normatively blamed the 

victim. 

                                            
44 “Ho-Hum: 'Poppa Dee' Held In Dopes Charge On 21st Arrest,” Philadelphia Tribune, Sep 3, 
1960, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532201034, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 
45 A married couple was also arrested with Bell. The husband, Donald Dougan, had seven prior 
drug arrests and his wife, Ernestine Dougan, had 11 prior arrests. Peyton Gray, “Seize 4 in Dope 
'Shooting Gallery': Post Office Man Nabbed in Raid For Narcotics Suspect Caught In Act When 
Cops Crash Into Flat,” Philadelphia Tribune, Sep 26, 1961, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: 
Philadelphia Tribune (532243389, accessed, July 23, 2015).46 With regard to finding help for his 
son, the plight of this father is similar to that of African American families in earlier generations. 
“Narcotics Addict Nabbed on Dad's Tip to Police: Suspect, Sweetie Found in N. Phila.,” 
Philadelphia Tribune, Sep 2, 1961, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune 
(532278383, accessed, July 23, 2015). In a similar story, a mother turned in her 22 year old son 
and daughter-in-law for drug abuse and non-support of his three children.  However, the case 
was more complicated as the son, in turn, accused his mother of providing his wife with pills that 
were to be reduced.  “W. Phila. Mom Turns Son Over To Dope Squad: Says Boy, 22, Earns $100 
Weekly But Won't Buy Food, Clothes for Kiddies,” Philadelphia Tribune, Mar 26, 1963, ProQuest 
Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532532334, accessed, July 23, 2015). For analysis 
of what amounts to civil commitment, see Cheryl D. Hicks, “‘In Danger of Becoming Morally 
Depraved:’ Single Black Women, Working-Class Black Families, and New York State’s Wayward 
Minor Laws, 1917-1928,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, 151, no., 6 (June, 2003), 2077-
2121.   
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If we look beyond the individuals who comprised this tale of woe, a key 

aspect of the larger systemic problem was a lack of treatment options.  For 

example, in September of 1961, in what might be described as an act of 

desperation, a father tipped off police regarding his son’s drug use.  The story, 

which carried a tenor of admonishment, clearly portrayed a sordid state of affairs 

when Thomas Johnson, 21, was arrested in bed with his girlfriend, Etta Lewis, 

20.  Both had needle marks on their arms, but because only Mr. Johnson tested 

positive for recent heroin use, the young woman was released.  Thomas 

Johnson’s father had grown concerned about his son’s actions when he was 

“hopped up.”  The son had been indicted on six previous charges.  Four of these 

were for narcotics, dating back to 1957.  At that point, Johnson would have been 

17 years-old.46 Given this precedent, and with no other viable alternatives, 

Johnson’s father informed police.   

  While Thomas Johnson’s situation was unfortunate, in many other cases 

the outcomes were far more tragic.  A front page story in the November 25, 1961 

edition of the Tribune announced, “Dope Addict, 31, Dies Horrible Death from 

                                            
46 With regard to finding help for his son, the plight of this father is similar to that of African 
American families in earlier generations. “Narcotics Addict Nabbed on Dad's Tip to 
Police: Suspect, Sweetie Found in N. Phila.,” Philadelphia Tribune, Sep 2, 1961, ProQuest 
Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532278383, accessed, July 23, 2015). In a similar 
story, a mother turned in her 22 year old son and daughter-in-law for drug abuse and non-support 
of his three children.  However, the case was more complicated as the son, in turn, accused his 
mother of providing his wife with pills that were to be reduced.  “W. Phila. Mom Turns Son Over 
To Dope Squad: Says Boy, 22, Earns $100 Weekly But Won't Buy Food, Clothes for Kiddies,” 
Philadelphia Tribune, Mar 26, 1963, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune 
(532532334, accessed, July 23, 2015). For analysis of what amounts to civil commitment, see 
Cheryl D. Hicks, “‘In Danger of Becoming Morally Depraved:’ Single Black Women, Working-
Class Black Families, and New York State’s Wayward Minor Laws, 1917-1928,” University of 
Pennsylvania Law Review, 151, no., 6 (June, 2003), 2077-2121.   
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Morphine Overdose.”  The Medical Examiner’s office commented that West 

Philadelphian Robert Hannah, a “‘known dope user, suffered an excruciating 

death” after he collapsed in the bathroom.  When his sister and a neighbor 

removed the door, they found him unresponsive with a hypodermic needle lying 

near his body.  The account mentioned that Mr. Hannah had previous arrests for 

possession and use that dated back to 1953.  He had also been arrested for the 

sale of drugs in 1959.47  While classifying people as “users” and “pushers” would 

later generate an almost ideological fervor, this case showed that reality was 

neither binary nor rhetorically convenient. 

 Three months later, in February of 1962, Robert Speller, a 28-year-old 

African American, likewise collapsed in the bathroom from an overdose at the 

house of a close friend, Mrs. Florence Overton.  When police investigated, they 

found a variety of drug paraphernalia in the bathroom and adjacent bedrooms.  

They also mentioned that Mr. Speller had six previous drug arrests and was 

awaiting trial for larceny.  Mrs. Overton was described by friends as being 

completely shocked and “…was unaware that Speller was a dope addict.”48     

In November of 1962, a page-nine headline stated, “Suspect Drug 

Overdose in Death of Youth, 23.”  When Andrew Ford, a young African American 

described as a “laborer,” crashed on his couch at the end of the day, his wife 

                                            
47 Chris Perry, “Dope Addict, 31, Dies Horrible Death From Morphine Overdose,” Philadelphia 
Tribune, Nov 25, 1961, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532289541, 
accessed, July 23, 2015). 
48 Chet Coleman, “Narcotics Fatal to W. Phila. Man: Collapses in Bathroom of Cobbs Creek 
Home,” Philadelphia Tribune, Feb 17, 1962, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia 
Tribune (532302759, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
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thought he was sleeping off a drinking binge.  When she found him dead the next 

morning, the ensuing investigation pointed toward a heroin overdose.  Ford had a 

previous conviction for drug use and another trial pending.  His wife and mother 

both claimed he was not an addict and that they had no knowledge of any drug 

use.  If this was true, beyond the emotional pull of the story, there was the threat 

of a hidden menace taking a young life.  However, if Andrew Ford’s wife and 

mother had known about his drug use, the vignette again points toward fears of 

stigma, punishment, and a lack of treatment options.49 

   Roughly six months later, in April of 1963, another story pointed more 

overtly to the same conclusion.  In this case, a 31-year-old African American was 

found dead in a waiting room at St. Agnes Hospital.  Two unidentified men had 

carried in Reginald Barnes and “disappeared after telling a nurse that their 

‘friend’ was sick.”  Shortly after the medical examiner confirmed Mr. Barnes’ 

identity through police fingerprint records, an anonymous phone caller asked if 

his body was at the hospital.  Accompanied by several other relatives, his 

mother, Alice Barnes, came to the hospital the next morning and identified his 

body.  She stated he had been healthy and could offer no explanation for his 

sudden death.  Indicative of the larger pattern, a story mentioned a similar event 

                                            
49 Les Fuller, “Suspect Drug Overdose In Death of Youth, 23,” Philadelphia Tribune, Nov 6, 1962 
ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532299395, July 23, 2015). See also 
Frydl, The Drug Wars in America, 1940-1973, 278-279 
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the previous February (1962), when a dying man had been anonymously left at 

Philadelphia General Hospital.50   

Years later, in 1969, after drug abuse had begun to gain greater 

awareness, there was at least one incident of Philadelphia General Hospital even 

refusing to admit a heroin addict who was in police custody.  The police officers 

had initially brought the person to Thomas Jefferson University Hospital.  Since 

this smaller community hospital had no facilities for handling drug addicts, the on-

call physician attempted transfer to Philadelphia General Hospital, but the 

admitting physician there refused the request.51 

 Again, in August of 1963, we see cases of chronic addiction leading to two 

deaths.  The first was a 24-year-old African American man named Earl Jefferson, 

who was described by his older brother as having “…been on the drug habit for 

several years.”  When Mr. Jefferson was found dead of a drug overdose, his 

clothes were soaked.  His older brother George surmised that Earl’s friends had 

put him in a tub of cold water in an attempt to revive him.  When this was 

unsuccessful, rather than seek medical attention it appears they took him to a 

vacant apartment and left him there.52 

                                            
50 Art Peters, “Dope Overdose Blamed in Death of S. Phil. Man,” Philadelphia Tribune, Apr, 30 
1963, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532491169, accessed, Sep 6, 
2015). 
51 Letter from Dr. Joseph Keiserman, Director, Emergency Department, Thomas Jefferson 
University Hospital, to Dr. Norman Ingraham, Philadelphia Commissioner of Health, Dec 12, 
1969, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A-5331, Health 
Department, Folder, “Jan-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
52 Art Peters, “Two Brothers, 24-25, Die Violently Within Two Days,” Philadelphia Tribune, Aug 
13, 1963, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532296931, accessed, July 23, 
2015). 
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The second death was a 30-year-old African American man named 

Leonard Swan.  The headline read, “Overdose of Dope Fatal to Man, 30 at 58th 

and Master Sts. Residence.”53  Mr. Swan was a Korean War veteran, and a sub-

title noted he had “…Picked up Habit Overseas.”  He had eight previous arrests 

for narcotics, and sadly, his family thought he had overcome his addiction during 

the previous two years.54   

Stories like these normally stir feelings of sympathy for an addict of any 

race or social status.  However, that does not mean their plight would necessarily 

generate a response.  While numerous headlines denoted tragic outcomes from 

drug abuse, at this point there wasn’t even mention of drug treatment in the 

media.  Like the victims of today’s dystopian, zombie movies, these people were 

seen as unavoidable (if unfortunate) casualties. 

Perhaps this was best exemplified by a news account from the period that 

stated, “Dope Raider See No Hope for Three First Offenders Nabbed.”55  As if to 

ameliorate this assertion, a subheading added, “Narcotics Crackdown Continues 

as Ferguson Squad Vows to Get Pusher.”  But this seems small reassurance 

when the first line of the story quoted Captain Clarence J. Ferguson as opining, 
                                            
53 Including a specific address in the headline seems odd.  Was it a veiled way of categorizing the 
victim’s status?  Regardless, it could lead readers to dismiss the incident based on a perceived 
in/out-group assessment. 
54 Even 50 years later these stories are poignant. Mr. Swan liked to read and was described as 
being devoted to his mother, with whom he lived.  As with many of the other overdoses, Mr. Swan 
collapsed in the bathroom and his mother and neighbors were unable to revive him.  Chet 
Coleman, “Overdose of Dope Fatal to Man, 30, At 58th & Master Sts. Residence,” Philadelphia 
Tribune, Aug 20, 1963, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532501739, 
accessed, July 23, 2015). 
55 “Dope Raiders See No Hope For Three First Offenders Nabbed: Crackdown Continues As 
Ferguson Squad Vows to Get Pusher,” Philadelphia Tribune, Jan 13, 1962, ProQuest Historical 
Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532459915, accessed, July 23, 2015). 
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“It’s a shame!  Once they start on heroin, they’re doomed.”  In this case, as with 

the previous accounts, “they” was three young African Americans.  

Environmental Scanning and Defining “Other” 

Given the predicament of drug users portrayed in the media, why was an 

organized policy response (beyond enforcement) slow in developing?”  The first 

reason is that the relevant statistics did not portray a crisis in the making.  Data 

collection related to drug abuse in the early 1960s was scant, but overdose 

deaths were one incontrovertible measure.  Philadelphia had lost people at the 

following rates: 1961 (10), 1962 (7), 1963 (20), 1964 (15), and 1965 (12).56  

While every life matters, and there is no “acceptable” figure for drug abuse or 

overdose, there were 162 traffic fatalities in 1963.57  While lamentable, both 

problems were viewed to be at a normalized steady-state. 

Drug treatment organizational development also lagged behind that of law 

enforcement and this contributed to a slow, incremental response.  At this point 

in time, drug treatment capacity was nascent, and trying to create programs from 

a minimally developed base is harder than expanding already existing, more 

robust organizations.58  Also a consideration is the unavoidable gap between 

establishing a need and meeting it.  Even if all the relevant stakeholders agree 

                                            
56 “Republican City Council Narcotic Report,” Police Report on Narcotics (with routing slip from 
Dr. Wagner to Dr. Norman Ingraham, July 24, 1970), Section A, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A-5331, Health Department, PCA.  
57 City of Philadelphia, Police Department, Statistical Report, 1963, 26, RG 61-1.1, Box A-578, 
Annual Reports, Folder “RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1963.” PCA.  
58 This is not just a function of money.  It is a human resource challenge based on the availability 
of people with the requisite education, training, and experience. 
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on the desired ends, there are consequences related to the ways and means 

chosen.  And by extension, there will be winners and losers.  At the macro-level, 

policy making entails authorizations, due-diligence checks, funding, logistics, 

contracting, legal review, and a slew of other considerations.  Plus, there is the 

ever present reality that all politics is local.  Drug treatment sounds like a 

necessary and humane initiative until the construction company starts breaking 

ground on a treatment center across the street.59 

Before tackling the political challenges of developing and implementing an 

approach to a problem, constituents and policy makers have to see that there is 

a problem.  We cannot disregard the fact we are less attuned to the problems of 

those we consciously or unconsciously define as other.  In Presidential Rhetoric 

and the Public Agenda, Political Scientists Andrew Whitford and Jeff Yates note 

the social construction of “‘dangerous others’ [who] threaten the polity: they are 

lazy, they drink or take drugs, they threaten violence, and they challenge self-

control.”60  Once people are classified as such, they inhabit the outer rings of 

society.  Correspondingly, the gravitational pull of society’s responsibility for them 

begins to fade and these others become candidates for control versus 

development.    

                                            
59 Opposition to drug treatment centers was widespread, and apparently with valid reasons.  
Business owners and community groups reported that drug addicts were lewd, threatening local 
merchants and clients, and engaging in criminal acts. Cover letter for packet from Hillel S. 
Levinson, Philadelphia Managing Director, to Anthony P. Zecca, Deputy to the Mayor, June 12, 
1975, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A-3864/9, Folder, 
“Council on Drug/Alcohol Abuse Program,” PCA.  
60 James Morone, Hellfire Nation: The Politics of Sin in American History, New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 2003, 16, cited in Whitford and Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public 
Agenda, 8. 
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Scholarship regarding how we think indicates we all have cognitive filters 

which handle assessments of same and other.61  Each assessment that passes 

through the filter adds to an aggregate of earlier laminations, making this filter 

seemingly more accurate.  In most situations, this filter operates almost 

automatically, rarely rising to the level of conscious thought.62  As an example, 

from the standpoint of othering, just the frequent use of the word dope is 

significant as a rhetorical device.  Used with regard to drug use, it is a value-

laden word that implicitly conveys judgment about the drug abuser.  It draws 

upon the act of doping, or adulterating, and merges it with an assessment of the 

drug user’s character as a dope.  As a strategic message, this supports an 

educational response to drug abuse.  And in keeping with the idea of agency, 

society wants people to be internally directed and see their actions as flowing 

from freely made choices.  If you choose to use drugs, you are, de facto, a dope. 

But not everyone is able to “Just say, ‘No,’” and what does society do with 

those who cannot?  If we perceive the people in question to be other, or on the 

                                            
61 Regarding the formation of stereotypes, See Eric W. Mania, James M. Jones, and Samuel L. 
Gaertner, "Social Psychology of Racism," John Hartwell Moore, ed., Encyclopedia of Race and 
Racism, 3 (Detroit: Macmillan Reference, 2008): 74-79, Gale Virtual Reference Library (July 23, 
2015). 
62 For discussion on autonomic versus controlled processing, see Robert G. Lord and Karen J. 
Maher, “Cognitive Theory in Industrial and Organizational Psychology,” eds., Marvin D. Dunnette 
and Leaetta M. Hough, Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, (Palo Alto, CA: 
Consulting Psychologists Press, 1991), cited in Stephen J. Gerras, “Thinking Critically about 
Critical Thinking: A Fundamental Guide for Strategic Leaders,” (course reading, Department of 
Command, Leadership and Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, PA, 2010), 
5; For a description of System I Thinking (Impulsive/intuitive) and System II Thinking (Capable of 
reason/cautious, but lazy), see Daniel Kahneman, Thinking Fast and Slow (New York: Farrar, 
Straus and Giroux), 39-49. 
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fringes of society, or both, we are less likely to act.63  This was not a new 

phenomenon when Christ commented on it in the parable of the Good Samaritan 

almost 2000 years ago.  And as with that example during the height of the 

Roman Era, race and ethnicity weigh heavily on the decision to act or ignore.   

The legacy of a racialized form of slavery and a hierarchical view of ethnic 

groups has historically influenced the way American’s see and define people as 

“other.”  In Condemnation of Blackness, Khalil Muhammad argues that blackness 

became synonymous with criminality through a progressive misinterpretation of 

census data, social science scholarship, and then crime statistics.  In what 

amounted to confirmation bias carried out on a public scale, white crime turned 

into a social problem, whereas black crime was conflated with blackness.  Once 

African Americans were deemed a bad investment early in the 20th Century, they 

became candidates for social control and afforded little access to developmental 

services.   

What Muhammad essentially portrays is the progression of a policy 

algorithm.  Earlier, intentional decisions about other (race, ethnicity, gender, 

orientation, class, etc.) both drove and limited the range of future outcomes.64  

Policies, institutions, and funding coalesced to form a substrate upon which 

                                            
63  Any policy response to a complex problem will have inherent tensions, often multiple ones, 
that fall along a variety of continuums – agency vs. environmental factors, accountability vs. 
compassion, accessibility and persistence of effort vs. cost-effectiveness, etc.  Value judgments 
are likely to skew this complex calculation. 
64 Strategic assessment yields executive and legislative decisions, which are impacted by 
partisan politics, competing public interests, and the need to balance ways and means. When 
these decisions are codified in law, they create or modify existing institutions and practices. At the 
simplest level, prioritization of function within these institutions is dictated by funding. 
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ensuing policies were overlaid.  As in archeology, the passing of time obscured 

this foundation, along with the forces which created it.  Despite that, the 

foundation still influenced the structures built upon it. Since racism, and various 

forms of othering (ethnicity, gender, orientation, class), were poured into the 

foundation, they continued to manifest themselves in the edifice. However, their 

impacts were potentially more pernicious because they were less direct and less 

observable.  

Muhammad argues that black academics’ opposition to ideas of biological 

determinism in the late 19th and early 20th Century backfired.  In trying to oppose 

the errant theories of pseudo-social science, black civil rights advocates 

inadvertently helped map crime from a biological to a sociological determinism.  

(W.E.B. DuBois, after all, was a sociologist.) The same dynamic applies to 

Philadelphia news coverage in the early 1960s.  As mentioned earlier, Cecil B. 

Moore and other civil rights leaders asserted the news media was not adequately 

portraying the plight of inner-city blacks.65  And the only place Philadelphian’s 

would likely read about drug abuse was in a black newspaper.  Congruent with 

Muhammad’s views on crime, to the average Philadelphian, drug abuse in the 

early 1960s would have appeared to have a black face.  Of 54 Philadelphia 

Tribune drug related articles surveyed (from between 1960 to 1965), 31 

contained pictures of the defendants.  Those stories featured 73 photos, 56 of 

                                            
65 “4 Civil Rights Leaders Here Criticize News Coverage,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Oct 
20,1965, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/ cdm/ref/collection/p15037coll7/id/2212 (accessed, July 23, 2015). 
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which were mug-shots.  All the photos were pictures of African Americans.66  So 

albeit unintentionally, the Tribune, an African American paper, contributed to 

defining blacks, and in particular, black drug users as other.  This highlighted the 

reality of Philadelphia’s poverty stricken areas, but may have also reinforced the 

perception of drugs as an endemically black problem at the margins of society. 

While racism and similar biases influence the dynamic of defining 

someone as other, they are not its sole propagators.  What we loosely call 

othering is the product of psychological pathways described by multiple theories.  

Three of these are Attraction Similarity Theory, Over-Attribution Bias, and the 

Heuristic of Availability Bias. 

Studies regarding Attraction-Similarity Theory show that we evaluate in-

group members more favorably than out-group members.  We also assume that 

perceived in-group members’ beliefs are more similar to ours than those of out-

group members.  Based on experiments, perceived similarity of beliefs is actually 

more significant than race in predicting anticipated friendliness.  Also, a small 

amount of trait and behavior information can ameliorate the effect of 

stereotypes.67  However observers perceive dissimilarity, either through race or 

ethnicity, some ethnic groups emerge as more attractive than others.  This is 

                                            
66 Based review of news stories obtained through a Summon search using the respective paper 
name in the Term Search window and “narcotics” in the Title Search window (“Expand your 
results” block also selected) yielded the following results for 1960-1965: New York Times – 446 
hits, Philadelphia Evening Bulletin – 0, Philadelphia Inquirer – 0, Philadelphia Tribune – 70 hits, 
Washington Post – 133 hits. 
67 Nicole Chiasson, Claude Charbonneau, and Jacques Proulx, “In-Group-Out-Group Similar 
Information as a Determinant of Attraction Toward Members of Minority Groups,” The Journal of 
Social Psychology, 136, no. 2 (Apr, 1996): 234-235. 
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likely based on the perceived, relative distance of the person from our own in-

group.  Also, to compensate for these differences, it appears people need to 

perceive more individual similarity.68  Put another way, all things being equal, 

people who are perceived to be further from our in-group will have to work harder 

to overcome the perception.69  

Over-Attribution Bias is also a factor in defining someone as other.  Under 

the influence of this bias, we give too much weight to a person’s disposition when 

evaluating their behavior.  We also tend to latch on to one particular driver, and 

ignore other salient factors.  Correspondingly, if we know somebody well, we are 

more likely to attribute their actions to external circumstances.70  So if we see 

someone we do not know kick a puppy, we are likely to label them a jerk.  But if 

we see our best friend kick the same puppy, we conclude he or she has had a 

bad day. 

                                            
68 Ibid., 238-239. 
69 Chaisson offers that attraction is a function of many variables and that similarity is more 
important than race with regard to attraction.  Although they do not overtly state it, based on their 
study, someone who is perceived as being ethnically or racially distant starts at a significant 
disadvantage. Regarding the various manifestations of racism, see Eric W. Mania, James M. 
Jones, and Samuel L. Gaertner, "Social Psychology of Racism," John Hartwell Moore, ed., 
Encyclopedia of Race and Racism, 3 (Detroit: Macmillan Reference USA, 2008), 74-79, Gale 
Virtual Reference Library (July 23, 2015). For discussion of cognitive theory, see Daniel 
Kahneman, Paul Slovic, and Amos Tversky, Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982); Richard Nisbett and Lee Ross, Human Inference: 
Strategies and Shortcomings of Social Judgment (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentiss Hall, 1985); 
Susan Fiske and Shelley Taylor, Social Cognition (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Pub. Co., 
1984); Richard R. Lau and David Sears, eds., Political Cognition: the 19th Annual Carnegie 
Symposium on Cognition (Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum Associates, 1986); Ziva Kunda, Social 
Cognition: Making Sense of People (Cambridge, MA: 
1999). 
70 "Over-Attribution Bias," in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 2nd ed., ed. 
William A. Darity, Jr., 6 (Detroit: Macmillan Reference USA, 2008), 88-89. Gale Virtual Reference 
Library (July 23, 2015); Kahneman, Slovic, and Tversky, Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics 
and Biases; Nisbett and Ross, Human Inference: Strategies and Shortcomings of Social 
Judgment. 
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The Heuristic of Availability Bias states that we are likely to judge events 

as being more likely or frequent if they easily come to mind.  The availability of 

the information is based on perceived relevance, which in turn, can be influenced 

by social identity and group membership.71  We tend to think members of our in-

group are “interchangeable exemplars of the common category.”72  Therefore, we 

assume they perceive and think as we do.  By extension, we see events that 

involve in-group members as relevant.  Conversely, “...events relating to an 

outgroup source may be dismissed as irrelevant to the self, due to assumptions 

of differences…”73  In layman’s terms, if we judge a drug abuser to be part of an 

out-group, we are less likely to remember his or her plight or change our thinking 

about the issue.74 

Omission versus Commission 

As already discussed, the role of othering is often not so much the 

motivation for action as for inaction.  In the early 1960s, the average reader, 

public official, city councilman, or mayor surely did not say, “Let’s not waste 

money on drug treatment because drug abuse only affects blacks and other 

minorities.”  Instead, when such officials read a story about drug abuse that 

included a picture of a young African American, they were more likely to think (to 

themselves), “Poor guy…What is it about those folks (Attraction Similarity 

                                            
71 Max H. Bazerman, Judgment in Managerial Decision Making (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & 
Sons, 2002). Diederik A. Stapel, Stephen D. Reicher, Russell Spears, “Social Identity, Availability, 
and the Perception of Risk,” Social Cognition, 12, no. 1 (1994): 1-17.  
72 Stapel, Reicher, and Spears, “Social Identity, Availability, and the Perception of Risk,” 4. 
73 Ibid.,, 5. 
74 Ibid., 14. 
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Theory)?  Why do they choose to get hooked on that stuff (Over Attribution 

Bias)?  All I ever see are accounts of drug abuse in West Philly. We don’t have 

those kinds of problems in my neighborhood because we’re family oriented, work 

hard, and help each other out (Heuristic of Availability Bias). 

If we factor in constrained resources, add one or two previous stories 

about drug abuse ruining a life, or lives (sample size error), our hypothetical 

reader will begin developing a perspective regarding drug addicts.  In this case, 

the idea of drug treatment almost certainly never crosses his or her mind.  If it 

does, he or she quickly dismisses the prospect as unfeasible or unwarranted.  

Since drug abuse has been defined as an attribute of a person or group viewed 

as other, the problem de facto exists on the margins of the reader’s worldview.  

And among the clamor of more seemingly pressing matters, it does not generate 

an organized response. 

A Conscious Departure 

The previous example illustrated a near reflexive act of othering.  

However, cognitively wrestling with this tendency can also be a conscious act.  

An example of this comes from what some would consider an unlikely source.  In 

The Cop Who Would Be King, Joseph Daughen and Peter Binzen relate an 

incident in which then Police Captain and future Philadelphia Mayor Frank Rizzo 

purposely supported someone who was other, in opposition to members of his 
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own in-group.75  On a frigid night in January 1953, as Rizzo was driving home 

from work at 2 AM, he saw three white males savagely beating another who was 

on the ground.  Though by himself, Rizzo intervened, arrested the three 

assailants, and saved the life of Thomas Cassidy (of Irish descent).  While an act 

of physical courage, his subsequent moral courage was equally noteworthy.  An 

Italian Democratic committeeman appealed to Rizzo on behalf of the three 

suspects.  At one point, he reportedly justified his position by arguing, “They’re 

our kind.”  In response, Rizzo reportedly stated, “I know they’re our kind. I'm 

ashamed they’re our kind. They're going to jail or I’ll turn in my badge!”76   

Based on Frank Rizzo’s experiences that night, the issue was immediate, 

personal, and visceral.  Instead of automatic processing, which is more 

susceptible to influence by stereotypes, both positive and negative, he processed 

the altercation as a discrete event.  While he acknowledged the assailants as 

“our kind,” after the incident, he saw Thomas Cassidy as a person and not an 

other.  The same would start to happen on a social scale by the late 1960s.   

Philadelphia’s Policy Orientation – Progress Amidst Tidal Change 

In any political system, what constitutes a problem often depends on who 

has the problem.  In the early 1960s, to the extent drug abuse was seen as 

                                            
75 While serving as Police Captain, and later as Police Chief and Mayor, Frank Rizzo was 
generally considered a racist by much of the black community in Philadelphia.  In this case, 
Cassidy was white and Irish.  One wonders if the outcome would have been the same if he was 
black, since this would have put him further from Rizzo’s reference group.  Regardless, his 
response against the influence of the dynamic illustrates its presence. 
76 Joseph R. Daughen and Peter Binzen, The Cop Who Would Be King: The Honorable Frank 
Rizzo (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1977), 73. 
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problem, it was an issue associated with minority populations, African Americans 

above all, and the losses were tolerable.  By the end of the decade, drug abuse 

was increasingly a problem of the middle class and returning Vietnam Veterans.  

As Dr. Jerome Jaffe, Director of the Special Action Office for Drug and Alcohol 

Programs (SAODAP) under President Nixon noted years later.  

The great thrust of federal policy up until, certainly, into the 60s 
,…was ‘once an addict, always an addict.’  You’ve got to do 
anything you can to discourage it, prevent it…because you can’t 
cure it.  Now suddenly you have these wonderful heroes [G.I.s].  
Now what are you going to do?  Well, maybe you ought to 
believe those people who say they can return and get better, or 
you’re in big trouble.77  

 
As drug addiction grew into an epidemic throughout the remainder of the 

1960s, the nature of the problem did not really change, just the population it 

afflicted.  Accordingly, policy makers applied new ways and means to the issue.  

It was an up-and-down policy flow, in which harder hit cities “raised the proverbial 

flag,” seeking federal support and resources.  Eventually the Office of the 

President and other federal agencies responded, prompting more widespread 

mobilization in places like Philadelphia.   However, through the late 1960s, the 

city’s response was a piecemeal approach, with no overarching strategy, and 

largely the purview of private service organizations. 

As already noted, media coverage presented drug abuse as the plight of 

black Philadelphian’s, living in poverty stricken neighborhoods, and the 

                                            
77 Jerome Jaffe, “Interview of Jerome Jaffe,” interview by David Musto, 6 Oct 1994, Musto and 
Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, 91.  See also Steven R. Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug 
Policy in America (Westport: Greenwood Press, 2000), 200-201. 
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psychological process of othering contributed to marginalizing the problem.  

Congruently, the public narrative from City Officials did not draw attention to drug 

abuse either.  In Philadelphia, the early 1960s was a period of administrative 

growth and specialization.  While the idea of progress was never far from the 

American mind, in Philadelphia during the early 1960s, it was a dominant theme 

that shaped both the city’s vision and its communication.  The notion of progress 

underpinned desires for development and urban renewal.  It could be seen in city 

report titles like “Patterns of Progress” and “Pacesetter for the Nation.”78  Within 

the reports, it could also be seen in photographs of ongoing and proposed 

construction.79   

While the City of Philadelphia was trying to expand its capabilities, the 

vehicles for doing so were limited, depriving city planners of sufficient 

instruments to formulate a comprehensive strategy for addressing its myriad 

challenges.  When compared to federally funded, categorical grant programs that 

emerged by mid-decade, their initiatives were small in scope and scale.  Among 

other achievements listed in the Philadelphia City Report for 1964, Mayor Tate 

highlighted improvements to infrastructure like “…more or better streetlights, 

                                            
78 City of Philadelphia, “Patterns of Progress” (Annual Report, 1962), Sunday Bulletin, April 25, 
1963 and “Philadelphia: Pacesetter of the Nation” (Annual Report, 1963), Philadelphia Inquirer, 
April 19, 1964, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual Reports, City (Newspaper Supplements), 
1952–1970, PCA.  
79 City of Philadelphia, “Patterns of Progress” (Annual Report, 1962), Sunday Bulletin, April 25, 
1963, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual Reports, City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952–
1970, PCA.   
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traffic signals, and parking space….”80  Mayor Tate further noted the pursuit of 

better, “…commuter service, increased recreational and cultural opportunities, 

[and] continued residential and industrial development.”81  During the same 

period, Philadelphia General Hospital initiated a $4.4 million project to build a 

nurses dormitory and a research center.  While these might be features of any 

city report, beyond the achievements themselves, the source of the optimism is 

informative.  Despite their simple nature, these projects reflected the desire for 

improvement.  Looking back, they also serve as a benchmark signifying the 

relatively modest ways and means available to Philadelphia at the time.  

Philadelphian’s clearly saw progress in the advance of technology itself.  A 

new lab to promote research for environmental health was not just tangible proof 

of improvement.  It was an implied endorsement of a forward thinking approach 

to public problems.  The same could be said of the police department’s initiatives.  

Their commentary mentioned the recent assimilation of helicopters.  It also noted 

plans to “…improve police operations substantially by providing more mobility, 

greater flexibility and making use of electronic devices.”82  These valid goals 

speak to both force structure and risk management.  But the frequent reference 

                                            
80 City of Philadelphia, “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1964, Philadelphia Inquirer, April 25, 
1965, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual Reports, City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952–
1970, PCA.  
81 Ibid.  
82 Ibid.  
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to technological advances conveys an impression of their intrinsic usefulness 

regarding problems.83   

However, Philadelphia’s leaders understood this and did not constrain 

their focus solely to “gadgets.”  The city was also striving to improve its planning 

practices and apply the social sciences to address public problems.  Leaders 

recognized that most civic challenges flowed from a confluence of environmental 

and individual human factors.  As a 1963 report from the Philadelphia Council for 

Community Advancement (PCCA) to the Ford Foundation noted, “…the urban 

problems to which PCCA addresses itself are complex.  These problems can be 

attacked only by approaches that deal with all major aspects of them, not just 

one or some.  In other words, approaches must be comprehensive, whether they 

deal with the roots of causes of social problems and social change or with 

manifest symptoms of social problems.”84  The City Council statement from the 

1964 Annual Report likewise alluded to this fact when it mentioned Project 

Human Renewal, which was aimed at “…elimination of crime breeding 

                                            
83 For readers immersed in our more techno-centric environment, what stands out is simply the 
vague term “electronic devices.”  With the continuous proliferation of technology, we now 
recognize that it is not inherently good, but neutral.  Additionally, anyone with military or police 
experience understands that technological capability is only part of the equation.  Operators in 
those fields recognize they do not achieve efficiency and effectiveness, solely through 
introduction of a new capability.  Instead, they gain real benefit when they can leverage 
technology through integration and best practices. 
84 The report also provided details regarding its application of relevant social planning models. 
Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement (PCCA), Inc., Annual Report to Ford 
Foundation, 1963, 17, 22, Box 58, Folder, “Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement, 
1963, 70,” TUSCRC.  
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conditions.”85  While only a starting point, both statements point toward the 

importance of understanding the environment and defining the issues as hand.  

They also endorse the value of deeper analysis, a proactive approach, and 

applying appropriate instruments. 

While the observations from these reports are reasonable and straight 

forward, they are deeply challenging for a strategist, particularly the comments 

about root causes and symptoms.  Strategists often struggle to determine what is 

an “end” and what is a “way.”  Very often the ways at one level may represent the 

ends at a subordinate level.  The same applies to public policy.   

In the early 1960s, what was Philadelphia’s key issue?  Was it 

development, renewal, education, race relations, stimulating the economy, or 

controlling antisocial behavior like drug abuse?  A Clausewitzian approach would 

seek a center of gravity and supporting lines of effort.  A broad front strategy 

would offer a somewhat impish “yes.”  Either way, the essence of strategy is 

prioritizing and orchestrating the responses to these challenges into a coherent 

and sustainable whole.  However, comprehensive approaches are expensive and 

require both economic and political impetus and endurance. 

Within the realm of strategic decision making paradigms, aspects of 

several different models apply to the issue of drug control in Philadelphia during 

this period.  The Rational Approach seeks to define goals, identify alternatives, 

                                            
85 City of Philadelphia, “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1964, Philadelphia Inquirer, April 25, 
1965, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual Reports, City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952–
1970, PCA.  
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and chose a course of action based on the most favorable ratio of costs and 

benefits.  This approach is good for predictable environments and creates a 

sense of order conducive for tasks like producing an annual budget (a process 

frequently subject to anchoring and slow change).   

However, public policy problems like drug abuse are highly nuanced and 

not well defined.  The Behavior Model and Bargaining Model also offer decision 

makers tools which aid in the development of public policy.  Given a lack of 

information, the limits of human cognitive capacity, and inadequate alternatives, 

policy makers can choose a strategy that “satisfices” – or put another way, is 

“good enough.”  And leaders can negotiate with competing stakeholders to arrive 

at a solution which falls within the “zone of possible alternatives,” and often 

represents the lowest common denominator. 

The previously mentioned paradigms are prescriptive, and address how a 

policy maker might arrive at a strategy, but they do not address what is on the 

political agenda.  Other descriptive frameworks, like the Incremental Model and 

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory, shed light on how something becomes a “hot-

button” policy topic.  Also known as “The Science of Muddling Through,” the 

Incremental Model offers that decision-makers draw upon familiar experiences 

and solve problems piecemeal. Short-term achievements often come at the 

expense of more comprehensive, long-term goals, and risk aversion facilitates 

“kicking the can down the road,” at which point the problems at hand may have 
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become more complex and perilous.  This view alludes to the fact that 

policymakers respond to crises.86 

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory describes phases of policy stasis, which 

are reinforced through culture and bureaucracy.  Not unlike the idea of a complex 

adaptive system experiencing an epidemic, these placid periods are interrupted 

by incidents which drive rapid change. This often flows from an event or an actor 

who redefines an issue with a greater sense of urgency. This both elevates it on 

the political agenda and expands debate about the issue beyond the purview of 

traditionally accepted experts and interest groups. 87  In the case of conflict, this 

may be a good thing, in keeping with French Prime Minister Georges 

Clemenceau’s observation that, “War is too important to be left to the generals.”88  

This sentiment was echoed in Philadelphia by Spencer Coxe, President of the 

American Civil Liberties Union, who stated, “Perhaps one trouble with law 

enforcement in our city has been that it has been left too much in the judgment of 

                                            
86 Charles D. Allen, Breena E. Coates, and George J. Woods III, “Strategic Decision Making 
Paradigms: A Primer for Senior Leaders” (Department of Command, Leadership, and 
Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, AY 2015).  See also Charles Lindblom, “The 
Science of Muddling Through,” Public Administration Review 19, no.2 (Spring 1959); Alexander 
George, Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The effective Use of Information and 
Advice (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1980). 
87 Charles D. Allen, Breena E. Coates, and George J. Woods III, “Strategic Decision Making 
Paradigms: A Primer for Senior Leaders” (Department of Command, Leadership, and 
Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, AY 2015).  See also Charles Lindblom, “The 
Science of Muddling Through,” Public Administration Review 19, no.2 (Spring 1959); Alexander 
George, Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The effective Use of Information and 
Advice (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1980). 
88 Eliot A. Cohen, Supreme Command: Soldiers, Statesmen, and Leadership in Wartime (New 
York: Free Press, 2002), 54-62.   
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professionals.”89  However, in the case of drug abuse and drug abusers, who can 

be socially constructed in a variety of ways, popular politics may contribute to 

uninformed decisions. 

These concepts are not mutually exclusive and, in fact, dovetail quite 

nicely. If taken in tandem, they can feed off each other and, in the parlance of the 

historian, denote both incremental change over time and revolutionary change.  

So with regard to drug abuse in Philadelphia during this period, the issue was not 

only that city leaders “didn’t see drugs,” although they were in most cases not 

that conspicuous.  More fundamentally, the issue was how they prioritized drug 

abuse among the spectrum of other civic challenges.  And even if the Tate 

Administration had begun developing a drug control strategy for comprehensively 

addressing the issue, there would still be inherent tensions.  From the standpoint 

of efficiency and effectiveness, functional and programmatic alignment are the 

best answer.  For instance, it might have made sense for the Department of 

Mental Health to oversee programs oriented toward drug abuse across the entire 

city.  In most cases, and regardless of the function, having a narrow focus but 

broader geographic responsibility promotes competence and allows more 

efficient allocation of resources. 

  Still, responding to drug abuse can also involve law enforcement, 

education, primary health care, and financial assistance via welfare services. The 

                                            
89 Letter from Spencer Cox to Judge Paul Chalfin, Feb 23, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A-3548, 1972, Folder, 
“Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA. 
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integration of all these functions would be best accomplished at the lowest level 

possible, perhaps through a community service center.  From the standpoint of 

organizational structure, this represents an “organic approach” (meaning a 

variety of capabilities are nested within a specific organization).  In terms of 

responsiveness, effectiveness, and benefit to a client, this is typically the best 

approach. However, when multiplied across an entire city, it creates problems of 

standardization, quality control, and increased cost. 

Among the tidal changes occurring in Philadelphia during this period, 

these aspects of developing ways and means would apply to any of the 

developmental challenges that confronted the city.  Given the basic needs city 

officials sought to address at that time, it was reasonable they might believe 

urban development (writ large) could eventually mitigate drug abuse, along with 

other problems witnessed in more blighted areas like North Philadelphia.  But 

whether it could or not, they had to communicate this to effectively manage 

expectations. 

Strategic Communication 

In addition to the overt message contained in city reports, the layout and 

stylistic presentation conveyed implied meaning that was equally important.  A 

major theme was social and interracial harmony.  The City Cabinet contained 

only one African American (Clarence A. Dockens, Commissioner of Records) 

and his photo was included among nine other portraits.  Collages of the City 

Council placed pictures of two black council members near the center of the 
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photo spreads.90  Other pictures showed African American nurses caring for a 

racially mixed group of children.91  There were also two full pages emphasizing 

“Urban Renewal” and “Human Renewal.”  The first caption was accompanied by 

a picture of black and white children playing on a new playground.  The second 

featured a half-page photo of young African American men engaged in technical 

training.92 

The communication in these reports served a dual purpose.  If strategic 

communication is well integrated with its supported strategy, it facilitates 

achievement of the strategic ends.  It does this by augmenting the effectiveness 

of the chosen ways and means.  The messaging might educate, shape behavior, 

clarify a position on an issue, or simply keep people informed.  As an example, 

consider Great Britain’s credo during World War II, “Keep Calm and Carry On.”  

This message harnessed notions of the ideal British self and linked them to the 

war-related tasks at hand. 

                                            
90 Photo of Marshal L. Shepherd, City of Philadelphia, “Patterns of Progress” (Annual Report, 
1962), Sunday Bulletin, April 25, 1963; Photo of David Silver (City Council, Tenth District), Photo 
of Marshall L. Shepard (D), City of Philadelphia, “Philadelphia: Pacesetter of the Nation” (Annual 
Report, 1963), Philadelphia Inquirer, April 19, 1964; Photo of Clarence Dockens, Commissioner 
of Records, City of Philadelphia, “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1964, Philadelphia Inquirer, 
April 25, 1965, PCA.  
91 City of Philadelphia, “Philadelphia: Pacesetter of the Nation” (Annual Report, 1963), 
Philadelphia Inquirer, April 19, 1964, PCA.   
92 The reference to Project Human Renewal offers an interesting juxtaposition of perspective and 
presentation.  On the full page devoted to the project, the narrative focuses on vocational training 
at the city’s community college and mentions funding flowing from the 1964 Employment 
Opportunities Act and Economic Opportunities Act. On the following page, when mentioning the 
Project Human Renewal, the narrative states, “Council also authorized funds for Project Human 
Renewal to eliminate crime breeding conditions…” City of Philadelphia, “City of Philadelphia 
Annual Report, 1964, Philadelphia Inquirer, April 25, 1965, PCA.  
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The same could be said about Philadelphia’s leaders trying to advance 

civil rights, racial integration, and equal opportunity.  Promoting notions of racial 

harmony could support programs and projects conducive to that end.  Over time, 

it could also blunt the fear associated with change.  But along with supporting 

projects like building community centers and parks, and renovating 

neighborhoods, it was a strategic end in its own right.  The idea of racial harmony 

and integration might support various programs, but it was also a desired 

outcome of the programs; the two were linked in an iterative loop.        

Yet despite the narrative, which was published eight months after the 

North Philadelphia riots, the reports also noted there was much work to be 

done.93 The breadth of these challenges appeared in many of the departmental 

sub-sections.  While presenting accomplishments in a positive light, the 1963 

City Report nonetheless acknowledged the reality of urban blight, offering, 

“…Philadelphia could look back at another year of progress in the renewal of the 

city – another step toward the realization of its goal to replace slums and 

deteriorating neighborhoods with cheerful, comfortable homes, and sound 

communities.”94  In a section on departmental highlights for the 1964 report, the 

Police Department noted it had cleared almost 45% of its reported offenses with 

                                            
93 By simply referencing the issue in their communication, and based on their perception of 
themselves, Philadelphia’s leaders may have thought they were dealing effectively with the issue 
of race relations.  See Jane E. Dutton, “Keeping an Eye on the Mirror: Image and Identity in 
Organizational Adaptation,” Academy of Management Journal, 34, no.3 (September,1991): 517-
554. 
94 City of Philadelphia, “Philadelphia: Pacesetter of the Nation” (Annual Report, 1963), 
Philadelphia Inquirer, April 19, 1964, PCA.  
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arrests (the national average being 30%).95  But perhaps an early indicator of 

impending economic strain, they also mentioned removing 12,000 abandoned 

cars from Philadelphia’s streets, a 100% increase from the previous year.96 

The Welfare Department’s section pointed toward increasing pressure on 

families when it stated, “The year showed a dramatic upswing in the number of 

children who had to be placed in foster homes – a rise [from] 518 in 1963 to 1144 

in 1964” (121% increase).97  And reflecting challenges that are now typically 

associated with underdeveloped countries, the Health Department took note that, 

“For the second time in three years, not a single case of polio was reported in 

Philadelphia…”  The Department also celebrated the 10th anniversary of 

fluorinated water and a “downward trend in tuberculosis cases…”98  Not 

surprisingly, these and other data show that current demands placed heavy 

burdens on Philadelphia’s city government. 

                                            
95 The "clearance rate" for police organizations is the proportion of citizen reports or complaints 
resulting in an arrest. City of Philadelphia, “Police Department,” “City of Philadelphia Annual 
Report, 1964,” Philadelphia Inquirer, April 25, 1965, PCA. For discussion of “clearance rate,” as a 
measure of performance for the Drug Enforcement Agency, versus local police, see also Whitford 
and Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda, 96-98. 
96 City of Philadelphia, “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1964, Philadelphia Inquirer, April 25, 
1965, PCA. Other sources indicate this could also have been evidence of harassment or 
corruption. In an anonymous letter to Mayor Frank Rizzo, a constituent complained that people 
could not afford to drive their cars because of increased insurance and gas prices. Since these 
cars were in parking space allocated to homes, they should not have been tagged as abandoned.  
A routing slip from Philadelphia’s Deputy Mayor, Anthony Zecca, to Managing Director, Hillel S. 
Levinson and Police Commissioner, Joseph F. O’Neill directed, “The Mayor asks that you look 
into this matter, and take corrective action as it is appropriate.” City of Philadelphia, PRG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3864, 9, 1975, Folder, “MDO-1, 
18 Sep 75,” PCA.  
97 Polio currently remains in only 3 countries. City of Philadelphia, “City of Philadelphia Annual 
Report, 1964, Philadelphia Inquirer, April 25, 1965, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual 
Reports, City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952–1970, PCA.  
98 City of Philadelphia, “Health Department,” “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1964,” 
Philadelphia Inquirer, April 25, 1965, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual Reports, City 
(Newspaper Supplements), 1952–1970, PCA. 
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Even considering this, perspective still matters.  While actions can speak 

louder than words, policy makers can often conflate words with actions, or see 

the words as a binding commitment to future action.  Viewed this way, 

addressing race relations in public narrative becomes a request for patience, 

leading to the application of more concrete ways and means.  But for the 

populations most affected by race discrimination, the same narrative rings as a 

hollow attempt at appeasement.  While policy leaders may see their narrative as 

a promise of things to come, affected minorities can see it as a lack of 

commitment.  

Corruption was another more generalized encumbrance and perennial 

issue.  Despite over fifteen years of reform efforts, a 1962 mayor’s report 

portrayed a work in progress.  Many of the recommendations pertained to human 

resource practices, logistics, and contracting functions.  However, the lead 

section, of the roughly fifty page report, zeroed in on ethics.  Some of the 

discussion addressed a lack of standardization, which was significant because it 

dealt with judicial communications.  But the overarching issue was patronage, 

manifesting itself in the form of bribery, extortion, exacting of political 

contributions, and conflict of interest.99   

Some might argue that a city report intended for public consumption is 

probably just political propaganda.  Certainly there is some truth to this.  No 

                                            
99 City of Philadelphia, “Final Report, Mayor’s Ad Hoc Committee on Improvement in Municipal 
Standards and Practices,1962,” 2, RG 60-1.2, Office of the Mayor, Box, A-188, Mayor Reports 
and Publications, Folder, “Development in Municipal Standards and Practices, March, 1962,” 
PCA.  
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report from an administration would be complete without an appeal to some form 

of public mandate.  We can see an example of this when the City Council 

remarks noted, “…1963 marked the end of a four-year session and the election 

of a new Council, with most of the incumbent legislators being re-elected to 

office.”100   

The city reports do reflect what Philadelphia’s elected and appointed 

officials thought would resonate among their constituents.  And it probably comes 

as no surprise that, like the prospectus for a mutual fund, these reports tried to 

paint events in a positive light.  Nevertheless, while readers might argue about 

the spin, the content had to be grounded in reality.  So while admittedly a venue 

for public communication and influence, the annual reports shed light on how 

Philadelphia’s leaders saw their current environment, how they envisioned the 

future, and the strategy they hoped would align to the two pictures.   

Amidst the focus on past achievements, current initiatives, and expected 

future challenges, drug abuse was not yet a political issue that garnered serious 

attention.  Neither was it mentioned by city officials nor dealt with as  

  

                                            
100 City of Philadelphia, “Representative Government,” “Philadelphia: Pacesetter of the Nation, 
City of Philadelphia Report to the People” (Annual Report, 1963), The Sunday Bulletin, April 19, 
1964, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual reports - City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952 – 
1970, PCA.  
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comprehensively as other social problems of the period.  Despite the progressive 

tenor of city communications during this period, Philadelphia’s approach to drug 

control still bore the stamp of a more punitive philosophy.  It had long been in 

vogue, was much more visible in the media, and would remain an issue for some 

time.101   

                                            
101 As late as 1970, after returning from a visit to Detroit, Mayor James H.J. Tate expressed 
concern that the response to drug abuse was still too punitive and required more emphasis on 
“…medical and social treatment and rehabilitation…”  Letter from Norman R. Ingraham, Health 
Commissioner, to William Youngman, Director of Planning, Department of Mental Health/Mental 
Retardation, Apr, 17, 1970, City of Philadelphia, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of 
Public Health, Box A-5331, Health Department, Folder, “Jan-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-
1970,” PCA.  
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SECTION 2 

DRUG ABUSE IN LIGHT OF THE WAR ON CRIME 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE NORTH PHILADELPHIA RIOTS – TROUBLE AMONG “OTHERS” 

 
The “Psychology-Policy Cycle” mentioned previously did not end in an 

abrupt fashion.  Instead, it gradually wound down through incremental and 

collaborative policy making dynamics.  As the drug epidemic escalated in other 

municipalities like New York City, elected officials assigned it a higher priority and 

began seeking federal assistance sooner than Philadelphia.  In response, 

presidential narrative and focus illuminated the issue in public discourse.  This re-

calibrated drug use as a policy issue and eventually generated programs and 

legislation.  With rising awareness of the problem and a changing policy 

environment, Philadelphia and other cities adjusted and leveraged newly 

available ways and means.  Put another way, they jumped on the band wagon.1   

Once drug control programs achieved a self-sustaining momentum, 

Philadelphia drew heavily upon them and the city’s approach to drug control was 

progressive and well rounded.  But that was still half a decade away.  Despite 

presidential emphasis on drug use, the prevailing policy orientation was pivoting 

toward law enforcement.  Like the civil unrest in so many other cities, the North 

Philadelphia Riots were a catalyst in this policy turn.  Drug abuse was one of 

many negative aspects of a North Philadelphia environment that contributed to 

                                            
1 Charles D. Allen, Breena E. Coates, and George J. Woods III, “Strategic Decision Making 
Paradigms: A Primer for Senior Leaders” (Department of Command, Leadership, and 
Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, AY 2015). 
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the rioting, which in turn, fed public concerns about stability.  And similar to 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs in an individual, the growing fixation on law and 

order initially conspired to suppress Philadelphia’s response to drug abuse. 

Thucydides notes that three things typically drive the actions of men: fear, 

honor, and self-interest.  Certainly all three of these may govern the actions of 

citizens and policy makers.  The issues they seek to address are inherently 

complex and people do not simply react.  They both adapt to their environment 

and seek to shape it by applying strategy.  

With regard to Philadelphia politics, the historian Matthew Countrymen 

notes three phases in the civil rights struggle in Philadelphia.  Beginning in the 

early 1950s, the Democratic Party became the home for progressives oriented 

on urban renewal, civil rights, and an end to corruption. By the early 1960s, there 

was mounting frustration because of a lack of progress. Countrymen notes that 

the North Philadelphia Riots in 1964 were both a symptom and an indicator of 

this frustration. This ushered in what he considered to be the third phase, which 

began in the mid-to-late 1960s.  It was characterized by prominent leadership 

from Cecil B. Moore and the Rev. Leon Sullivan, greater militancy, and the 

migration of protest from a public to a more political forum.2   

While scholars have suggested the War on Crime was a conscious effort 

to counter rising militancy and political mobilization, Cornell University historian 

                                            
2 Matthew Countryman, Up South: Civil Rights and Black Power in Philadelphia (Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2006).  See also Weigley, Wainwright, and Wolf, eds., 
Philadelphia: A 300 Year History. 
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Julilly Kohler-Hausmann notes that "law and order" campaigns cannot be 

reflexively interpreted by historians as a backlash against rising crime rates and 

public dissent.  She cites political scientist Vesla Weaver, who offers that "crime 

and violence were merely objective conditions apart from an elite response.”  

Weaver further states that the simple cause-and-effect of rising crime and 

increasing incarceration fails to account for "how target groups were socially 

constructed, and elite incentives and agency."3  

While this may be true, we must also consider that the reasonable 

challenging of causation does not negate correlation.  Kohler-Hausmann builds 

on Weaver's insights to establish that the War on Crime was an iterative and 

dynamic interaction between citizens at the grassroots level and their elected 

officials.  This is readily apparent in the response to the North Philadelphia Riots 

and in the later progress of the War on Crime.  We can further augment their 

observations by drawing on the ideas applicable to complex adaptive systems. 

Whether considering crime, drug overdose rates, or any other negative 

demographic trend, a key factor is the perception of a changing steady-state, and 

                                            
3 Vesla Weaver, “Frontlash: Race and Development of Punitive Crime Policy,” Studies in 
American Political Development, 21 (Fall  2007): 235, cited in Julilly Kohler-Hausmann, “‘The 
Attila the Hun Law’: New York’s Rockefeller Drug Laws and the Making of a Punitive State,” 
Journal of Social History  44, no.1, (Fall, 2010); 71-72, ProQuest Social Sciences Premium 
Collection (755016800, accessed, July 24, 2015); Stapel, Reicher, and Spears, “Social Identity, 
Availability, and the Perception of Risk.” 
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fears of an impending epidemic.  As one newspaper story from the period asked, 

“Are Riots Here to Stay?”4  

 Kathleen Frydl notes in The Drug Wars in America, 1940 – 1973, those 

trapped by the conditions of urban blight believed that the riots were a justifiable 

response to neglect.  In US cities, street crime and riots were both perception 

and reality, which when added to assassinations, bombings, and other indicators 

of social decay, seemed “to confirm to outsiders that the inner-city had 

descended into lawlessness.”5  Drug abuse attracted some presidential interest 

prior to the Philadelphia Riots.  However, as the War on Crime gained traction, 

drug abuse was still a lesser issue, nested among a myriad of other concerns. 

Sit-ins and a Resignation 

 When looking at historical events, we are always jumping into a flowing 

stream.6  The North Philadelphia Riots represented an instance of punctuated 

equilibrium, a traumatic flare-up in a complex adaptive system, which drove a 

policy response aimed at restoring balance.  The same riots, and the ensuing 

pivot toward law enforcement, obscured drug abuse and slowed the public 

response to it.  This happened even though drug abuse was a constituent 

                                            
4 “Are riots here to stay?” Evening Bulletin, Sep 5, 1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia 
Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ref/collection/p15037coll7/id/1779 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
5 Frydl, The Drug Wars in America,1940-1973, 321. 
6 Elizabeth D. Samet, “When is a War Over,” The New York Times, Nov. 21, 2014, 
http://nyti.ms/1Fa6UEz (accessed, July 24, 2015); “Tate Warned Before Sit-ins by Schermer,” 
Evening Bulletin, Jun 5, 1963, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, 
TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ ref/collection/p15037coll7/id/2031 (accessed July 
23, 2015). 
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element of the same environment that produced the riots.  While not equaling the 

magnitude of a riot, a little over a year prior, there had been other racial issues 

that heralded impending trouble and demanded the mayor’s attention.   

In June of 1963, George Shermer, Executive Director of the Commission 

on Human Relations, resigned because he felt that the group represented a 

token effort to address racial integration.  A month after a Congress of Racial 

Equality (CORE) sit-in at the Mayor's office, Shermer noted that he had given 

Mayor James H.J. Tate a warning the day prior to the event.  Shermer also said 

Tate was far less responsive to issues related to racial integration than had been 

his predecessors, Mayors Joseph Clark and Mayor Richardson Dilworth.7 

Reminiscent of JFK's comments about "window dressing," committees can 

drive change or be irrelevant, depending on executive focus.  While the CORE 

sit-in was peaceful and a year prior to the North Philadelphia riots, Shermer 

offered that an alternative agreement was viable.  Whether it was or not must 

remain unknown. Nevertheless, one cannot deny that the simple act of sitting 

down to negotiate could have sent an effective message and contributed to 

progress. And what is known is that Mayor Tate refused to meet with Shermer or 

Commission on Human Relations Chairperson, Sadie T.M. Alexander (later 

Director of Philadelphia's Model Cities Program). 

                                            
7 “Tate Warned Before Sit-Ins By Shermer,” Evening Bulletin, Jun 5, 1963, George D. McDowell 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ref/collection/p15037 coll7/id/2031 (accessed Sep 4, 2015). 
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Historian Carl Becker notes that the American Revolution was a struggle 

for both home rule and to determine who would rule at home.8   We can see the 

same dynamic in Philadelphia’s civil rights movement.  As talks between the 

Commission, CORE, union representatives for skilled trades, and employers 

started and stalled, Cecil B. Moore, President of the NAACP in Philadelphia, 

essentially staked a claim as the arbiter for black Philadelphians. In response to 

CORE's picketing of the Mayor's office, Moore stated that the “only thing they've 

ever done…is [sleep] in the Mayor's office. Before they slept in, they didn't 

consult us."  From a conceptual standpoint, one can see the wisdom in a desire 

for consolidation, coordination, and control.  But the concept must be translated 

to reality so that it can be applied.  Invariably, this involves a power struggle. In 

response, CORE Chairman, Lewis Smith, stated "No Negro has a right to sign 

away the rights of all other Negroes who are themselves struggling to attain their 

freedom."9 

  Both perspectives have merit, and one can see the complexity inherent 

in the relations between city officials, political action groups, and citizens.  To 

effectively marshal and apply resources, or put another way, to execute strategy, 

relevant stakeholders had to reach a consensus and mobilize politically. At the 

same time, city officials had to figure out with whom to collaborate and negotiate.  

                                            
8 Alfred F. Young, The American Revolution (Dekalb: Northern Illinois University Press, 1976), X.  
See also Gary B. Nash, The Unknown American Revolution: The Unruly Birth of Democracy and 
the Struggle to Create America (New York: Viking, 2005). 
9 “City Unit Decries Race Violence, Asks Tate to Give it New Support,” Evening Bulletin, Jun 3, 
1963, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ ref/collection/p15037coll7/id/2026 (accessed July 23, 2015).  
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Given the prevailing policy orientation toward development and urban renewal, 

and the expansion of bureaucracy and state power, the situation was not unlike 

US nation building efforts abroad.  The task involved formal and informal power 

structures, conflicting constituencies, social and cultural barriers, tensions 

between values and resource constraints, and sustainability. 

In effect, Cecil B. Moore did not want to be part of a multilateral 

negotiation.  And yet as a policy maker, one can see why Mayor James H. J. 

Tate would have wanted to include as many stakeholders as possible.  On the 

one hand, a plurality of participants might slow the staffing and decision-making 

process.  On the other hand, it would also enhance perspective, increase the 

possibility of more expansive buy-in, and communicate more directly with a wider 

span of constituents.  Who Mayor Tate invited to the table was itself a form of 

strategic messaging. 

Again, this is akin to diplomacy and the decision to sit down with an 

opposing party. Depending on the situation, one party might oppose the idea of 

negotiating with another to avoid conferring legitimacy on their counterpart.  It 

also represented an example of competing narratives. The news story recounting 

the dispute linked NAACP picketing with violence when it concluded, 

“Yesterday’s conference was arranged under the terms of a May 31 pact which 

ended picketing – and violence – by the NAACP at a school.” Conversely, Cecil 

B Moore linked Philadelphia police with violence and indicated a shift in tactics – 



  130 

 
 

using primarily women and children as picketers in the future.10  Like the Cold 

War “periphery,” representatives from CORE, trade unions, the Board of 

Education and others seemed caught in a superpower standoff between the 

Commission and the NAACP.   

So beyond the possibility of inattention or low prioritization, this is an issue 

of Mayor Tate trying to figure out how to address a complex array of stakeholders 

and operating through a variety of means.  In what respect did the leaders of 

CORE and the NAACP agree and disagree?  Were their ends aligned, but they 

differed regarding the application of Ways and Means?  Were they simply 

embroiled in a power struggle?  These are just a few of the questions that Mayor 

Tate had to sort out in real-time.  So while the evidence remains incomplete, it 

appears likely that what initially appears as a lack of interest  was an attempt to 

retain strategic flexibility.11 

Despite the difficulty in engaging the key players, the handling of these 

work negotiations is an indication of failed environmental scanning, or at least a 

failure to adequately respond to relevant stakeholders. Shermer stated that “the 

long smoldering racial tensions were being fused into a nationwide 'crusade' and 

that Philadelphia might be one city in which major demonstrations might take 

                                            
10 “NAACP Balks at New Bid to Peace Talks,” Evening Bulletin, Jun 18, 1963, George D. 
McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/singleitem/ collection/p15037coll7/id/2009/rec/1 (accessed 
July 23, 2015). 
11 “City Unit Decries Race Violence, Asks Tate to Give it New Support,” Evening Bulletin, Jun 3, 
1963, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ ref/collection/p15037coll7/id/2026 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
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place."12  It takes no great leap of creative or critical thinking to associate major 

demonstrations with possible violence. One can only understand the evolving 

attitudes toward drug abuse and the City’s strategic response by situating them 

against this backdrop. 

The Great Society 

 Regardless of how things were progressing at the local level, there was at 

least a conceptual unity of focus between the federal and municipal government. 

During his State of the Union speech in January of 1964, President Lyndon 

Johnson listed three goals related to achieving the “Great Society:” They were 1) 

“Keep the economy growing;” 2) “Increase opportunities for everyone;” 3) 

“Improve the quality of life for all.”  While LBJ specifically mentioned enforcement 

of civil rights laws and the right to vote for African Americans, he generically 

mentioned their plight when he referenced “stricken areas left behind by our 

national progress” and those Americans “still trapped in poverty, and idleness, 

and fear.”13  In support of the Great Society’s ends, he listed nine ways to 

achieve those goals.  The top three pertained to education, healthcare, and 

urban renewal.  Controlling and preventing crime was listed as item number six 

and did not link crime with urban spaces. 

                                            
12 “Tate Warned Before Sit-Ins By Shermer,” Evening Bulletin, Jun 5, 1963, George D. McDowell 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ref/collection/p15037 coll7/id/2031 (accessed Sep 4, 2015). 
13 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union," January 4, 
1965, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26907 (accessed July 5, 2015). 
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Later in the speech, LBJ mentioned specific instruments of law 

enforcement during expanded discussion on how to achieve the 3rd strategic end, 

“Improve the quality of life for all.”  Johnson was clearly calling for a progressive 

approach by highlighting training for law enforcement officers, the application of 

modern science, and prevention programs oriented on discovering the causes of 

crime.  While crime was a concern, LBJ did not link it to drugs, nor did he 

mention drugs or narcotics anywhere in his speech.14  If we consider the purpose 

of LBJ’s call to action, Philadelphia was at least aligned with the intent and, in 

many respects, progressing apace.  

Waning Emphasis on Development 

As an indicator of Philadelphia responding to federal programs and intent, 

in July 1964, Mayor Tate appointed a 12-person task force for development and 

designated himself as its chairman.  The mayor’s task force would serve an 

integrating function and provide oversight for over 100 service organizations.  In 

an attempt to get ahead of the Economic Opportunity Act, which was expected to 

be passed in the Senate by early fall, Tate directed the Philadelphia Council for 

Community Advancement (PCCA) to focus on serving human needs.  The PCCA 

had been created a year prior and was operating with funding from the Ford 

                                            
14 It is interesting that LBJ perceived a proliferation of threats versus a bipolar or tri-polar 
communist threat. Since the fall of the Berlin wall and communism, we often view this as a 
"simpler time."  Also, his mention of discovering the causes of crime maps directly to 
Philadelphia’s first Law Enforcement Agency grant request. 
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Foundation.  Mayor Tate designated the PCCA as Philadelphia’s vehicle for 

community improvement.15 

In parallel with the PCCA, the Economic Development Committee had 

been created to address economic services in January of 1964.  It was 

conceived as a step toward obtaining federal funding under the Area 

Redevelopment Administration (ARA).  This earlier program provided grants for 

public facilities, technical studies, and Small Business Administration loans.16  

The goal of both organizations was to serve an integrating function within the city 

and essentially develop new ways and means.  Federal funding would be 

available at a 90%/10% ratio and priority would be given to communities that 

already had action programs.  The 10% local contribution did not have to be 

monetary, but could be provided in the form of staff services.  While both ARA 

and the PCCA were oriented on North Philadelphia, neither procured grant 

money related to drug control. 

 As with other initiatives, perceptions of the PCCA were mixed.  President 

of the NAACP, Cecil B. Moore, was confident that the program "will be prostituted 

and no one will benefit if the PCCA is left in."  Though seemingly guarded in his 

optimism, Rev. Leon Sullivan, pastor of the Zion Baptist Church in North 

Philadelphia, conveyed a "wait-and-see" approach and publicly supported Tate in 

                                            
15 “Tate Names Task Force for Antipoverty War,” Evening Bulletin, Jul 22, 1964, George D. 
McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple. 
edu/cdm/singleitem/ collection/p15037coll7/id/1912/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
16 “Tate Names Committee for Economic Growth,” Evening Bulletin, Jan 6, 1964, George D. 
McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple. 
edu/cdm/singleitem/collection/ p15037coll7/id/2113/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
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his efforts.17 This demonstrates the diversity of opinion, if not with regard to ends, 

then certainly with ways and means.  Regardless, both leaders figured 

prominently while responding to the crisis that exploded just over a month later. 

North Philadelphia Riots Stun the City 

The North Philadelphia Riots erupted following a traffic stop involving an 

African-American couple on August 28, 1964.  Not surprisingly, there were 

conflicting accounts of how the incident unfolded.18  Patrolman Robert Wells, a 

black motorcycle policeman, responded to a report of an automobile blocking an 

intersection.  Mrs. Odessa Bradford was behind the wheel, revving the engine 

and arguing with her husband, Rush Bradford, who was outside the vehicle.  As 

the African American couple argued, traffic reportedly backed up for three blocks.  

Mr. Bradford was described by Officer Wells as being “gentlemanly all the way.”  

However, Mrs. Bradford was allegedly abusive and started kicking and hitting 

Officer Wells, who ultimately handcuffed her and began loading her into a patrol 

wagon.  Patrolman John Hoff, a white officer, arrived in a police cruiser and 

began to assist Officer Wells. As both officers struggled to put Mrs. Bradford in 

the patrol wagon, James Nettles, an African American who had a lengthy criminal 

record which included assault and bank robbery, jumped Officer Wells from 

                                            
17  “Tate Names Task Force for Antipoverty War,” Evening Bulletin, Jul 22, 1964, George D. 
McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/ 
cdm/singleitem/ collection/p15037coll7/id/1912/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
18 Even the race of the two patrolmen involved is uncertain.  For a detailed assessment of 
multiple sources see Nicole Maurantonio, “Standing By: Police Paralysis, Race, in the 1964 
Philadelphia Riot,” Journalism History, 38, no. 2 (Summer, 2012): 110-121; see also S.A 
Paolantonio, Frank Rizzo: The Last Big Man in Big-City America, (Philadelphia: Camino Books, 
2003), 74-76. 
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behind and wrestled away his billy-club.  Both Officer Wells and Hoff were 

injured, and additional police officers and bystanders joined the fray, as the 

situation spun out of control.19  

The next day, Mayor James HJ Tate declared a curfew across a 125 block 

area.20 The 22nd and 23rd Police Districts essentially comprised the curfew area. 

The conjunction between environment, drug abuse, and other social ills, can be 

glimpsed through police statistical reports. During the previous year (1963), 

10.4% of Philadelphia’s major crime arrests were made in the Police District 22, 

and 8.7% of arrests were made in the Police District 23.  Based on total arrests, 

these districts were the highest two in Philadelphia.  Based on arrest rates, 

District 22 (264 arrests/10,000 population) and District 23 (356 arrests/10,000 

population), were the 3rd and 4th highest in the city.21  Tate’s proclamation to clear 

this area was based upon P.L. 666, Section 22, which related to public assembly 

and dated back to1850.  Along with the curfew, he also urged citizens to remain 

                                            
19 “Man and Woman Who Sparked Riot Are Held in High Bail for Court,” Evening Bulletin, Aug 30, 
1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/ cdm/ref/collection/ p15037coll7/id/1348 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
20 The proscribed area was from Poplar Street to Lehigh Avenue and from 10th Street to 33rd 
Street. “Tate Orders All Civilians Off Streets in Riot Area” Evening Bulletin, Aug 29, 1964, George 
D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/ 
cdm/singleitem/collection/ p15037coll7/id/1309/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015).  
21 Based on population, Police Districts 6 and 9 (immediately to the south and southeast of the 
curfew area) had the highest crime rates in the city.  Their rates were 588/10K population and 
356/10K population respectively. Author calculations based on data contained in City of 
Philadelphia, Police Department, Statistical Report, 1963, 17, 32, RG 61-1.1, Box A-578, Annual 
Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1a, Police Annual Report, 1963,” PCA.   
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off the streets and not attend church, a request that was publicly supported by 

Catholic Archbishop John J. Kroll.22 

In her examination “Standing By: Police Paralysis, Race, and the 1964 

Philadelphia Riot,” the University of Richmond’s Nicole Maurantonio, an expert in 

communication studies, notes that “… Journalists [covering the riots] privileged 

frames of police paralysis and marginalization.”23  She argues that this narrative 

endorsed a perception of North Philadelphia as “The Jungle,” and ultimately 

contributed to the elimination of the police advisory board several years later as 

well as a larger, rightward political turn.  While these judgments are reasonable, 

these journalists were covering Philadelphia’s response to a crisis.  Looking at 

the North Philadelphia Riots through this lens sheds additional light on the event. 

Crisis Response 

In generic terms, a crisis response is a time-sensitive operation that 

involves rapidly gaining an understanding of the situation, quickly formulating a 

plan, issuing orders to execute the plan, and communicating both inside and 

outside the organization. One aspect which differentiates a crisis response from 

a deliberate operation is more direct involvement by executives.24  Another 

aspect is the iterative, evolving nature of a crisis and the virtual certainty of 

                                            
22 “Don’t Go to Church, Tate Says,” Evening Bulletin, Aug 30, 1964, George D. McDowell 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/ 
cdm/singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/ id/1344/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
23 Maurantonio, “Standing By,” 110. 
24 Campaign Planning Handbook, Appendix D: Crisis Action Planning (Department of Military 
Strategy, Planning, and Operations, US Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, PA, 2015), D1-
D17. 
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surprises and setbacks.  Public communications is often critical for handling 

these latter attributes and yielding perceived and/or actual success.  As Ron 

Rhody, a public relations expert offers, there really is no such thing as managing 

a crisis.  Once the event is underway, it is an exercise in damage control.  And 

while the opportunity for proactive intervention may have passed, a crisis 

highlights a great deal about organizations and administrations.25  It also offers a 

chance for feedback, assessment, and improvement if decision makers seize 

those opportunities.   

Re-establishing Control 

 Mayor James H. J. Tate was at his vacation home on the Jersey Shore 

when the riot broke out on August 28, 1964.   By the time he returned to 

Philadelphia to provide oversight, the response was already underway. While the 

police were not the only city department to respond, they were the main effort.  At 

the high-water mark, out of a force of roughly 5400 police officers, 3500 

uniformed police, 100 detectives, 85 police cars, and 60 juvenile gang 

investigators were directly involved or providing support.  For the police, this 

equated to 67% of their total force, so they were unequivocally conducting a 

surge operation.  Also, city judges, court staff, and 17 Assistant attorneys were 

either on duty, on standby, or on call.26  The response peaked over the Labor 

                                            
25 Ron Rhody, The CEO's Playbook (Sacramento, CA: Academy Publishing, 1999), 77-82. 
26 “City Prepared for New Riots, Mayor says,” Evening Bulletin, Sep 9, 1964, George D. McDowell 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ 
singleitem/ collection/p15037coll7/id/1774/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
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Day weekend, and essentially ended on September 8th, when Mayor Tate lifted 

the curfew he had imposed.27 

Narrative 

Because of the power of narrative, it is interesting to note the importance 

that relevant stakeholders place on categorizing or naming events.  In some 

cases, simply finding the “right” name or slogan can be a watershed event.  For 

instance, in Black City Makers, sociologist Marcus Hunter recounts how African 

Americans in Philadelphia’s 7th Ward opposed the construction of the proposed 

Crosstown Expressway, intended to link I-95 with I-76, the Schuylkill 

Expressway, for 25 years.28  His story presents a detailed account of community 

based leadership, strategy, and mobilization.  But along with identifying the 

various legal and political ways and means applied, Hunter notes the importance 

of narrative.  In particular, he offers that the death knell of the Crosstown 

Expressway was when it was rhetorically coined, “Philadelphia’s Mason-Dixon 

line.”  This description resonated with a larger audience and galvanized 

expanded opposition to the project.29 

In a more recent example, investigations surrounding the 2012 attack on 

the US diplomatic compound in Benghazi, Libya, which killed U.S. Ambassador 

                                            
27 “Curfew is Lifted for N. Phila.; Reduced Police Force Stays on Duty,” Evening Bulletin, Sep 8, 
1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital. 
library.temple.edu/cdm/ singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/id/1794/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
28 The proposed Crosstown Expressway (I-695) must not to be confused with the current Vine 
Street Expressway (I-676). 
29 Marcus A. Hunter, Black Citymakers: How the Philadelphia Negro Changed Urban America 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2013), 144. 
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Christopher Stevens, have revealed how anxious State Department and White 

House officials concentrated their initial efforts about labeling the source of the 

attacks.  In particular, they were fixated on whether the attacks were 

premeditated or spontaneous, and whether the attacks were the work of terrorists 

or a riotous crowd. We see similar concerns as Mayor Tate’s administration 

responded to the North Philadelphia riots. 

Taprooms and Riots 

As mentioned previously, when the North Philadelphia Riots erupted, 

Mayor Tate imposed a curfew.  He also ordered all taprooms closed until the 

violence abated.30  While this was a practical measure, the closures carried other 

implications that demonstrate the delicate balance between crisis and response.  

For instance, the presence of police and the closing of businesses initially 

contribute to re-establishing order.  However, as with counter-insurgency 

strategy, at a certain point, those same responses can create or sustain tension.  

As one observer noted when the curfew was finally lifted, "People seem a lot 

more cooperative now."  The unanswered question is what had previously 

caused their uncooperativeness?  Was he referring to the looters of previous 

days or law-abiding citizens who felt the police response to be illegitimate? 

Finding the “sweet spot” in making the transition from crisis response to 

the return of normalcy is a qualitative, risk management decision.  Cecil B. Moore 

                                            
30 “Tate to Ask U.S., State to Help Repair Riot Area,” Evening Bulletin, Aug 31, 1964, George D. 
McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/ 
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recognized this, and whether or not his timing was right, by September 3rd he 

was urging Mayor Tate to end the curfew and re-open businesses and 

taprooms.31  That being said, not everyone was opposed to the closing of the 

beer gardens. One woman commented that while they were out of operation the 

neighborhood was reminiscent of 50 years prior.  And in her assessment, that 

was a positive.32 

Alcohol consumption is consistently a contributor to negative behaviors 

among all demographics, and several groups explored its role as a causal factor 

for the riots.  Nearly a year after the Philadelphia riot, one postmortem laid 

motivation for the riot at the feet of local bars. The Philadelphia Chapter of the 

American Jewish Committee noted in an independent study that there were 

flagrant violations of state liquor codes in the vicinity of Columbia and Ridge 

avenues.  In particular, many bars violated restrictions that prohibited them from 

being next to each other or within 300 feet of a church.  According to a District 

Attorney report cited in the study, police had responded to 70% of the area’s 57 

"Tap Rooms" (40 bars) and filed 186 charges for offenses that included 

gambling, prostitution, sale of narcotics, battery, and rape.   

                                            
31 “Withdraw Riot Police, Moore Urges Mayor,” Evening Bulletin, Sep 3, 1964, George D. 
McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/ 
cdm/singleitem/collection/ p15037coll7/id/1919/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
32 “Curfew is Lifted for N. Phila.; Reduced Police Force Stays on Duty,” Evening Bulletin, Sep 8, 
1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital. 
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Amidst accusations of payoffs, the Pennsylvania State Liquor Board said it 

could not close many of the bars despite requests by Mayor Tate that it do so.33  

While the presence of so many drinking establishments could certainly contribute 

to violent public disturbances, the narrative could also undermine serious 

attempts to examine more fundamental, systemic causes of social unrest and 

civil disturbance in Philadelphia.  Without even saying it, the story could be 

construed as dismissing serious racial problems and presenting the riots as just a 

bunch of people getting drunk and being disorderly. 

This idea was a significant narrative point associated with the North 

Philadelphia Riots.  In concert with the response to drug abuse in the early 

1960s, it reflected the influence of Attraction-Similarity theory, in which white 

Philadelphians at large would have viewed non-white North Philadelphians (and 

particularly those rioting) as significantly different from themselves.  In parallel, 

Over-Attribution Bias would have increased the chance of Philadelphians making 

a dispositional judgment regarding the rioters, versus at least partly attributing 

their actions to external circumstances.34  Both dynamics could influence how the 

body politic responded to the riots, drug abuse, and other developmental 

challenges in the city. 

                                            
33 “Jewish Group’s Report Agrees with Tribune that Surplus of Bars in N. Phila. Aids Riot Threat,” 
The Philadelphia Tribune, Jul 31, 1965, ProQuest Historical Newspapers, (532331151, accessed 
July 24, 2015). 
34 "Over-Attribution Bias," in International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 2nd ed., ed. 
William A. Darity, Jr., 6 (Detroit: Macmillan Reference USA, 2008), 88-89, Gale VirTUSCRCl 
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Not a Civil Rights Issue 

Mayor Tate’s first concern was demonstrating leadership, describing the 

situation, and conveying that the city government was in control.  A Philadelphia 

Evening Bulletin story on 29 August noted that Tate had returned from vacation 

in Ocean City, an indicator that he took the situation seriously and was “at the 

helm.”  Tate referred to cooperation from the local community and opined that 

support from the state police would not be needed.35  The next day, he ascribed 

the riot to the work of “hoodlums” and added, “What happened here last night 

and today has nothing to do with civil rights or any proper or fair grievance.”36  As 

with labeling someone a dope addict, his narrative was framing the issue and 

potentially limiting public debate.  Essentially, he was trying to discredit the 

source and indirectly state that Philadelphia was a progressive city.  Tate was 

also implying that Philadelphia was working through its racial integration issues 

and did not experience these types of problems. 

  A day later, on August 31, Mayor Tate augmented this message when he 

stated, “What fooled us is that this is not a civil rights situation.” Mayor Tate said 

that he thought there was little chance “…of Negro riots here,” because of 

                                            
35 “Tate Orders All Civilians Off Streets in Riot Area” Evening Bulletin, Aug 29, 1964, George D. 
McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple. 
edu/cdm/singleitem/collection/ p15037coll7/id/1309/rec/1 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
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programs which targeted poverty and juvenile delinquency.37  The implication 

here was that the city conceived of civil rights as a work in progress.  While this 

could have been simply narrative, it might also be an indication of Mayor Tate 

conflating his perception of his administration’s image with its actual response.38  

It also could have reflected the honest belief that Philadelphia was making 

progress at an acceptable rate.  Consistent with this idea of exceptionalism (or 

denial), and again like drug control, the notion of outside influences as a causal 

factor also immediately penetrated public discourse. 

Foreign Infection 

On the same day that Mayor Tate established the curfew, The 

Philadelphia Inquirer ran a story entitled, “Hate Group ‘Influx’ Probed.”  Rather 

than accept Philadelphia had racial integration problems, flowing from deep, 

systemic drivers, the story contained an appeal to fear manifested in the form of 

a shadowy group from Harlem, called the “Blood Brothers.”  They were allegedly 

spreading hate literature and were skilled in hand-to-hand combat.  Terry 

Chisolm, executive director of Philadelphia’s Commission on Human Relations, 

stated that three weeks earlier he had received word that the Blood Brothers 

were coming to Philadelphia on September 1st to create “a holocaust that would 
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make Harlem riots look like a picnic.”  The article also featured association with 

earlier riots in Rochester, New York.39   

In aggregate, the story was congruent with the “foreign infection” thesis 

common in drug control stories.  As drug scholar Daniel Weimer notes, thinking 

of drug abuse as a disease can promote a medical or epidemiological response.  

However, the idea of drugs as an outside or foreign infection tends to accompany 

this perspective.  This latter view tends to drive a supply reduction approach, 

which is essentially that of interdiction and law enforcement.40 

From the standpoint of construction, the article began with a reference to 

the Philadelphia Commission on Human Relations, an association that doubtless 

accorded it credibility among some reader demographics.  Sandwiched in the 

middle, the story mentioned that the FBI was unable to find any members of the 

Harlem's Blood Brothers at a hotel where they were rumored to have stayed.  

At the end of the article, there were comments by Cecil B. Moore.  He 

basically described the allegations as a red herring intended to distract 

Philadelphians from the real cause of the riot, "a spontaneous thing…due to a 

long history of police mistreatment."41
 

 Also associated with the notion of a foreign infection, and in keeping with 

Cold War ideology, the FBI had conducted an investigation about the possibility 
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of communist influence. Attorney General Robert Kennedy ordered the FBI to 

look for indications of racial disturbances throughout the North.  The federal 

government also pledged investigative help from agencies like the post office and 

the Bureau of Narcotics.  After dismissing this possibility of communist 

connections, as well as the role of Black Muslim groups, Mayor Tate did assert 

that the riots were organized.42 

Organized and Pre-Meditated 

 One noteworthy aspect of North Philadelphia Riot discourse is that it 

developed very quickly.  Within 3 to 4 days from the start of the riots, news 

outlets presented an evolving array of narrative points that ultimately framed 

public debate for the long-term.  Once Mayor Tate had opined that the riots were 

premeditated, he had to respond to a host of related questions.   

The district attorney, James Crumlish, Jr., stated that his office had 

received advance warning two weeks prior to the riots and had turned this 

information over to Tate.  This assertion provoked a public squabble, when in 

response to a question about outside agitators, the Mayor stated he did not think 

Crumlish really knew the answer and had never provided him with such 

information.43   Whether or not he had submitted the report to Tate, Crumlish held 

a press conference in which he provided more detail about two “known 

instigators,” whose whereabouts was unknown.  Both were, “From out of town 
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and apparently came to Philadelphia to stir up unrest.”44  Again pointing to 

concerns that the North Philadelphia riots were both the product of outside 

instigators and a local manifestation of social unrest that might spread, District 

Attorney Crumlish recognized the coordination between the mayor of Baltimore 

and the governor of Maryland.  Both were asking for information, so that they 

could take prophylactic measures to prevent similar occurrences in their areas of 

responsibility.45 

Too Lenient 

Beyond the origin of the riots, and whether or not they were premeditated, 

the center of public debate focused on the police response.  By August 30th, the 

second day of the riots, reports were already circulating that police were standing 

by as looters pillaged North Philadelphia stores.  Mayor Tate’s initial answer to 

the allegation seemed evasive.  When specifically asked about looting he 

responded, “The police department does not stand by and permit lawlessness to 

take place. Steps are being taken to bring about complete order.”46  A day later, 

he said there would be an investigation, and went so far as to threaten 
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disciplinary action against any police who alleged they had been told to “hold 

back.”47  

Politics invariably creeps into policy issues.  While leaders of any political 

persuasion want serious events to be dealt with effectively, they also want the 

response (and their personal stance on the issue) to put them in a positive light.48  

Republican leader William Meehan charged Tate with failing to bring all his 

authorities to bear and stated, “From what I understand the police said they were 

not allowed to lock up anyone for looting.”49  In what amounted to an allegation of 

coddling, Meehan criticized Tate’s administration when he vaguely commented, 

“They brought in all the leaders of the Negro race, who started telling them [the 

looters] that they understood their conditions and the like.”  He inaccurately 

described Mayor Tate as having portrayed the riots as race related, when in fact 

Tate had tried to emphasize the opposite.  Whether knowingly or not, Meehan 

was echoing Mayor Tate’s narrative when he asserted that the riots were not 

race related, but the work of hoodlums and drunks.50  

Also jumping into the fray, Republican City Chairman William J. Devlin 

blamed the Mayor for a “breakdown in police intelligence.”51  And several days 
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later, Democratic City Council President Paul D’Ortona stated that if the rioting 

continued, the city should “fight fire with fire.”52  In later news stories, he made 

the inflammatory recommendation that the city should have used police dogs.53  

As with drug control, these crude approaches represented politically satisfying, 

simple answers to symptoms versus a comprehensive response to the drivers of 

a complex problem.  

Once the immediate crisis had passed, the City Council began its own 

bipartisan investigation.  The proposal to do so had been presented by 

Republican City Councilman David Silver (an African American representing the 

10th District) and mentioned, “vandals and hoodlums (who) went on a wild 

rampage of rioting and looting.”  It also noted that many North Philadelphia 

merchants had seen their businesses destroyed.  While there is no specific 

correspondence conveying the decision for police not to arrest looters, the 

proposal requested investigations of allegations that “Orders issued by a person 

or persons high in the city government to our police force and Park Guards 

allowed stores and business enterprises to be pillaged.”  Some were surprised 

when Democratic City Council President, Paul D’Ortona, referred the proposal to 

the Committee on Public Safety.  But given D’Ortona’s earlier disagreement with 
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Mayor Tate, and comments about police dogs, this hardly seems out of 

character.54 

 As frequently seen in the public debate about drug control, the 

accusations of selective enforcement were presented in an inflammatory manner 

and were politically motivated by a desire to make Tate look ineffectual.  And 

despite the Mayor’s denials, the assertions were credible.  North Philadelphia 

merchants were incensed by what they viewed as police inaction.  A raucous 

meeting with Commerce Department Director Frederick Mann almost devolved 

into an altercation.  And business owners openly refuted that the police were 

providing them any protection.  One stated that the only time she had ever called 

the police was on the second night of the riot.  The response she had received 

was, “Lady, we can’t help you.”55   

Several days later, police officers wrote letters which were printed in the 

Philadelphia Evening Bulletin.  They describe themselves as “political pawns” 

and noted their actions did not constitute self-restraint, but receipt of direct 

orders. Some asserted this imposed restraint contributed to the injury of over one 

hundred police officers. Alluding to a less than overt orders process, one 

anonymous writer noted that, “… word was passed through the police grapevine 

to let the looters alone.”  Another commented, “don’t give us commendations, 
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pats on the back, free sandwiches and water; give us the backing of the city 

government and citizens.”56  Other evidence also indicates police restraint was 

based on directive and not a lack of capability.  Once the dust settled, Police 

Captain Frank Rizzo apparently never forgave his boss, Commissioner Howard 

Leary, for his handling of the riot.57 

In Praise of the Response 

Despite his earlier threats of administrative punishment, Mayor Tate 

repeatedly praised police restraint.  In language that paralleled the fear 

mongering associated with the “foreign infection” thesis, he stated, “They [police] 

prevented a bloody Holocaust which could’ve easily resulted in hundreds of men, 

women and children – black as well as white – dead or maimed for life.”58  

Reverend William Gray later endorsed this idea when he argued that police 

restraint had prevented “…a bloodbath that could have left 15 policemen dead.”  

He also added, “That mob was in such a frenzy that if one shot was fired, the 

police would have had to shoot at least 100 people.”59 

 One activity that was incongruent with the idea of containing the situation 

and not inciting further animosity was an operation by Capt. Clarence J. 
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Ferguson’s Special Investigation Squad (SIS).  In the midst of an approach to riot 

control that was ignoring looters and seeking to diffuse the situation, Ferguson's 

Squad made at least one 3 AM raid to arrest people selling wine from their home.  

The total amount confiscated was only about 3 gallons, so this was hardly a 

large-scale operation. The idea of conducting raids on homes while violence was 

in the streets seems incongruent with choosing to ignore looters.  Despite the 

order which closed bars and tap rooms, any “enforcement messaging” benefit 

that might have been achieved with regard to closing taprooms seems far 

outweighed by the potential for operational and political blowback.60 

Despite this incongruity, on the whole there was praise for the police from 

several quarters.  At the Philadelphia Commerce Department forum with 

businesses, an African-American business broker countered the cumulative 

discontent.  In response to his colleagues’ complaints he replied, “If you don’t like 

business in the area, why don’t you move out?  The police have done everything 

they can, what do you want, another Cypress [sic]?” [Referring to the violent 

response of police to riots in Cyprus in the late 1950s and early 1960s]. 

W. Thacher Longstreth, Executive Vice President Chamber of Commerce 

of greater Philadelphia and future Republican City Councilmember at-large, 

praised both Tate and the police force for their handling of the riots.  AFL-CIO 

president Norman Blumberg likewise praised Mayor Tate and Police 
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Commissioner Howard Leary for their performance.61  And US District Judge 

Thomas J. Clary sent a letter to the mayor stating that he disagreed with those 

criticizing the city administration.  Instead, he praised the containment of the riot, 

which was achieved without any loss of life.62   

Walter Phillips, Chairman of the Americans for Democratic Action’s 

Southeastern Pennsylvania chapter, asserted that police restraint undoubtedly 

saved lives. He offered that “guns, dogs, mounted police and other such devices 

would have been of no avail except to wound and kill.”63 While the article 

overplayed the gratefulness of African American leaders for the leniency 

displayed by the police, it also noted that the irresponsible actions of some did 

not represent the majority of responsible citizens.64  The story highlighted the 

different stakeholder perspectives and the conditions which contribute to the 

outbreak of a riot.  These conditions were similar to the reservoirs found in 

systems associated with infectious diseases like malaria.  The presence of 

reservoirs explains why single interventions or limited application of resources 

does not resolve a complex problem.  Either may suppress the problem or alter 

the equilibrium, but the basic viability of the problem remains.  Issues like social 
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unrest, unemployment, and drug abuse yield to sufficiently broad strategies that 

achieve incremental change over time.  

Others were less sanguine about the handling of the riots.  Philadelphia 

NAACP President Cecil B. Moore did not offer praise and continuously urged 

greater restraint and a lifting of the curfew.  By September 3rd, he was urging 

Mayor Tate to remove riot police from North Philadelphia, which he termed the 

imposition of a quasi-martial law.  Deliberately, it seems, exploiting an earlier 

narrative against the administration, Moore asserted the state of affairs created a 

vacuum where communist elements might gain inroads. And yet, also drawing on 

the notion of an infection, Moore asserted that tensions would spread to other 

parts of the city if the idleness imposed by the curfew continued.   

Earlier that day, Moore had stormed out of a meeting with businessmen 

and religious leaders from North Philadelphia because they had decided not to 

broadcast the meeting on television.65  When he later delivered a speech at the 

University of Pennsylvania, where he told his audience that they represented an 

“an Ivy League snob school,” he again pointed out systemic drivers which he 

believed were the true instigators of the North Philadelphia riots, "injustice by the 

police, exploitation by area merchants and slum living conditions."  As further 

support, he noted the higher prices at grocery stores, rigged scales, bribes from 
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absentee landlords to overlook code violations, and too many tap rooms.66  

Given his frequent criticism of the police, it is surprising that Moore also referred 

to the Police Advisory Board as a "kangaroo court" that was demeaning to police 

officers.67  This viewpoint could reflect Moore’s effort to present himself as an 

“honest broker” in his interaction with the City.  However, given his frequent 

clashes with other groups that were essentially aligned with the NAACP cause, it 

could also represent an attempt to consolidate a position as the sole intermediary 

for civil rights and development in Philadelphia.  This latter perspective seems 

more likely since Moore had earlier petitioned the Ford Foundation to transfer its 

support from the Philadelphia Council for Community Advancement (PCCA) to 

the Philadelphia Chapter of the NAACP.68  So while Cecil B. Moore might have 

privately been pleased to see the city’s restraint, he publicly kept attention on 

Philadelphia’s culpability with regard to the environment in North Philadelphia.  

Like any intermediary, he had multiple constituents to satisfy. 

Human Interest  

 Sprinkled among the larger narrative themes, there were also human 

interest stories that reaffirmed conceptions fitting for the “City of Brotherly Love.”  

In one, the Chief of Police, Howard Leary, commended “responsible members of 
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the Negro community,” who had shown moral support.  He referenced the 

leadership of African American ministers and storekeepers who offered drinks 

and posted signs that said, “Welcome, police only.”69  In another case, an African 

American woman and her friends provided hot dogs and coffee to riot police who 

were on duty throughout night.70  While these stories did not substantially change 

the overall tenor of a traumatic event, they pointed toward the diversity of 

experience among those involved. 

Legal Approach 

Early in the crisis, District Attorney Crumlish provided insight into the legal 

approach for dealing with riot defendants.  By September 3,, 1964, 768 people 

had been arrested in the riot area, and 217 civilians and 91 police had been hurt. 

The hundreds of rioters who had been arrested were scheduled to be indicted by 

grand jury.71  Once indictments had been obtained, these individuals would be 

tried in a special “riot court.”   

Despite the normally secret nature of grand juries and possible concerns 

about due process, District Attorney Crumlish’s decision to proceed by grand jury 

for North Philadelphia Riot cases was appropriate.  Prior to an amendment in 

                                            
69 “Leary Praises Residents Who Helped Police,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Aug 31, 1964, 
George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library. 
temple.edu/cdm/ singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/id/1356/rec/1 (accessed July 25, 2015). 
70 “Touch of kindness amid the rioting,” Philadelphia Inquirer, Sep 10, 1964, George D. McDowell 
Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ 
singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/id/1806/rec/1 (accessed July 25, 2015). 
71 “Crumlish Tells of Report on 2 Agitators in Riot Zone,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Sep 3, 
1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital. 
library.temple.edu/cdm/ singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/id/1762/rec/1 (accessed July 25, 2015). 



  156 

 
 

1973, the Pennsylvania Constitution (Article 1, section 10) required that the state 

could not proceed against a person for a felony offense except by the indictment 

of a grand jury. Since felonies envelope all forms of assault, battery, significant 

property damage, and the like, District Attorney Crumlish had to obtain 

prosecutions for most of the 1964 rioters through a grand jury.  Also, given the 

timelines associated with levying charges and processing cases, establishing a 

“riot court” was also reasonable.72  Despite the provocative name, this appeared 

to be a largely administrative response.  It entailed the marshalling of attorneys 

and court resources, within Philadelphia’s Court of Common Pleas, versus 

changing legal procedures or timelines.73  Paralleling this approach, many cities 

established “Drug Courts” in the 1990s, as a vehicle for handling nonviolent drug 

offenses.  The intent was to afford a more rehabilitative suite of options for 

handling drug abuse.  However, when combined with more punitive “three strikes 

laws,” that re-emerged in many states, the results deviated from the original 

intent.74 

Strategic Calculus 

After considering the preceding aspects of the North Philadelphia Riots, it 

is clear that Mayor James Tate’s primary goal was to contain the situation and 

restore order with as little loss of life as possible.  On the one hand, he saw the 
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North Philadelphia Riots as a serious threat to the city’s safety and security.  

However, given recent events, Tate also realized that violent suppression by 

police would likely inflame the situation and spread the violence to other parts of 

Philadelphia.  Ultimately, and perhaps unavoidably, he chose a response that 

partly dissatisfied everybody.   

  An oft-quoted dictum among military commanders states, “The first report 

is always wrong.”75  And like the public, decision makers are susceptible to a lack 

of information or misinformation.  There were accounts of instigators using 

walkie-talkies during the initial stages of the riot.76  Whether true or not, upon 

receiving this news, a policy maker could easily imagine a strategy that 

leveraged public disturbances to elevate awareness and hopefully accelerate 

social change – even if at high risk. 

 There was also a precedent for things simply “getting out of hand.”  Like 

military and police operations, the gathering of emotionally charged groups is not 

akin to laser surgery; it is frequently a messy event.  Despite the best efforts of 

those involved, there are chance encounters, and unexpected happenings that 

can cause all these endeavors to quickly escalate beyond anyone’s control.  
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Clausewitz referred to this as the “friction” of war, but it applies to many arenas 

beyond military conflict.77 

Consistent with the importance of context, the following recent events 

were undoubtedly on Mayor Tate’s mind.  On July 16th in New York City, a group 

of African American boys got into an altercation with a building superintendent.  

When a police lieutenant intervened, a 15-year-old attacked him with a knife and 

the officer shot and killed him.  The next day, Marxist-Leninist movement 

organizations passed out inflammatory pamphlets about the incident, which 

made later concerns about communist agitators in Philadelphia not so far-fetched 

after all.  On July 18th, CORE organized a rally outside a New York City police 

station to protest the June lynching of civil rights workers in Philadelphia, 

Mississippi (with possible police collusion).  Despite the best efforts of leaders 

among New York City’s African American community, riots ignited in Harlem and 

Bedford Stuyvesant.  Police responded with gunfire and looting broke out.  A 

week later, a riot broke out in Rochester, New York, and the National Guard was 

called in to restore order.  In early August, riots started in Jersey City and on 

August 15th, a riot started in Chicago after a white liquor storeowner allegedly 

man-handled a black woman trying to steal a bottle of whiskey.78  In light of this 

explosive environment, Mayor Tate’s concerns for stability were reasonable.  And 
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although his response made him politically vulnerable, it reflected a judicious 

balancing of interests and risk. 

 Civil rights leaders like, Roy Wilkins, Executive Secretary of the NAACP, 

were similarly constrained.  Wilkins may have had reason to believe agitators 

were contributing to riots in many cities.79  Reverend William Gray voiced a 

similar opinion.  As he opposed an FBI report claiming the existence of 

Philadelphia’s Police Advisory Board had hamstrung the police response to the 

riot, he also declared “this city’s riots were inspired by a ‘core’ of leadership.”  

Gray further mentioned newly arrived southern blacks who “had no sense of 

responsibility” and “hoodlums who live in fear and hopelessness.” 80  The latter 

statements might evoke notions of Philadelphia’s exceptionalism in comparison 

with other urban areas – the idea that lawlessness and racial problems were not 

part of the city’s character but had been imported from elsewhere.  However, 

they also pointed to squalid conditions in North Philadelphia that contributed to a 

sense of isolation, betrayal, and a very real lack of opportunity.  And yet, because 

of the multiple audiences Wilkins and Gray engaged, both leaders had to 

measure their words very carefully.  Again, as in the case of Philadelphia’s Mayor 

Tate, the most prudent steps and narrative were often ones that would partly 

dissatisfy all constituents.  
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Rules of Engagement (ROE) 

Despite Mayor Tate’s public denials of having issued an order to ignore 

looters, this was undoubtedly the guidance given to police officers in the picket 

lines.  What is less certain is how that guidance was promulgated - there is little 

extant evidence in the documentary record or the press.  One possibility is that 

Mayor Tate gave a direct verbal order to Police Commissioner Howard Leary not 

to suppress the rioting.  More likely, he conveyed his intent to Commissioner 

Leary, who interpreted the intent, and based on his experience, directed his 

police officers not to respond to looters. 

Elements of the black community, both residents and leaders of various 

types, could appreciate the restraint, despite not knowing definitively who had 

made the decision. However, this appreciation was diminished by knowing that 

Philadelphia’s elected officials were at least partly responsible for the decaying 

conditions caused by decades of racism and neglect.  Civil rights leaders like 

Cecil B. Moore, attempted to keep this point in public discourse as he repeatedly 

addressed systemic forces at play in North Philadelphia. 

Regardless of how disseminated, the guidance issued to police equated to 

military Rules of Engagement (ROE).  In a military operation, ROE translate a 

commander’s intent into practical and explicit guidelines regarding the escalation 

and use of force.  While ROE are a U.S. military consideration that date back at 
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least to the American Civil War, the concept also applies to police situations.81  

Whether foreseen or not, the ROE under which the Philadelphia Police were 

operating created political blowback. 

Evidence derived from the complaints of the business owners and 

comments by police officers strongly suggests that protecting businesses was a 

lower priority.  Put another way, property was a “firebreak” Mayor Tate was 

willing to sacrifice to contain the conflagration. This illustrates a tension in 

policing that can be associated with a zero-sum game.  Mayor Tate could quell 

unrest, reduce the likelihood of serious injury or death, or protect property, but he 

could not do all three without elevating the risk to an unacceptable level.   

Decisions like these inherently involve trade-offs and intuitive (or 

qualitative) calculations regarding the assumption of risk.  During military 

operations in Afghanistan in 2009, General Stanley McChrystal made a similar 

decision when he placed restrictions on the use of indirect-fire and close-air 

support by coalition soldiers.  He imposed these limitations because of concern 

for excessive civilian casualties.  Not surprisingly, this decision also created 

controversy, and one’s view was strongly influenced by whether you were on a 

high level staff and/or had loved ones at a forward operating base (FOB).   

In the late 1960s, after there had been many more riots, a National 

Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders Report strongly cautioned against the 

                                            
81 Francis Lieber, “General Order 100, Instructions for the Government of Armies of the United 
States in the Field,” promulgated by President Abraham Lincoln (Apr 24, 1863), http://avalon.law. 
yale.edu/ 19th_century/lieber.asp (accessed July 25, 2015). 
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use of deadly force.  This was best captured by the testimony of the Adjutant 

General of Maryland, who stated, “I am not going to order a man killed for 

stealing a six-pack of beer or a television set.”82  It was this outcome that Mayor 

Tate wanted to avoid.  Had Tate and Police Commissioner not forbade the police 

to engage looters, the ensuing debate playing out in the press might have 

resembled what transpired in the aftermath of "Bloody Sunday" in Selma, 

Alabama, where police employed nightsticks, dogs, and fire hoses on peaceful 

protest marchers.83   

While unpalatable, Mayor Tate’s decision was both viable and appropriate.  

However, it was not acceptable to many constituents, police officers and 

business owners, in North Philadelphia in particular.  Police officers were still 

subject to great risk and they were frustrated by their inability to stop crimes in 

progress, in addition to being on the receiving end of local business owners’ ire.  

These same business owners were understandably dismayed, and in some 

cases outraged, by what they rightly viewed as a lack of police protection. 

So rather than openly stating their intent, Mayor Tate and Chief Leary did 

not acknowledge their operating guidance.  To do so may well have emboldened 

more looters.  Instead, they sought to avoid or discredit allegations of police 

standing by while businesses were looted and damaged.84  But as criticism 

                                            
82 Wicker, Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 329. 
83 Bartley P. Brett, “Policemen Comment on the Riots,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Sep 7, 
1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital. 
library.temple.edu/cdm/ singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/id/1792/rec/1 (accessed July 25, 2015). 
84 “Merchants In Riot Area Demand More Police,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Sep 2, 1964, 
George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
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mounted, Mayor Tate still publicly endorsed police Commissioner Leary’s, 

“decision not to use violent methods to control the rioting.”  

Labeling the decision as belonging to a subordinate in his administration 

should not be construed as an attempt to distance himself from the decision or 

pass the buck. It indicated that he had deferred to the subject matter expert (in 

this case, the Police Chief), and his doing so actually reflected an appropriate 

command relationship.  At least as conveyed in the news, Mayor Tate provided 

his intent.  In turn, Police Commissioner Leary provided operational guidance 

that he deemed most likely to support the mayor’s intent.  In support of that 

decision, Mayor Tate cited his mandate to take all reasonable measures to 

protect the citizens of Philadelphia and to avoid loss of life.  He stated, “We 

weathered the storm and returned to normalcy without having to resort to horses, 

fire hoses or firearms.”85 

This illustrates the relationship between policy concept at the strategic 

level, and the application of policy at the operational and tactical levels. From the 

perspective of an executive decision maker, avoiding further bloodshed and 

quelling public disorder are valid imperatives.  But to police officers on a picket 

line, the value of this decision was more mottled, since the “greater good” seems 

                                                                                                                                  
http://digital.library.temple.edu/ cdm/singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/id/1753/rec/1 (accessed 
July 25, 2015). 
85 “Mayor Defends Leary Against Riot Criticism,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Aug 31, 1964, 
George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/singleitem/ collection/p15037coll7/id/1346/rec/1 (accessed 
July 25, 2015).  See also “Curfew Could Run Past Labor Day, Tate Says,” Philadelphia Evening 
Bulletin, Aug 31, 1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/id/ 1380/rec/1 (accessed 
July 25, 2015).   
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at odds with the immediate risks they are assuming.  The same dynamic applies 

when crafting policy that distinguishes between drug addicts and drug traffickers.  

A clear conceptual distinction at the policy level becomes more hazy when 

applied to the drug abuser who also sells drugs to support his habit. 

In retrospect, Mayor Tate’s decision was wise, and perhaps even 

progressive when evaluated in the context of its time.  However, it still put him at 

odds with the police department.  This likely explains why Mayor Tate 

immediately tried to mend fences and mitigate the police force’s perception of his 

lack of support.  With regard to the North Philadelphia Riots, the first bill 

presented to the City Council was to pay for police over-time and food they had 

been provided.  However, from a public relations standpoint, this was problematic 

since Philadelphia had a backlog of 600 damage claims from North Philadelphia 

businesses.  This latter issue came to a head in 1965 when Mayor Tate realized 

he had not delivered on his promises to compensate North Philadelphia 

merchants.86 

Law Enforcement Accelerates  

Despite previous efforts oriented towards development, a War on Poverty, 

and the call for the Great Society, when LBJ declared the War on Crime, 

Philadelphia’s policy movement toward law enforcement was already well 

underway.  It eventually established a powerful “polarity” that exerted force on all 

                                            
86 “$1.2 Million Overtime Pay Asked for Police in Riots,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Nov 6, 
1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital. 
library.temple.edu/ cdm/singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/id/1840/rec/1 (accessed July 25, 2015). 
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policy issues and it resulted from a confluence of factors.  Crime was rising and 

the riots provided tangible evidence of social unrest.  These things, mixed with 

Thucydides’ triad of fear, pride, and self-interest, fed a political narrative that 

resonated with a wide array of constituents.  Focusing on law enforcement was 

good politics, but it was also logical.  And it contributed to the environment that 

explains the initial efforts at controlling drug abuse. 

As a capability, police can obviously address crime, and law and order.  

However, they are also a multi-purpose force.  As an example, by the late 1960s, 

police officers were receiving training so they could identify and respond to drug 

induced behavior and overdoses.  This has not changed and, as drug use is 

again climbing during our contemporary era, police officers frequently carry 

Naloxone so that they can treat victims of heroin overdose.87  They also respond 

to a variety of contingencies and are often first responders (or supporting first 

responders) for medical emergencies, natural disasters, and service disruptions. 

The North Philadelphia Riots were not the first crisis of their kind for the 

city, but they were early in a chronological trajectory that continued through the 

“long hot summer” of 1967, when active-duty federal troops were used for riot 

control in places like Detroit.88  Although the North Philadelphia Riots were a 

challenge of a different nature than drug abuse, the two issues shared 

commonalities: 1) The narrative of a “foreign infection” was identical and belied 

                                            
87 North Carolina Harm Reduction Commission (NCHRC), http://www.nchrc.org/law-
enforcement/us-law-enforcement-who-carry-naloxone/ (Accessed Jun 19, 2015). 
88 Barry L. Price, Against All Enemies Foreign and Domestic (www.1stbooks.com, 2001), 33-37.  
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the Tate Administration’s refusal to publicly acknowledge Philadelphia’s 

integration issues. 2) The generalized environmental conditions which 

contributed to the riot also contributed to drug abuse, which was a lesser 

included social malady among a myriad of others. 

Statements by Mayor Tate and other officials made a distinction between 

the conduct of legitimate civil rights demonstrations and violence of the riots.  

The first was the expression of law abiding citizens, while the second was the 

work of “hoodlums” and “instigators from outside Philadelphia.”89  This was 

reminiscent of the binary narrative regarding drug addicts and drug traffickers.  

While the character of both expressions was different, they flowed from the same 

drivers and environmental conditions.  But the narrative of Philadelphia’s officials 

never captured this with sufficient rigor.   

In laying the riots at the feet of criminals, drunks, and insurgents, Mayor Tate and 

even some leaders in the African American community buttressed perceptions of 

Philadelphia’s exceptionalism.  Not fully engaging the complexity of the issues in 

Philadelphia’s blighted areas propagated a rift in perspective.  Residents of “the 

jungle” (slums) again saw words not matched by deeds.  Mayor Tate’s 

administration and members of more prosperous parts of Philadelphia saw 

ungrateful others, not patient enough to wait for new and existing programs to 

bear fruit. 

                                            
89 William F. Feist and George J. Murray, “Riot Agitators to be Arrested Soon, Tate Says,” 
Philadelphia Inquirer, Sep 10, 1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin 
Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital. library.temple.edu/cdm/singleitem/collection/p15037coll7/ 
id/1804/rec/1 (accessed July 25, 2015). 
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 At this point in Philadelphia, drug control was still not a significant issue 

and, even with regard to Civil Rights, the city's leaders were largely reactionary.  

At the local level, Mayor Tate was trying to "keep a lid" on the city's reaction to 

racial fractures that had long divided the city.  Tate and other leaders could not 

recognize the drivers which were erupting in race related violence before their 

eyes.  It should come as no surprise that they failed to apprehend and respond to 

drug abuse arising from the same environmental conditions, and among the 

same marginalized population. 

At the federal level, there was no formal strategy assessment of racial 

violence until the Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders 

(the Kerner Report) offered three policy options in 1967.90  And even with an 

issue as significant as Civil Rights, the study and findings were driven by 

perceptions of a crisis.  In Philadelphia and at the federal level, the strategic 

response was the same.  Just as Napoleon instructed his corps commanders to 

"move to the sound of the guns," policy makers deployed programs and 

resources (ways and means), toward the epicenter of the most prominent 

concern – law and order. 

In the early 1960s in Philadelphia, the initial law enforcement focus was 

juvenile delinquency, followed by responding to civil disturbances.  Later, gang 

violence and street crime also drew attention.  As the War on Crime gained 

                                            
90 The three strategic courses of action were “present policies,” “enrichment,” and “integration.” 
Wicker, Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, New York Times, 395-
407. 
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momentum during the mid-1960s, it overshadowed drug abuse, which caused it 

to rise more slowly on the political horizon.  Like the conditions which contributed 

to the North Philadelphia Riots, drug abuse was something that lived in decaying 

neighborhoods, on the boundary of public consciousness, and among those 

defined as others.91 

 
  

                                            
91 Ibid., 263. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DRUGS WITHIN AN INSTITUTIONALIZING WAR ON CRIME 

Following the violence and damage associated with the North Philadelphia 

Riots in August of 1964, and Philadelphia's crisis response, the City of 

Philadelphia’s Annual Report for 1964 had no title.1   Perhaps after what was 

perceived to be an appropriate cooling period, the 1965 City Report was labeled, 

“Year of Achievement.”  Philadelphia’s leaders were communicating to multiple 

audiences.  While Mayor James H.J. Tate’s message highlighted progress in ten 

areas, the first listed was police.  Of note, he mentioned the introduction of 

“…striking new weapons and tactics to intensify the war on crime.”2  This is an 

interesting choice of words which befits the idea of a war, but de-emphasizes 

other aspects of policing like service.3  

In the report’s ensuing pages, the Streets, Water, Health, Welfare, and 

Recreation departments collectively received two pages of coverage.  In 

comparison, the Police Department write-up was a two-page spread, featuring a 

full-page picture of the department’s fleet of new, red police cruisers.  There were 

also pictures of a new operations center, hundreds of police in formation at a 

                                            
1 City of Philadelphia, “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1964,” Supplement of Philadelphia 
Inquirer, April, 25, 1965, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Box, “Annual reports - City (Newspaper 
Supplements), 1952 – 1970,” PCA.  
2 City of Philadelphia, “The Mayor’s Message,” “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1965 – Year 
of Achievement”, Supplement of  the Philadelphia Inquirer, April 24, 1966, RG 60-1.1, Office of 
the Mayor, Annual Reports, City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952–1970, PCA.  
3 Philadelphia Police Motto is “Honor, Service, Integrity,” https://www.phillypolice.com/about/ 
mission/ index.html (accessed Aug 10, 2015) 
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ceremony, and a picture of plain-clothes police practicing quick-reaction drills on 

a firing range.4 

Bolded sub-headings drew attention to new K-9 teams, communications 

systems, “Stakeout Squads,” “Fifth Platoon,” and “Tactical Foot Patrol.”  Of note, 

“Stakeout Squads” were described as “Hand-picked teams of sharpshooters…” 

assigned at banks and other key locations to thwart holdups. “5th Platoon” was a 

contingency response force assigned to neighborhoods during peak crime hours.  

Ranging from 9 to 18 officers, it was less than half the size of a military platoon, 

but was generally between 7% and 9% of a police district’s total compliment.5 

None of these highlights should be interpreted as sinister.  In fact, these 

operational, training, and logistical aspects of policing would probably come as 

no surprise even to the uninformed reader.  What is worth noting is that 

Philadelphia officials chose these aspects of police work to comprise the core of 

their narrative.  The message did not show the police interacting with the public.  

Instead it was an internal look emphasizing preparation for a war.  And 

regardless of the impact a narrative has on its intended audience, Mayor Tate 

and his administration likely chose this theme because they thought it would 

resonate with their constituents.  Philadelphia officials were not alone in their 

perception of the threat or their response. 

                                            
4 City of Philadelphia, “Police,” “City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1965 – Year of Achievement”, 
Supplement of  the Philadelphia Inquirer, April 24, 1966, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Annual 
Reports, City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952–1970, PCA.  
5 Figures based off author calculations using police manning reports and police manpower study 
documents attached to Police Emergency Operations Order, “RE: Murders of Policemen John 
McEntree #3725 and John Kelly #4937,” Mar 1, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. 
Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3837, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder “Police # 2,” PCA. 
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LBJ’s Special Message on Crime 

On March 8th, 1965, LBJ issued a Special Message to Congress on Law 

Enforcement and the Administration of Justice.  It was a comprehensive address 

sounding a proverbial “call to arms.”  LBJ noted his intent was not to usurp local 

power.  Rather, he was trying to marshal resources for addressing large, 

systemic problems facing America’s communities. 

With regard to "street crime," LBJ noted that it had historically been a local 

enforcement issue.  However, given changes in the environment, local 

municipalities needed more assistance from the federal government.  LBJ 

asserted a need for federal leadership in four key areas:	organized crime, 

narcotic and drug control, regulation of gun sales, and law enforcement activities 

in the District of Columbia. 

In addressing the first two items, LBJ referred to the drug-crime link as an 

established fact and stated that "[s]enseless killings, robberies, and auto 

accidents have resulted from the radical personality changes induced by the 

indiscriminate use of these drugs."  However, citing for authority the earlier 

President's Advisory Commission on Narcotic and Drug Abuse, he also called for 

rehabilitative civil-commitment, and a loosening of the mandatory minimum 

sentences that gained support during the 1950s. 

In concluding his section on drug control, LBJ stated, "Our existing legal 

weapons are inadequate." His purpose was to underscore that the nature of drug 

abuse within society had outpaced its corresponding legal ways and means.  The 
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challenge Johnson identified, even at the time, was not confined to drugs or 

crime.  It was a dynamic that could be seen in numerous societal issues, and 

continues as a problem, for example, in current efforts to regulate internet based 

business. 

LBJ made a personal appeal to governors and mayors for their 

collaboration at the local level regarding gun control.  As with all issues, this 

reflects something akin to polarity. The president cannot mandate change, but he 

has considerable ability to shape the environment and thereby by provide more 

space and opportunity for change. As in the case of a magnetic field, from a 

policy perspective it is frequently easier and more productive to align with the 

prevailing "polarity" than oppose it. 

LBJ used the District of Columbia as a case study for addressing the 

overall challenges of law enforcement.  He offered that overcrowded courts and 

jails were a limiting factor in a War on Crime.  This observation alluded to the 

complexity inherent in law enforcement policy.  An increase in spending could 

produce greater police capability that might initially produce a change on the 

streets.  But beyond simple numbers, the police also needed new training, like 

that provided by the Treasury Department at the Bureau of Narcotics Training 

School.  However, without addressing courts, jails, and rehabilitation facilities, the 

change would quickly become a flow problem. The chokepoint on the system's 

critical path would simply “move to the right."  The changes LBJ was espousing 
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would have to be proportional across a system of systems to produce results 

over time.   

LBJ was using his position as president to begin orienting the government 

from the federal to local levels.  By proposing the Law Enforcement Act of 1965, 

LBJ set conditions for change by bringing additional ways and means to bear on 

the problem.  An example of this orienting can be seen when LBJ called for 

experimentation regarding policing in high crime districts.6  In keeping with this 

idea and the president’s narrative, when Philadelphia submitted an early Law 

Enforcement Act Grant (and possibly its first), in June of 1966, their proposal was 

for Operations Research for Crime Prediction.  The grant request stated, “The 

basic concept of the project is that potential criminal activity may be forecast, 

within certain limitations, through mathematical methodology developed in the 

field of operations research."7  It was a collaborative effort between the Police 

Department, a University of Pennsylvania criminologist, and the Franklin Institute.  

Despite this potentially alarming approach to individual criminal behavior, it at 

least showed a desire to understand systemic drivers related to crime, versus 

simply mitigating consequences. 

                                            
6 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice," March 8, 1965, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26800 (accessed Oct 10, 
2015). 
7 Memo from Police Commissioner Edward Bell to Mayor James H.J. Tate, “Law Enforcement 
Assistance Act,” Jun 7, 1966, with attached grant application, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James 
H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 13, A4519, 1966, Folder, “Law Enforcement 
Committee,” PCA. 



  174 

 
 

Given their concerns about crime were reasonable, the issue was not so 

much that President Johnson declared a War on Crime, but that it came on the 

heels of a War on Poverty and the advent of the Great Society.  While LBJ did 

not yet see the eventual extent of involvement in Vietnam, from the standpoint of 

strategy he should have been concerned with prioritization because of shifting 

the national focus, the possibility of “change fatigue,” and the demand for 

resources. 

“No Joining of Hands” - Riot Claims 

At this point, drug abuse was still a small “blip” on the policy radar, as 

Philadelphia and the entire nation pursued greater law enforcement capability.  

Philadelphia's leaders were trying to gain a better understanding of their 

environment, weigh the influence of relevant stakeholders, address the complex 

issue of racial inequality, and communicate it appropriately.  In addition, Mayor 

Tate’s administration was trying to mitigate reverberations from the August, 1964 

North Philadelphia Riots, reverberations that we made more intense by more 

recent events.  In January of 1965, Police Capt. Richard Edwards sent a 

memorandum to police Commissioner Leary.  Edwards had learned through 

reliable sources that Columbia Avenue residents planned to boycott merchants 

for 18 to 36 months in protest against the sentencing of Shaykh Mohammed.8  

                                            
8 “Muslim Leader Found Guilty of Inciting August Riot,” Evening Bulletin, Nov 10, 1964, George 
D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, 
http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/search/ collection/p15037coll7/searchterm/Muslim% 
20leader%20found%20guilty%20of%20inciting%20Aug.%20riot/order/nosort (accessed Oct 10, 
2015). 
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Later in the month, Deputy to the Mayor, Tony Zecca, noted that along with 

concerns about a boycott, local merchants were still unhappy with the police 

protection.  They were also frustrated with the slow processing of claims for 

damage during the previous August's riot.  To help diffuse the situation, he 

offered to set up a meeting and Mayor Tate agreed.9 

By early February 1965, Philadelphia had received notice from insurance 

companies, which had paid 190 claims valued at over $356,000.  This charge 

represented an un-forecasted budget requirement.  Although Philadelphia's 

budget did account for claims against the city, between 1964 and 1965, no 

additional money had been allocated due to the riot.  Given all these factors, the 

City Solicitor recommended the city settle out of court.  His recommendation was 

partly based on the fiscal risk assessment. However, he also questioned the 

utility of investigating each claim when weighed against the political blowback.10 

As Mayor Tate prepared for his meeting with local business leaders, he 

received other information about North Philadelphia.  A cover memo from his 

own office encapsulated key talking points contained in attached departmental 

                                            
9 The hold-up was not simply a function of bureaucratic delay.  There were a total of 720 claims, 
150 of which were from citizens who were not insured.  The city had to decide if it would pay 
claims for the uninsured, and whether it would reimburse insurance companies for their 
payments.  According to the legal concept of subrogation, there was a precedent for insurance 
companies seeking compensation from the city.  Despite that, there was no clear precedent in the 
state of Pennsylvania. Philadelphia faced the option of going to court, which might result in a full 
loss, or settling out of court. In the latter case, the city might hope to pay $.60-$.75 on the dollar. 
While this seems like a logical choice, the Deputy City Solicitor, John McNally, Jr., noted 
taxpayers would likely protest.  Memo from Deputy Mayor Anthony Zecca to Mayor James H.J. 
Tate, Jan 29, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 
17, A4491,1965, Folder, “Columbia Avenue Riot,” PCA. 
10 Memo from Deputy City Solicitor John McNally, Jr. to City Solicitor Edward G. Bauer, “Riot 
Claims,” Feb 4, 1964, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, 
Box 17, A4491,1965, Folder, “Columbia Avenue Riot,” PCA. 
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reports.  A police statistical report noted that Columbia Avenue resided within 

Police Districts 22 and 23.  Both of these districts featured some of the highest 

crime rates in the city.  For example, the average crime rate for Districts 22 and 

23 was basically double the overall crime rate for Philadelphia (32.8 per 1000 

versus 16.0 per 1000).  Given this steady-state, it was not unreasonable to argue 

that merchants in the area could expect a higher level of disturbances and 

vandalism.11   

But as a counterpoint to this perspective, Terry Chisholm, Executive 

Director of the Commission on Human Relations, noted that Philadelphia had 

essentially over-promised and under-delivered.  After the North Philadelphia 

Riots, the Commission on Human Relations pulled together a variety of 

stakeholders to address North Philadelphia's issues regarding lack of 

employment, job training, housing and overall quality of life.  By early September 

of 1964, they had helped create a North Philadelphia Emergency Committee.  

Despite this entity's focus on rebuilding, a pencil underline on the memo 

highlighted that "… Reconstruction has never taken place."12  So as Mayor Tate 

prepared to walk into his meeting with local business owners on February 4, 

1965, he was confronted with a bleak situation. From the standpoint of crime, 
                                            
11 Memo from Terry Chisholm, Executive Director, Philadelphia Commission on Human Relations 
to Mayor James H.J. Tate, “Community Activity in North Philadelphia,” Feb 4, 1965, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, A4491, 1965, Folder, 
“Columbia Avenue Riot,” PCA.  
12 As 1964 had come to an end, other community action groups, business associations, and civil 
rights organizations like the North City Congress, CORE, and representatives of the PCCA and 
NAACP interacted with the Commission on Human Relations.  The effort of the Commission was 
primarily oriented towards employment and job training for youth. Taken in concert, the myriad of 
organizations did address the broader necessities of urban renewal. However, there was no 
central control, coordination, or sustained program management. Ibid. 



  177 

 
 

rebuilding, and Philadelphia's handling of claims, his negotiating position with his 

constituents was very weak. 

After the meeting, Mayor Tate engaged issues more directly and 

aggressively.  Perhaps more telling than a press release, an internal memo from 

Mayor Tate to the Deputy City Controller, Tina Weintraub, shows his increased 

executive emphasis; he was making North Philadelphia a priority for his staff by 

becoming personally involved.  Tate began his memo by stating "I noticed with 

much dismay that the proposed joining of hands among the merchants and the 

local community groups in the Columbia Avenue area had not been 

accomplished during these past months."  He further related the audit trail of 

failed attempts to address North Philadelphia's needs and instructed the 

Chairman and members of the Commission on Human Relations "…to undertake 

a crash program…."  But in addition to the crash-course, he also directed a long-

range strategy be implemented to address the "basic elements of the festering 

sores, which have disturbed the Columbia Avenue area…." He further described 

the August 1964 riots as the culmination of these latter issues.13 

From a leadership perspective, Mayor Tate had shifted from a more 

typical collaborative and indirect approach to direct leadership. Various groups 

and committees had previously assessed the situation, but none had taken 

definitive action, or come to him for an executive decision.  While not usurping 

                                            
13 Memo from Mayor James H.J. Tate to Philadelphia Deputy Managing Director, Tina Weintraub, 
Feb 5, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, 
A4491, 1965, Folder, “Columbia Avenue Riot,” PCA. 
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the autonomy of his subordinates, he addressed specific issues which would 

demonstrate a tangible response and convey a new sense of urgency.  

While using passive voice, Mayor Tate directed the police to station one 

police officer on each block of Columbia Avenue at all times. He also told police 

Commissioner Leary to give special attention to drinking establishments and a 

strict enforcement of law.  Mayor Tate told Deputy City Managing Director Tina 

Weintraub to fix lighting problems along Berks Street and Montgomery Avenue.  

In addition, he directed the City Solicitor, Mr. Edward Bauer, to pay all claims of 

less than $10,000, regardless of insurance status.  He told the Director of the 

Commerce Department, Frederic Mann, to have his office canvas merchants 

regarding the status of their claims.  And he concluded the memo by telling all 

concerned to report back by March 1, 1965.14 

In his follow-up report, Director Mann provided a variety of statistics 

related to riot damage and claims from businesses. However, the most 

interesting aspects of his report were his anecdotal observations. Most 

merchants were less concerned with the status of their claims than the viability of 

their businesses.  Many former customers had not returned and there were 

"persistent rumors of additional trouble brewing for the spring."  Mann concluded 

his memorandum by noting that many of the merchants stated they were 

planning to move. 

                                            
14 Ibid. 
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So despite increased responsiveness from Philadelphia's leadership, and 

the application of greater resources, we see a complex adaptive system still in 

flux.  Granted, it was only a short while after Mayor Tate's refocusing of the city's 

efforts.  But the citizens in these Columbia Avenue neighborhoods were 

repeatedly weighing variables like current stability, assessments of potential 

change, uncertainty about the future, and confidence in the sustainability of 

Philadelphia’s response.  This calculus was little different than foreign citizens 

would make during later nation building efforts in Vietnam, or more recently in 

Afghanistan and Iraq.15 

New Taxes and the Top Priority 

In the late 1940s, as the federal government sought to refine its approach 

to the Cold War, there was hot debate regarding the form of containment 

strategy.  Paul Nitze and Dean Acheson favored a more militarized and 

expansive version based on increased defense spending and Keynesian 

economics.  George Kennan espoused a more nuanced approach with less 

emphasis on the military aspect of national power and a focus on specific regions 

that he assessed as vital to the national interest.  Kennan favored a portfolio that 

also included significant allocations to diplomacy, information, and economics.  

The North Korean invasion of South Korea intersected with this debate in June 

1950, and drove the US toward the more militarized, open-ended variant of 
                                            
15 Memorandum from City Representative and Director of Commerce, Frederick Mann, to Mayor 
James H.J. Tate, Mar 5, 1965, “Canvass of Columbia Avenue Merchants,” RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, A4491, 1965, Folder, 
“Columbia Avenue Riot,” PCA. 
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containment strategy. With regard to this event, Acheson later commented, 

"Korea came along and saved us."16 

A parallel dynamic can be seen in Mayor James HJ Tate's response to the 

North Philadelphia Riots and the ensuing insurance claims.  While no leader or 

citizen would rationally choose a crisis, democracies generally thrive on them.  

And when a crisis arises, it often presents a policy opportunity.  However, these 

opportunities can usually support only a limited number of initiatives, and the 

required crisis environment is often short-lived.  

In the aftermath of the North Philadelphia Riots, Mayor Tate chose to 

focus on the size of the police force, and growing it was his top priority.  Within 

days of the riots, Tate had raised the idea of a tax increase to fund more police.  

Discussing an increase in taxes is never politically popular, particularly if your 

election platform included the plank of "no new taxes," as Mayor Tate's had.17   

Debate flowing from Philadelphia’s response to the riots immediately 

questioned the need for more police.  Adding 1000 police officers to a force of 

5400 implied the unit was 20% undermanned.  And public bonds were already 

being used to build a new sports stadium and extend the subway system.  Given 

Philadelphia’s need for a larger contingency fund, a proposed 1965 budget that 

                                            
16 Thomas J. McCormick, America’s Half Century: United States Foreign Policy in the Cold War 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989), 97-98. 
17 “Tate Says City May Need Tax Rise For Police,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Sep 4, 1964, 
George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library. 
temple.edu/cdm/singleitem/ collection/p15037coll7/id/1772/rec/1 (accessed Oct 10, 2015). 
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was being questioned as unviable, and Tate’s earlier promise of "no new taxes," 

the riots potentially offered Mayor Tate a get-out-of-jail-free-card.18 

  In the quest for resources, there were other competing interests and 

education was one of these public goods.  Given Tate’s comments in other 

venues, he was not opposed to funding education, but he saw security and 

stability as more pressing concerns.  The riots afforded the opportunity to 

generate support for hiring additional police, and raising property taxes was a 

viable means of paying for this.  Unfortunately, if property taxes were raised, that 

would essentially preempt requests for additional funding from the school 

board.19 

Again, this is not to say that Mayor Tate was averse to improving 

Philadelphia schools.  He simply saw law and order as trumping education at that 

point.  In a perfect world, he would probably have been willing to pay for both, but 

given limited resources, he had to prioritize.  Also a likely factor was the fact that 

announcing a possible increase in property taxes was a form of opinion poll.  It 

was an opportunity to both gauge public sentiment and pressure African 

American civil rights leaders like Cecil B. Moore for support, who might be 

viewed as representing “lawless hoodlums.” 

                                            
18 “Are riots here to stay?” Evening Bulletin, Sep 5, 1964, George D. McDowell Philadelphia 
Evening Bulletin Collection, TUSCRC, http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ref/collection/ 
p15037coll7/id/1779 (accessed July 23, 2015). 
19 “Tax Rise Talk ‘Shabby Trick,’ Realtors Say,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Sep 4, 1964, 
George D. McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, http://digital.library.temple.edu/ 
cdm/singleitem/ collection/p15037coll7/id/1775/rec/1 (accessed Oct 10, 2015). 
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While this was shrewd politics, it did not go unchallenged.  Homeowners 

felt they were being penalized by being compelled to pay for the transgressions 

of others.  Apart from decrying Mayor Tate's proposal to break his pledge of "no 

new taxes," some believed that if any tax was imposed, it should be an income 

tax that would more equitably distribute the cost.20   

Beyond this initial debate, six months later, in March of 1965, 

Philadelphia’s City Controller, Alexander Hemphill raised an alarm that caused 

additional dissent.  In a memorandum to Mayor Tate and City Council President 

Paul D’Ortona regarding Philadelphia’s1965 budget, Hemphill noted unrealistic 

predictions for tax collection and overly optimistic projections regarding 

expenses.  He estimated that these planning errors equated to a $5 million 

deficit.21   

Hemphill apparently felt his warning had been ignored, because several 

weeks later, he went public with his concerns.  Hemphill claimed that 

Philadelphia had begun to stem the tide of “flight to the suburbs” and had begun 

to “hold and gain business and industry.”  However, essentially labeling Tate 

inept and disingenuous, Hemphill accused him of “playing a shell game.”  After 

having requested $42 million for the Philadelphia Police Department in the 1965 

General Budget (15% of the total $280 million), Tate was now requesting another 

                                            
20 “‘Riot Tax’ Kicks up a Hurricane,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, Sep 9, 1964, George D. 
McDowell Philadelphia Evening Bulletin Collection, http://digital.library.temple.edu/cdm/ 
singleitem/collection/ p15037coll7/id/1796/rec/1 (accessed Oct 10, 2015). 
21 Letter from City Controller, Alexander Hemphill to Mayor James H.J. Tate, March 30, 1965, RG 
60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 5, A4479, C-D, 1965, 
Folder, “Controller,” PCA. 



  183 

 
 

$22 million (7.8%).  Hemphill further asserted that Tate was trying to camouflage 

poor planning and excessive spending under the mantle of “safe streets.”22 

In response, Mayor Tate discredited Hemphill’s assertions, claiming they 

were just political posturing for Hemphill’s upcoming election.23  The election was 

a motivating factor.  Nevertheless, Hemphill’s public statement also represented 

a loss of patience and a desire to set the record straight.  Hemphill’s Annual 

Report Summary and Analysis of City Government for 1963 had concluded that, 

while Philadelphia could do better, “Some problems are so complex that 

considerable time may elapse before a satisfactory solution is found.”24  

However, the same report also noted a lack of cooperation and circumvention of 

financial review processes in some departments.25  

As noted earlier, political considerations always make levying new taxes 

problematic and resources limit strategic ends.  This dynamic can constrain 

decision makers, but also create systemic pressures that drive organizational 

change.  Perceptions of a crime epidemic and social instability served as a 

“demand signal” for all aspects of city government in Philadelphia.   

                                            
22 Copy of public statement by City Controller, Alexander Hemphill, April 14, 1965, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 5, A4479, C-D, 1965, Folder, 
“Controller,” PCA. 
23 Memorandum from Mayor James H.J. Tate to his staff, April 20, 1965, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 5, A4479, C-D, 1965, Folder, 
“Controller,” PCA. 
24 City of Philadelphia, “Annual Report Summary and Analysis, 1963,” Office of the City and 
School Controller, Dec, 1964, 14, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 5, A4479, C-D, 1965, PCA. 
25 Ibid., 2-4. 
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“Circling the Wagons” in Philadelphia 

 As concerns about crime gained momentum, and politically-charged 

accusations of conspiracy surfaced, Mayor Tate’s response was to “circle the 

wagons,” collaborate, and mount a strategic communications campaign.  On April 

9, 1965, which was just after Tate’s budget squabbles began with City Controller 

Hemphill, the Mayor had sent a telegram to members of his staff, the City 

Council, and representatives from other public and private organizations.  Two 

days later, the meeting was also announced via press release.  The purpose of 

the meeting was to provide a background brief and solicit input regarding 

“…police strength and other considerations involved in coping with the mounting 

crime situation.”26  

Not long after the Philadelphia Tribune carried a story about a drug bust 

that netted 35 suspects in North Philadelphia (two of whom had broken their legs 

jumping out windows to avoid arrest), Mayor Tate chaired his crime forum.27  The 

associated briefing consisted of 23 plastic “transparencies” and drew heavily on 

quantitative measures.  Tate was looking for ideas, but he was also trying to build 

consensus for hiring 1056 new police officers.  This would prove no easy task as 

it reflected a politically charged topic with significant budget implications.  The 
                                            
26 Western Union Telegram from Mayor James H.J. Tate to City Council, April 9, 1965.  Other 
invitees included the Crime Commission and Law Enforcement Committee, Board of Judges, 
County Court and Magistrates, Chamber of Commerce, Greater Philadelphia Movement (GPM), 
League of Women Voters, and the Federation of Community Councils.  Memorandum from 
Deputy Mayor Anthony Zecca to Bob Barry, April 5, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James 
H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17 A4491, 1965, Folder, “War on Crime,” PCA. 
27 Chet Coleman, “Broken Marriages, Broken Leg Laid to Narcotic Use,” Philadelphia Tribune, 
Apr 17, 1965, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532363469, accessed, July 
23, 2015). 
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total price tag for the remainder of 1965 and 1966 would be $9.9 million.28  Given 

the $22 million unfunded request that Hemphill had highlighted, it seems 

reasonable that Mayor Tate was trying to use the Police Department to assuage 

Philadelphia’s budget woes. 

Despite this likelihood, from a policy standpoint, it was at least feasible 

and suitable, if not acceptable.  The catch-22 nature of expanding capability, 

while simultaneously containing costs, permeates every strategic decision.  In 

microcosm, it can be seen in the interaction between Mayor Tate and Democratic 

Councilman-at-Large Thomas Foglietta weeks after the meeting.  By letter, 

Foglietta had accused Tate and Councilman Paul D’Ortona of “trying to outdo 

each other.”  And yet in the same letter, Foglietta had noted that Philadelphia 

police were paid less than their counterparts in other big cities.  Tate responded 

that, “What Council President D’Ortona and I are trying to do is make our City 

safe by providing for an adequate police force with a minimum of delay and the 

least possible expenditure of public funds commensurate with a dangerous 

situation.”29 While this is reasonable, how does this intent translate to policy 

capability? 

Using the information at their disposal, they were attempting to answer 

this question and frame the issue.  Police Commissioner Leary provided 

                                            
28 This mentions hiring 300 additional police in 1963.  “Crime Briefing,” undated and no page 
numbers, but presumed to be the brief presented on April 28, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of 
James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17 A4491, 1965, Folder, “War on Crime,” PCA. 
29 Letter from Mayor James H.J. Tate to Councilman-at-Large, Thomas Foglietta. Apr 28, 1965, 
RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17 A4491, 1965, 
Folder, “War on Crime,” PCA. 
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D’Ortona an information paper that listed 59 vacancies in a force structure of 

4882 officers.  In aggregate numbers, this was a personnel staffing rate of 99 

percent, but it did not speak to the adequacy of the overall size of the force.  The 

operating environment, tasks performed, continuous operations, and the need for 

some level of redundancy were also variables in this equation.  One indicator of 

the operating environment was the injury rate.  Police Commissioner Leary noted 

that 626 police officers had been injured since the beginning of the year.  The 

report was dated April 27, 1965, so a third of the calendar year had passed.  

Assuming these were work related injuries, if the rate remained constant this 

equated to an annual total of 1878 officers injured, or 38 percent of the force.30  

In military calculus, a force is considered to be “combat ineffective” if it sustains a 

30 percent casualty rate. 

More detailed studies by the Philadelphia Crime Commission and the 

Police Department itself also attempted to quantify need.  Some provided 

alternate courses of action assessing the implications of hiring 500, 750, or 1000 

new police officers.31  Others explored ways of gaining operational efficiencies.32  

                                            
30 Letter from Police Commissioner Howard Leary to City Council President, Paul D’Ortona, April 
27, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17 
A4491, 1965, Folder, “War on Crime,” PCA.  Leary was likely referring to service related injuries 
since other sources distinguished between service related injuries and illness. “Remarks of 
Commissioner Howard R. Leary at the Public Hearing Before City Council on May 25, 1965,” RG 
60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, A4491, 1965, 
Folder, “Police Recruitment,” PCA. 
31 Letter from Police Commissioner Howard Leary to Mayor James H.J. Tate, “Study of Police 
Personnel Requirements,” March 24, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, A4491, 1965, Folder, “Police Recruitment,” PCA. 
32 Crime Commission of Philadelphia, “Statement of Crime Commission on Proposal for 
Expansion of Police Force,” April 25, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 5, A4479, C-D, 1965, Folder, “Crime Commission,” PCA. 
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And still others, like that offered by Chamber of Commerce President, Thacher 

Longstreth, presented comparative analysis with other larger cities.33  Like any 

policy assessment, each represented an attempt to calculate marginal value in 

pursuit of the public good.34  And there were many Philadelphians who 

considered a larger police force a public good, like Ray Turchi, President of the 

Waiters and Waitresses Union who voiced his support in light of attacks on 

women and “…great fear among our female membership.”35  This was not just 

hyperbole, since 1964’s homicide rate was 50% higher than in 1963.  

Correspondingly, the homicide rate for the first four months of 1965 was 16% 

higher than the same period of the previous year.36  

                                            
33 Letter from Thacher Longstreth, President, Chamber of Commerce of Greater Philadelphia, to 
Mayor James H.J. Tate, May 11, 1965, with enclosure, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. 
Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17 A4491, 1965, Folder, “War on Crime,” PCA. See also 
“Remarks of Commissioner Howard R. Leary at the Public Hearing Before City Council on May 
25, 1965,” RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, 
A4491, 1965, Folder, “Police Recruitment,” PCA. 
34 In 2015, the Philadelphia Police Department employs over 6600 officers and 800 civilian 
personnel, https://www.phillypolice.com/ (accessed, Aug 8, 2015).  For more information about 
assessing the size of a police force, through per capita, minimum staffing, authorized level, and 
workload based approaches, see Jeremy M. Wilson and Alexander Weiss, A Performance Based 
Approach to Police Staffing and Allocation (Washington, D.C.: Office of Community Oriented 
Policing Services, 2014), 22-27, http://ric-zai-inc.com/Publications/cops-p247-pub.pdf (accessed 
Aug 8, 2015).  See also James McCabe, “An Analysis of Police Department Staffing: How Many 
Officers Do You Really Need?” International City/County Management Association, Center for 
Public Safety Management White Paper, icma.org/Documents/ Document/Document/305747 
(accessed Aug 8, 2015). Source analysis courtesy of Police CPT Michael Izzo (LTC, U.S. Army 
National Guard), Special Operations Division, Huntsville, AL Police Department. 
35 Letter from Ray Turchi, President and Business Manager, Waiters and Waitresses Union, Local 
No. 301, to Police Commissioner Howard Leary, May 4, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of 
James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17 A4491, 1965, Folder, “War on Crime,” PCA. 
36 “Remarks of Commissioner Howard R. Leary at the Public Hearing Before City Council on May 
25, 1965,” RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, 
A4491, 1965, Folder, “Police Recruitment,” PCA. 
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“Circling the Wagons” in Washington 

As Mayor Tate and other leaders were responding to concerns about 

crime and stability in Philadelphia, they were taking cues from LBJ’s public 

statements as well as from various local constituents and stakeholders.  In a 

complementary fashion, LBJ and members of his administration were 

collaborating both horizontally and vertically – and selectively. 

Mayor Tate was one of twelve city mayors (11 Democratic and 1 

Republican) who were invited to meet with the president on March 8, 1965, the 

same day LBJ had delivered his Special Message on Crime.  The invitees were 

asked to keep the invitation confidential.  After meeting with LBJ, the mayors had 

a follow-on meeting with Vice President Hubert Humphrey, whom LBJ had 

designated as his liaison to U.S. mayors.  

From the perspective of strategy formulation, LBJ was clearly trying to 

refine his understanding of the environment and better delineate the problems 

challenging America’s cities.  He was also trying to make sure that the evolving 

federal crime control strategy was internally balanced (with regard to ends, ways, 

and means), and externally aligned with key stakeholder needs.  No doubt as a 

result of this meeting, Mayor Tate sent LBJ a copy of Philadelphia’s Legislative 

Program for the 89th Congress.  Given that the legislative agenda did not mention 

drug abuse demonstrates that issue’s low order of merit.  But the fact the 

program also was not solely focused on crime alludes to a comprehensive and 

integrated approach to strategy formulation, in both Philadelphia and at the White 
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House.37  In addition to sending the letter and legislative program to LBJ, at the 

end of March, Mayor Tate attended a conference of mayors hosted by Vice 

President Humphrey, who characterized the meeting as a frank discussion that 

would guide more effective federal support of U.S. cities.38    

The collaboration evident in these exchanges was not simply among 

executives and showed the importance of perceived credibility.  During the same 

period, as Mayor Tate was preparing to host his meeting about the “…mounting 

crime situation,” Senator Edward Kennedy (Dem., MA) solicited input from Police 

Commissioner Howard Leary.  Kennedy was a member of the Senate Committee 

on Labor and Public Welfare and wanted Leary’s opinion about the President’s 

Message on Crime (which he had delivered on March 8, 1965) and advice on 

how it might best be “…translated into draft legislation.”39 

But not everybody held the Philadelphia Police Department or Mayor 

Tate’s administration in high esteem.  In a July letter to Johnson, Mayor Tate 

voiced his opposition to the Dirksen Amendment, which would adversely affect 

urban areas by halting a population-based apportionment of state legislatures.  

Tate argued that the amendment would stall reform and “authorize unequal 

                                            
37 Letter from Mayor James H.J. Tate to President Lyndon B. Johnson, March 29, 1965; City of 
Philadelphia, “Top Priority Legislative Program for the 89th Session of the Congress of the U.S.,” 
42-44, Undated, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, A4519, 
Box 13, 1966, Folder, “Philadelphia Legislative Program,” PCA. 
38 Form letter from Vice President Hubert Humphrey to mayors who attended a March 30, 1965 
Conference of Mayors, April 14, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box A4484, 1965, Folder, “Lyndon B. Johnson,” PCA. 
39 Letter from Adam Walinsky, Legislative Assistant to Senator Edward Kennedy to Police 
Commissioner Walter Leary, March 22, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17 A4491, 1965, Folder, “War on Crime,” PCA. 
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treatment of American Citizens on the state level.”40  Roughly two weeks later, 

and also in a letter to the President, Cecil B. Moore made the same argument 

against Mayor Tate’s administration.  In light of the Philadelphia Police’s 

treatment of Girard College students, who had been picketing at the State 

Building in Philadelphia, Moore requested LBJ’s assistance to “…reaffirm 

Constitutional Rights of equal protection of law…”  While Moore only mentioned 

“…the Deputy Police Commissioner in charge,” he was referring to Police 

Captain Frank Rizzo.  Moore mentioned “whitewash” proceedings and “toothless 

advisory boards,” and urged LBJ’s intervention to prevent further police 

brutality.41 

Despite the policy turbulence and competing interests at the local level, 

and valid complaints by civil rights leaders like Cecil B. Moore, Tate appeared to 

have LBJ’s confidence and was counted among the president’s inner circle of 

large city mayors.  As LBJ’s administration was creating legislation to overhaul 

the legal tools for prosecuting the War on Crime, they were simultaneously 

updating drug laws.   

On July 15, a day before issuing Executive Order 11236, which 

established the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 

                                            
40 Letter from Mayor H.J. Tate to President Lyndon B. Johnson opposing a Constitutional 
Amendment sponsored by Senator Dirksen, July 14, 1965; Letter from Senator Joseph D. 
Tydings to Mayor James H.J. Tate, July 9, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box A4484, 1965, Folder, “Lyndon B. Johnson,” PCA. 
41 Letter from Cecil B. Moore to President Lyndon B. Johnson, July 29, 1965, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A4484, 1965, Folder, “Lyndon 
B. Johnson,” PCA.  See also “Philadelphia’s Newsiest Stories of Year 1965,” Philadelphia 
Tribune, Jan 8, 1966, ProQuest Historical Newspapers, (532541865, accessed Aug 8, 2015). 
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of Justice, LBJ signed the Drug Abuse Control Act of 1965.  This amendment 

was oriented toward the misuse and trafficking of pharmaceutical sedatives and 

stimulants.  In his address, LBJ mentioned a U.S. Food and Drug Administration 

estimate that, “…at least one-half the annual production of certain useful drugs is 

being diverted to criminal traffic.”  Regardless of the accuracy of this statistic, this 

amendment represented a practical, legal update in response to the challenges 

of poly-drug abuse.  And it also illustrated the influence of an overarching policy 

shift toward law enforcement.  Along with thanking the crafters of the legislation, 

LBJ stated, “I cannot express too strongly my determination that this good and 

decent and law-abiding society shall not be corrupted, undermined, or mocked by 

any criminal elements, whether they are organized or not…This is another step 

forward in the attack that we are making on crime and delinquency throughout 

the United States.”  So rather than framing drug abuse as a public health issue, 

this short message primarily emphasized the drug-crime link.42 

During the same period, Mayor Tate appeared before the Judiciary 

Committees of both the Senate and the House, to advance development of the 

Law Enforcement Act of 1965.43  Other Philadelphians such as President of the 

Philadelphia Crime Commission David Maxwell and Executive Vice President 

Ephraim Gomberg also contributed to the debate.  In a joint letter to Senator 

                                            
42 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Remarks at the Signing of the Drug Abuse Control Amendments Bill," July 
15, 1965, online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=27087 (accessed Aug 8, 2015).  See also Belenko, ed., 
Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 261. 
43 Letter from David Maxwell, President, Crime Commission of Philadelphia to Mayor James H.J. 
Tate, July 16, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, 
Box 5, A4479, C-D, 1965, Folder, “Crime Commission,” PCA. 
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James Eastland, Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee regarding the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965, they stated, “We’ve learned over the years 

that the machinery of law enforcement fails when it neglects what industry calls 

preventive maintenance.” 44  In words that LBJ would later echo, they closed by 

noting gaps in the full-spectrum of law enforcement, which must include 

synchronized working of police, courts, jails, prisons, probation, and parole.45  

Melding suggestions, vignettes, and this more formal input, Tate’s role as an 

interlocutor between Philadelphia and federal government demonstrated the 

collaborative and integrated nature of strategy formulation.   

When LBJ signed the Law Enforcement Act in September of 1965, he 

noted, “This act will make funds available to states, localities, and private 

organizations to improve methods of law enforcement, court administration, and 

prison operation.”46  He also pointed out that the federal government had long 

provided assistance in the areas of housing, mental health, education, 

transportation, and welfare.  LBJ was not stepping away from these programs, 

but rather highlighting a gap in the federal strategy portfolio, the same gap 

identified in Philadelphia by members of the Crime Commission. 

More dramatically LBJ also stated, “The policeman is the frontline soldier 

in our war against crime,” and he pledged, “We must give him modern training, 

                                            
44 Senate Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary, Law Enforcement 
Assistance Act of 1965, 89th Cong., 1st sess, 1965, S 1792 and S 1825, July 22, 23 and 30, 1965 
(Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office, 1965), 107. 
45 Ibid., 107. 
46 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Statement by the President Following the Signing of Law Enforcement 
Assistance Bills," September 22, 1965, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project. 
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organization, and equipment if he is to succeed in saving our cities from the 

malignancy of crime.”47  So beyond declaring it rhetorically, this bill heralded 

more focused development and application of ways and means.  It marked a 

significant milestone in the expansion of police capability, which influenced many 

other initiatives, including the growing focus on drug abuse. 

Forthcoming Ways and Means in Philadelphia 

Toward year’s end in 1965, Philadelphia was reorienting its strategic 

approach under the veil of this new policy orientation.  The War on Crime was 

not the only “coin of the realm,” but it offered a new form of specie via Law 

Enforcement Act (LEA) grants.  And as adaptive actors in a changing 

environment, Philadelphia’s leaders began aligning their strategy to capitalize on 

the new opportunities afforded them. 

 Strategists often debate whether strategy drives resources or resources 

drive strategy.  Whether the LEA of 1965 catalyzed new ideas or simply gave 

wing to pre-existing initiatives, members of the Philadelphia Committee on Law 

Enforcement were thinking creatively.  To demonstrate action, a November 22, 

1965 meeting was announced in a press release, but the minutes reveal a group 

that was in no hurry to converge on one particular solution.48   

There were 22 members present, including Mayor Tate, Managing 

Director Fred Corleto, and his deputy, all of whom would probably have been at 
                                            
47 Ibid. 
48 City of Philadelphia, Division of Public Information, News Release, Nov 19, 1965; Committee 
on Law Enforcement Minutes, Nov 22, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box A4484, 1965, Folder, “Law Enforcement Committee,” PCA. 
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any high-level meeting.  Of the remaining 19 present, only one, Commissioner of 

Public Welfare, Randolph Wise, was not affiliated with law enforcement.  While 

one might hope for broader participation, this is not surprising given the nature of 

the meeting.  Despite this lack of representation from other functional 

representatives in city government, their dialogue was wide-ranging and 

indicated a comprehensive perspective.   

Mayor Tate talked at length about what the LEA of 1965 meant for 

Philadelphia.  Other topics included the crime picture for 1965, disposing of 

indictments, recidivism of rapists, police recruiting, and professionalizing the 

police force through education in law, psychology, and public speaking at local 

universities.  But a telling indicator of the desire to explore other possibilities can 

be seen in Mayor Tate’s notes once the minutes had been produced.   

Tate later highlighted the section in which Ephraim Gomberg, Executive 

Vice President of the Philadelphia Crime Commission, stated, “We should not 

overlook the fact that the Law Enforcement Act of 1965 is not oriented strictly to 

police personnel.”  He then suggested creating a small task force to explore 

problems before applying for federal funds.  While Mayor Tate replied the 

existing committee was an adequate forum, he welcomed additional ideas for 

programs.  And when Commissioner Wise stated the Public Welfare Department 

had “more than casual interest” in the LEA, Mayor Tate asked him to prepare 

material for submission.  He also designated Managing Director, Anthony Zecca, 
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as the point of contact for grant proposals, which essentially opened the door to 

other departments in Philadelphia City Government. 

With regard to drug abuse, the notes Mayor Tate jotted on his copy of the 

agenda during the meeting are telling.  Along with marking who had briefed each 

of the eight topics, he handwrote, “9. Narcotics” and “1000 known in 

Philadelphia.”49  As a result, when the Mayor’s Committee on Law Enforcement 

met in December of 1965, the press release mentioned the participation of 

incoming Republican District Attorney, Arlen Specter and discussion of 

“…Philadelphia’s current narcotics status.”  Narcotics was number two of five 

items on the agenda and was presented by Police Lieutenant Anthony Bonder, 

Commander of the Philadelphia Police Department’s Narcotics Unit.50  Bonder, 

who developed a national reputation as a narcotics expert, had commanded the 

ten-man unit since 1957.  At that time, Police Commissioner Thomas Gibbons 

had initiated a department-wide, counter-drug push in response to drug cases 

appearing in Juvenile Court.51  As indicated before, drug abuse was not a new 

issue, particularly in impoverished parts of Philadelphia.  And even though drug 

                                            
49 Agenda, Committee on Law Enforcement, Nov 22, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James 
H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A4484, 1965, Folder, “Law Enforcement Committee,” 
PCA. 
50 Agenda, Mayor’s Committee on Law Enforcement, Dec 28, 1965; City of Philadelphia, Office of 
the Mayor, News Release, Dec 27, 1965; Letter from Mayor James H.J. Tate to Police Lieutenant 
Anthony J. Bonder, Dec 30, 1965, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box A4484, 1965, Folder, “Law Enforcement Committee,” PCA. 
51 Anthony Bonder Commanded the Narcotics Unit from 1957 until his retirement in 1970. Jim 
Nicholson, “Anthony Bonder, Retired Officer,” Philadelphia Daily News, http://articles.philly.com/ 
1988-08-31/news/26258450_1_drug-arrests-narcotics-squad-older-addicts (accessed Aug 9, 
2015). 
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abuse was still subsumed under the larger War on Crime, it was working its way 

more prominently onto the policy agenda. 

Key Legislation and the War on Crime 

From the stand point of legislation and accompanying resources that 

either directly or indirectly targeted drug abuse, the ensuing years brought many 

opportunities and highlighted the nature of federal and local interaction.  On 

March 8, 1966, LBJ presented a Special Message to Congress on Crime and 

Law Enforcement.  He spoke of a 3-stage national strategy which featured 

“Immediate Action,” consisting of legislative steps to be taken without delay, a 

“Comprehensive Agenda” to employ recently garnered best practices, and a 

“Broader Agenda” to address the roots of crime.  As a sub-element of the first 

stage, LBJ noted that “We must deal realistically with drug addiction.”  This 

entailed proposed legislation for civil commitment, establishment of clinics (under 

the purview of the Secretary of Treasury), and additional training for law 

enforcement officers.  But most significantly, in his 1967 President’s Budget, LBJ 

proposed doubling the funds flowing from the Drug Abuse Control Amendments 

of 1965.52 

 The overall tenor and opportunity represented by LBJ’s message was well 

received in Philadelphia.  Two weeks later, Mayor Tate sent Attorney General 

Nicholas Katzenbach a letter “…applauding President Johnson’s call for a 

                                            
52 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress on Crime and Law Enforcement," 
March 9, 1966, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency 
Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=27478 (accessed Aug 19, 2015). 
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coordinated attack…” and noting that “In the summer of 1963, well in advance of 

the President’s recommendations, I established the Mayor’s Committee on Law 

Enforcement…”53  Apart from the politically beneficial self-congratulation, Tate 

was telling the Attorney General that Philadelphia was fully aligned with LBJ’s 

intent. 

 This alignment (and the penetration of LBJ’s message) can also be seen 

in the agenda for the meeting of the Mayor’s Committee on Law Enforcement, 

which was held five days after Tate had written his letter.  Following mention of 

the President’s address, the agenda prompted, “How Can Philadelphia Most 

Effectively Implement This Special Message?”  Accompanying the agenda was a 

document labeled, “Task Force Assignments,” which listed 31 questions and 

requests for information.  These items addressed all aspects of crime, such as 

demographics, economic impact, public opinion, police recruitment, recidivism, 

public relations, and others.  Drug abuse received minor billing under item 7, but 

despite this relatively low priority, drug abuse did gain more policy traction at the 

federal level later in 1966.54   

The emphasis on law enforcement during this period can be seen in the 

unveiling of the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act (NARA) of 1966.55  This 

                                            
53 Letter from Mayor James H.J. Tate to Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach, March 23, 1966, 
City of Philadelphia, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, 
A4519, Box 13 (1966), Folder, “Law Enforcement Committee,” PCA.  
54 “Task Force Assignments,” March 28, 1966, City of Philadelphia, RG 60-2.5, Administration of 
James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, A4519, Box 13 (1966), Folder, “Law Enforcement 
Committee,” PCA.  
55 President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, Task Force 
Report: Narcotics and Drug Abuse (Washington, DC: 1967), 116, 119, 139, 140, 142. 
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legislation was a subordinate element that flowed from the national strategy that 

LBJ had delineated earlier.  It was intended to reduce crime by severing the 

drug-crime link and authorized civil commitment for drug treatment.  Along with 

NARA, LBJ signed two other bills.  One established a twelve-person, bi-partisan 

commission to improve and update U.S. criminal code.  The other extended the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Act of 1965 until 1970.  LBJ described the 

excitement stirred by this latter act and the “…experimental approaches to all 

phases of the law enforcement field,” that it stimulated.  Interestingly, President 

Nixon would later be criticized regarding his motivation for promoting drug 

treatment, which was congruent with LBJ’s – to reduce crime.  Nixon would also 

be criticized for the experimental status of his drug treatment mechanism, which 

was the Special Action Office for Drug and Alcohol Programs (SAODAP).56  

Regardless, the War on Crime’s influence over drug control was captured in 

LBJ’s presentation of a rehabilitation bill among “Bills to Aid in the Crusade 

Against Crime.” 

This trend continued, and although still firmly ensconced within the War on 

Crime, there were some significant milestones with regard to drug abuse during 

1967.  At the beginning of the year, in LBJ’s Annual Message to Congress on the 

State of the Union, he mentioned the nation’s “hideous narcotics problem,” while 

                                            
56 Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, xvii, 123-124; Eva Bertram, Morris 
Blachman, Kenneth Sharpe, and Peter Andreas, Drug War Politics: The Price of Denial 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), ix, 105-107.  See also Edward Jay Epstein, 
Agency of Fear: Opiates and Political Power in America (New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1977). 
For analysis that situates these continuities earlier in time, see Kathleen J. Frydl, The Drug Wars 
in America, 1940-1973 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013). 
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discussing his proposed Safe Streets and Crime Control Act of 1967.”57  In 

February, the President’s Special Message on Crime in America devoted an 

entire section to narcotics and dangerous drugs and addressed rehabilitation, 

enforcement training, public information and education, international control, and 

the need to standardize state drug laws.58  In keeping with these initiatives, 

Johnson pressed for, and received, Senate ratification of the United Nations 

Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, which had been available for consideration 

and assent since 1961.59 

Perhaps most significantly in 1967, the President’s Task Force on 

Narcotics and Drug Abuse released its report (also known as the “Katzenbach 

Report” after then-Undersecretary of State Nicholas Katzenbach, who chaired 

the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 

which “hosted” the Task Force).  It presented a wide array of recommendations 

and Philadelphia was mentioned in several places.  In particular, the City was 

cited for its use of specially trained parole officers, and was one of three areas 

that had already experimented with civil commitment.  Philadelphia was fairly 

unique because it had already hosted small, city and state sponsored outpatient 

                                            
57 This bill failed, but was passed the following year. Lyndon B. Johnson, "Annual Message to the 
Congress on the State of the Union.," January 10, 1967,  Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. 
Woolley, The American Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=28338 
(accessed Aug 20, 2015). 
58 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress on Crime in America," February 6, 
1967, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=28394 (accessed Aug 20, 2015). 
59 Lyndon B. Johnson "Message to the Senate Transmitting the Single Convention on Narcotic 
Drugs, 1961," March 8, 1967, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American 
Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=28687 (accessed Aug 20, 2015). 
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facilities for drug and alcohol treatment.  Philadelphia General Hospital was also 

noted because it occasionally admitted addicts without insurance.60   

With regard to the prominence of law enforcement, it is not an 

understatement to say the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 

was the culmination of a long legislative campaign.  In February of 1968, LBJ 

presented a Special Message to the Congress on Crime and Law Enforcement: 

"To Insure the Public Safety." 61  This was LBJ’s final push for the bill he had 

introduced the previous year and he listed twenty-two items in his program of 

action.  Narcotics and Drugs were the ninth item in this long list.  He mentioned 

their spread to new demographics and a need to enhance efficiency and 

effectiveness by creating the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drug’s (BNDD) 

under the Department of Justice.62   

LBJ’s address started with a call for governors to take the initiative in their 

respective states, and he drew attention to the overall cost of his proposals, 

estimated at over $557 million.  As a barometer of importance, LBJ stated this 

estimate was 28% higher than law enforcement allocations for 1968.  Beyond 

                                            
60 White House, Task Force Report: Narcotics and Drug Abuse, President’s Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967), 
135-137. 
61 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress on Crime and Law Enforcement, "To 
Insure the Public Safety,’" February 7, 1968, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=29237 (accessed Sep 9, 
2015). 
62 This was accomplished through another transmission on the same day.  It combined the 
Bureau of Narcotics under the Department of Treasury with the Bureau of Drug Abuse under the 
Department of Health Education and Welfare.  Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the 
Congress Transmitting Reorganization Plan 1 of 1968 Relating to Narcotics and Drug Abuse 
Control," February 7, 1968, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American 
Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=29249 (accessed Aug 20, 2015). 
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petitioning passage of the Safe Streets Act, he also called for appropriations of 

$100 million for Fiscal Year 1969, which was double what he had requested in 

1967.63   

 Even before LJB’s address in February, stakeholders in Philadelphia had 

already been lobbying to support the pending Safe Streets Act.  Philadelphia’s 

Development Coordinator Patrick McLaughlin integrated the efforts of the 

Philadelphia Crime Commission and members of the Law Enforcement Planning 

Council, who had promoted the earlier version of the bill and resumed their 

efforts at the start of the year.64  In particular they sent letters to Pennsylvania 

Senators and Congressmen, provided information to the media about the bill, 

and spoke at civic and professional groups.  Of great interest were the resources 

LBJ had mentioned and the favorable funding ratios for the federal grants: 100% 

for research, 90% for planning grants, 60% for action grants, and 50% for 

construction.65  And for all of these grants, matching requirement could be 

satisfied by funding or providing in-kind services and this was a significant 

                                            
63 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress on Crime and Law Enforcement: "To 
Insure the Public Safety," February 7, 1968, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=29237 (accessed Aug 20, 
2015). 
64 Memo from Ivan B. Gluckman to Patrick McLaughlin, “Meeting Re Crime Control Legislation – 
This Date,” Jan 4, 1968, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, 
Box A3830, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder “New York Legislative Programs,” PCA. 
65 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress Transmitting Reorganization Plan 1 of 
1968 Relating to Narcotics and Drug Abuse Control," February 7, 1968, Online by Gerhard Peters 
and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb. 
edu/ws/?pid=29249 (accessed Aug 20, 2015). 
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incentive.66  Along with passing information and serving as a liaison, McLaughlin 

also worked with New York City’s Congressional Delegation to streamline the 

efforts of both cities.67     

 When LBJ signed the Safe Streets Act into law on June 19, 1968, it 

promised $400 million in grants over the next two years.68  Leaders in 

Philadelphia wasted little time in exploring its opportunities.  Nevertheless, these 

new opportunities also brought their share of growing pains and conflicts over 

control issues.   

In late July, H. Lynn Edwards, Executive Director of the Law Enforcement 

Planning Council quickly drafted a letter for Mayor Tate to send to Governor 

Raymond Shafer.  The letter stated that Philadelphia had allocated $107,000 for 

law enforcement planning in 1967 and 1968 and forecasted a planning need of 

$1.1 million for 1968 and 1969.  Given the provisions of the Safe Streets act, the 

draft letter argued “…Philadelphia is amply qualified to request and to receive 

considerably more funds that we know are available for planning purposes 

throughout Pennsylvania.”69  Edwards had calculated that Pennsylvania would 

                                            
66 Philadelphia Law Enforcement Planning Council, “Five Month Status Report to the Mayor,” 10-
11, October 1, 1967 to February 29, 1968, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, A4597, Box 7 (1968), Folder “Law Enforcement Planning Council,” PCA. 
67 Memo from Mayor James H.J. Tate to Patrick McLaughlin, “New York City Legislative 
Program,” June 21 1967, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box A3830, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder “New York Legislative Programs,” PCA. 
68 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Statement by the President Upon Signing the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968," June 19, 1968, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=28939 (accessed Aug 20, 
2015). 
69 Proposed Letter to Governor Raymond P. Shafer, Jul 26, 1968, RG 60-2.5, Administration of 
James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, A4597, Box 7 (1968), Folder “Law Enforcement 
Planning Council,” PCA. 
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have $504,000 in planning money that would have to be earmarked for 

community law enforcement.  Essentially, he was staking a claim to all of that, 

plus some additional funds.  Recognizing the risk he was taking, moreover, 

Edwards went a step further. 

During the same week, he identified both a challenge and an opportunity.  

In the same packet that contained his draft letter to Governor Shafer, Edwards 

observed that Safe Streets Act block grants had to be funneled through the 

states, which meant they could be diverted, stalled, or possibly disapproved.  

However, Edwards also noted that until August 31, 1968, the Johnson 

Administration was authorized to make grants directly to the applicant for 

“…programs and projects dealing with the prevention, detection, and control of 

riots and other violent civil disorders….”  These grants could pay up to 75% of 

the total cost of a particular program and be up $15 million in the action grant 

category.70  Given the matching requirement for an action grant was 60:40, this 

equated to a 15% discount, with no risk of a “middle man.”   

While the timeline was short, Edwards thought it was worth a shot.  

Displaying great initiative, he mentioned to Mayor Tate that he had already 

coordinated with Police Commissioner Rizzo.  Edwards also offered the Act 

might cover all the city’s needs for riot prevention and control (and hence touch 

other departments), and suggested that Tate appoint someone from the 

                                            
70 Letter from H. Lynn Edwards to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Jul 30, 1968, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, A4597, Box 7 (1968), Folder, “Law 
Enforcement Planning Council,” PCA. 
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Managing Director’s Officer to coordinate the action and enable Philadelphia to 

“…present a strong, solid, and unified front.”71 

Deputy to the Mayor Anthony Zecca agreed with the proposal and 

responded the next day in Mayor Tate’s absence (who was ill).  Despite that, 

Edwards’ work essentially came to naught.  As it turned out, funds could only be 

channeled through the states.  Once this decision was made in Washington, 

Edwards alerted Police Commissioner Rizzo of the change and offered 

assistance.  Philadelphia received a mere $50,000 for a narrowly focused 

application that went straight from the Philadelphia Police department to the 

Director the State Crime Commission.  Another branch of city government 

likewise submitted a grant request, without informing the Law Enforcement 

Planning Council.  Nonetheless, Edwards provided additional planning guidance 

to Mayor Tate for the remainder of 1968 and urged that the Law Enforcement 

Planning Council be used as the coordinating agency for law enforcement 

grants.72  Perhaps out of frustration, the Chairman of the Law Enforcement 

Planning Council, Jesse B. Clark, drafted a letter for Tate’s signature, 

designating the Council as the official coordinating body for Omnibus Crime 

                                            
71 Executive Director Edward noted there was a risk that, even if approved, Congress might not 
appropriate the funds.  
72 Letter from H. Lynn Edwards to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Sep 4, 1968, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, A4597, Box 7 (1968), Folder, “Law 
Enforcement Planning Council,” PCA. 
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Control and Safe Streets Grants.  Apparently Tate did not agree and, when he 

failed to sign it, Clark cited Edwards’ outstanding contributions and resigned.73    

In tandem with this rocky start at accessing federal law enforcement 

money, drug abuse still garnered little attention.  When the city had released its 

Annual Report for 1967 (in April of 1968), its only public coverage of drug abuse 

was a photo of an educational police display.74  So despite the preceding federal 

overtures regarding drug abuse, and the clear federal and local interaction 

regarding law enforcement, drug abuse was still in a “holding pattern” as an 

important issue in Philadelphia. 

  

                                            
73 Letter from Jesse B. Clark to Mayor James HJ Tate, “Confidential,” Dec 10, 1968, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, A4597, Box 7 (1968), Folder, “Law 
Enforcement Planning Council,” PCA. 
74 City of Philadelphia, Photo Caption, “Police Department Educational Program Alerts Public to 
Danger of Drugs,” City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1967, Supplement of Philadelphia Inquirer, 
April, 25, 1965, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Box “Annual reports - City (Newspaper 
Supplements), 1952 – 1970,” PCA.  
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SECTION 3 

DRUG CONTROL IN ASCENDANCE 
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CHAPTER 7 

DRUG ABUSE BECOMES A HIGHER PRIORITY IN PHILADELPHIA 

 
While describing the ongoing crack epidemic in the introduction of the 

1989 National Drug Control Strategy, Office of National Drug Control Policy 

Director William Bennett opined, that “…we must avoid the easy temptation to 

blame our troubles first on those chronic problems of social environment – like 

poverty and racism – which help to breed and spread the contagion of drug 

use.”75   In an attempt to mute opposition to the implications of the proposed 

strategy, this comment came after acknowledging the strategy must be both 

tough and humane.  Bennett continued, “We are now fighting two drug wars, not 

just one. The first and easiest is against "casual" use of drugs by many 

Americans [among the middle class], and we are winning it.   The other, much 

more difficult war is against addiction to cocaine [mostly among minorities]. And 

on this second front, increasingly located in our cities, we are losing - badly.”  

Bennett later added, “The crack epidemic in urban areas threatens to reverse the 

trend in the first war and “…send a fresh wave of cocaine back out of our cities 

and into the country at large.”76  In responding to this epidemic, William Bennett 

was alluding to containment strategy or at least an earlier lack of interest.  He 

was not the first to do so. 
                                            
75 The White House, National Drug Control Strategy (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1989), 8, National Criminal Justice Reference Service. https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/ 
ondcp/119466.pdf (accessed Aug 21, 2015). 
76 The White House, National Drug Control Strategy, September, 1989, 4 (Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, 1989). 
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In April of 1973, during the opening of hearings for the Subcommittee on 

Alcoholism and Narcotics, Senator Richard Schweiker (Rep., PA) stated, “Until 

the 1960s, narcotics addiction was considered strictly a problem of the inner-city, 

nonwhite poor.  The growth of the drug culture among middle-class youth during 

the 1960s, however, awakened us to the seriousness of widespread narcotics 

addiction.”77  Again, he was not the first to allude to containment and inattention. 

In 1968 President Lyndon Johnson stated that, “Heroin addiction is largely 

an urban problem, focused in slum areas. But hallucinogens, such as marihuana 

and LSD (Lysergic Acid Diethylamide) have spread to suburban and rural 

regions, and are taken by far too many American youths. The improper use of 

dangerous drugs--barbiturates, pep pills, speed, other amphetamines---cuts 

across all segments of the population.”78  The unspoken premise of all these 

statements was that previously there had been an unfortunate and perennial 

circumstance that was affecting the inner city (and mostly minorities).  However, 

this circumstance had grown into a problem that was spreading and affecting the 

suburban middle class (mostly whites).” 

                                            
77 Senate Hearings before the Subcommittee on Alcoholism and Narcotics of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, Drug and Alcohol Abuse Crisis, 1973, 93rd Cong., 1st sess, 1973, 
Philadelphia, PA , Apr 23, 24, 1973 (Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office, 1974), 5. 
78 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress on Crime and Law Enforcement: "To 
Insure the Public Safety," February 7, 1968, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=29237 (accessed Aug 20, 
2015). 
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Drug Abusers - An Expanding Demographic 

Scholars have long identified the spread of drug abuse from the inner city 

to the middle class in the late 1960s, and then returning Vietnam Vets in the early 

1970s, as motivating factors for the War on Drugs and a more rehabilitative 

approach to drug control.79  This seems plausible based on the preceding public 

statements, as well as private statements by other public officials.  For instance, 

President Richard Nixon reportedly told White House Assistant for Domestic 

Affairs John Ehrlichman and Deputy Assistant for Domestic Affairs Egil (Bud) 

Krogh that he was concerned drug use was sapping the “strength of our 

leadership class,” in a May 1971 meeting about military drug use.80  But despite 

these concerns over drug abuse’s expansion into new demographics, its rising 

prioritization as a policy issue in Philadelphia was due to a confluence of factors.  

Drug abuse was increasing in Philadelphia during this period, and there was a 

corresponding rise in drug abuse among whites.  However, the total number of 

drug abuse cases among minorities remained higher.   

These factors were significant catalysts in Philadelphia, but they were also 

augmented by other data.  The city’s leaders analyzed quantitative measures like 

overdose deaths, narcotics arrests, and a general increase in the crime rate.  

They were also influenced by community action group initiatives, public inquiries, 

                                            
79 Richard Reeves, President Nixon: Alone in the Whitehouse (New York: Simon and Shuster, 
2001), 322-323. See also Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 276. 
80 Memorandum from Bud Krogh for the President’s File, May 27, 1971, DVD data set contained 
in Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, Additional Electronic Documentation 
Resources, Chapter 2, Item 81. 
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print, radio, and television stories, and circulating information pamphlets and 

reports.  This produced a cumulative and reciprocal effect on both public officials 

and Philadelphia’s citizens.  City officials responded to constituent concerns and 

constituents formed opinions based on what they read and heard from officials. 

This amalgamation finally led Mayor Tate to declare drug addiction a top 

priority on October 29, 1970.81  He did so two years after Richard Nixon gave a 

seminal anti-drug speech while campaigning for the presidency in Anaheim, 

California.82  It was one year after Nixon had locked down the border with Mexico 

to curtail drug flow during “Operation Intercept.”83  And it was two days after 

Nixon had signed the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 

1970, which had easily passed through Congress with a final vote of 341-6 in the 

House.84 

                                            
81 Letter from James H.J. Tate to Health Commissioner Norman Ingraham, Oct 29, 1970, City of 
Philadelphia, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health 
Department, Folder “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
82 Richard M. Nixon, Statement while campaigning in Anaheim, California, Sep 16, 1968, DVD 
data set contained in Musto and Korsmeyer, The Quest for Drug Control, Additional Electronic 
Documentation Resources. 
83 “U.S. Intensifies Attack on Drug Traffic,” The Michigan Daily, Sep 14, 1969, 
http://news.google.com/newspapers?nid=2706&dat=19690914&id=wAxKAAAAIBAJ&sjid=cR4NA
AAAIBAJ&pg=4647914845 (accessed Sep 1, 2015). 
84 There were 80 representatives who did not vote (31 Republicans and 49 Democrats). 
http://www.govtrack.us/congress/votes/91-1970/h355 (accessed 15 Apr 13).  The bill categorized 
drugs according to risk, expanded funding for community mental health centers and federal drug 
treatment facilities, and eliminated mandatory sentencing guidelines for drug use.  Richard Nixon, 
"Remarks on Signing the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970," Oct 
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discarded.  Harry L. Hogan, Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970 
(P.L. 91-513): Summary of Major Provisions, HV 5801A, 70-257 ED, Education and Public 
Welfare Division, U.S. Congress, Congressional Research Service, Oct 28, 1970, LRS-6.  Some 
scholars consider the bill’s most significant contribution to be drug categorization based on 
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Interpreting Empirical Data 

A review of the quantitative information available at that time is, for the 

purpose of shedding light on what influenced Mayor Tate to make his decision, a 

good place to start.  Philadelphia’s leaders were clearly trying to discern causality 

and correlation.  In police statistical reports they were "slicing and dicing" 

information in a variety of ways.  They plotted graphs and created charts that 

presented crime data based on time (daily and seasonally), location, population 

densities, age, sex, and race demographics.85 

National Statistics 

  At the national level, every category of crime increased significantly and 

the overall growth in violent crime was 64.2 percent.  Table 4 shows assorted 

crime rates between 1965 and 1969 (the latest year to which Mayor Tate would 

have had access).  

 Table 4.  U.S. Crime Rate per 100,000 Population, 1965-196986 
 

Year 
Violent 
Crime 
Rate 

Murder/Non-
Negligent 

Manslaughter 

Forcible 
Rape Robbery Property 

Crime Burglary Larceny-
Theft 

1965 200.2 5.1 12.1 71.7 2248.8 662.7 1329.3 
1966 220 5.6 13.2 80.8 2450.9 721 1442.9 
1967 253.2 6.2 14 102.8 2736.5 826.6 1575.8 
1968 298.4 6.9 15.9 131.8 3071.8 932.3 1746.6 
1969 328.7 7.3 18.5 148.4 3351.3 984.1 1930.9 
 

                                                                                                                                  
medical assessment and reducing punitive aspects of earlier drug control laws. Belenko, ed., 
Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 278-279. 
85 RG 61-1.1, Managing Director, Box A578, Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1, Police Annual 
Reports” 1960-1977, PCA. 
86 Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports, prepared by the National Archive of 
Criminal Justice Data, http://www.ucrdatatool.gov/Search/Crime/State/RunCrimeStatebyState.cfm 
(accessed Apr 20, 2013). 
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As already established, drug abuse was rhetorically linked to crime by the 

early 1960s.  While admittedly in the pursuit of funding, the impact of the drug-

crime link was even exaggerated by health care professionals.87  However, 

mathematically speaking, there was basis in fact for the correlation between 

drugs and crime. 

Police Reports: Drugs and Crime 

In Philadelphia, major crime reports increased from an average of 1,856 

incidents (per 100,000) in 1965 to 2,026 incidents (per 100,000) in 1969 (+ 

15.3%).  This seemingly modest overall increase reflected wide variance 

between districts.  The greatest increase in a Philadelphia police district was 77.2 

percent, while one district simultaneously decreased by 20 percent.  

Correspondingly, minor crime reports increased from 9,812 incidents (per 100, 

000) in 1965 to 10,939 cases in 1969 (+14.8%).88  In this category, the greatest 

increase in a Philadelphia police district was 60.4 percent, while again, another 

district dropped by 20.4 percent. 

These disparities showed that, along with an overall rise in crime, there 

were also fluctuations within Philadelphia’s neighborhoods. Table 5 shows the 

                                            
87 A methadone treatment grant proposal from the Philadelphia Health Department estimated 
there were 15-20,000 heroin addicts, spending $82-109 million a year (more than double the 
Health Department budget) to support their habits.  It added, “this money is usually raised by 
engaging in some form of criminal activity.”  Letter from Managing Director, Fred Corleto to 
Chairman of the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council, Frank Montemuro, Nov 19, 1970, RG 
80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A-5331, Folder, “October-
December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA.  
88 Author calculations based on police reports contained in RG 61-1.1, Managing Director, Box 
A578, Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1, Police Annual Report” 1960-1977, PCA. 



  213 

 
 

change in major crime rates between 1965 and 1969.  Of the ten police districts 

that exceeded Philadelphia’s average increase in major crime (15.3%) between 

1965 and 1969, five were predominantly white, two were evenly mixed, and 2 

were predominantly black.  Of the five districts seeing the greatest increase in 

major crime, four were predominantly white. 

Table 5.  Philadelphia Change in Major Crime (Per 100K), 1965-197089 
 

 
 

Table 6 shows change in minor crime rates between 1965 and 1969.  Of 

the eleven police districts that exceeded Philadelphia’s average increase in minor 

crime (14.8%) between 1965 and 1969, four were predominantly white, three 

                                            
89 Calculations based on police statistical reports.  City of Philadelphia, Police Department, 
Statistical Report, 1965, “Crimes and Services by District,” 15, and Police Department, Statistical 
Report, 1970, “Crimes and Services by District,” 8,  RG 61-1.1, Managing Director, Box A578, 
Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1, Police Annual Report,” 1960-1977, PCA.  Population 
demographics come from City of Philadelphia, Comprehensive Plan for Drug and Alcohol Abuse 
Treatment and Prevention, 1973-1974, Table 1. “Racial Composition of Philadelphia by 
Catchment Area (1970 Census),” Office of the Managing Director, Coordinating Office for Drug 
and Alcohol Abuse, Oct, 1973, 5-6. 

Police 
District

Population 
% White

Population 
% Black

Major Crime 
per Capita 

(100K-1965)

Major Crime 
per Capita 

(100K-1969)

Per Capita 
Major Crime 
% Change 
1965-1969

12 48.00% 51.00% 1,122 1,989 77.2%
1 61.00% 38.00% 733 1,180 61.1%
7 98.00% 2.00% 1,147 1,540 34.2%
35 72.00% 27.00% 845 1,119 32.4%
25 94.00% 5.00% 1,311 1,658 26.5%
15 98.00% 2.00% 754 931 23.5%
39 21.00% 78.00% 2,042 2,509 22.9%
14 52.00% 47.00% 1,228 1,492 21.5%
5 88.00% 11.00% 646 785 21.4%
19 32.00% 67.00% 1,319 1,529 15.9%

Average 1,856 2,026 15.3%



  214 

 
 

were evenly mixed, and four were predominantly black.  Of the five districts 

seeing the greatest increase in minor crime, three were predominantly white. 

Table 6.  Philadelphia Change in Minor Crime (Per 100K), 1965-197090 
 

 
 

With regard to narcotics, arrests were considered “minor crime,” and 

tracked within that overarching category.  However, from the perspective of the 

drug-crime link, narcotics abuse was logically connected with petty theft, 

burglary, and larceny (with the latter two crimes falling in the “major crime” 

category). 

Between 1965 and 1969, total narcotics arrests rose from 926 to 3,828 

(+313.4%).  During the same period juvenile arrests for narcotics grew from 21 to 

398 (+1,795%).91  Mathematically speaking, there was a strong correlation 

                                            
90 Ibid. 
91 Author calculations based on police reports contained in RG 61-1.1, Managing Director, Box 
A578, Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1, Police Annual Report” 1960-1977, PCA. 

Police 
District

Population 
% White

Population 
% Black

Minor Crime 
per Capita 

(100K-1965)

Minor Crime 
per Capita 

(100K-1969)

Per Capita 
Minor Crime 
% Change 
1965-1969

5 88.00% 11.00% 11,544 18,516 60.4%
23 21.00% 78.00% 5,305 7,084 33.5%
39 21.00% 78.00% 5,355 7,089 32.4%
25 94.00% 5.00% 1,841 2,390 29.8%
3 85.00% 14.00% 12,617 16,259 28.9%
12 48.00% 51.00% 2,928 3,749 28.1%
9 41.00% 57.00% 13,906 17,551 26.2%
14 52.00% 47.00% 8,377 10,556 26.0%
26 94.00% 5.00% 6,281 7,905 25.8%
18 48.00% 51.00% 8,224 10,215 24.2%
6 41.00% 57.00% 25,500 29,647 16.3%

Average 9,812 10,939 14.8%
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between narcotics and crime arrests.92  Figure 3 shows larceny, burglary, and 

narcotics arrests for Philadelphia between 1961 and 1969.  While data from 1970 

and beyond is more startling, Figure 3  shows what Mayor Tate and other 

officials were pondering in 1970 (The 1969 Police Statistical Report would have 

been published in 1970).  Figure 3 graphically portrays an 89.1% correlation 

between narcotics and burglary arrests, and a 94.9% correlation between 

narcotics and larceny arrests.  Though not tracked as part of the “major crime” 

category, narcotics arrests also showed a 92.6% correlation to homicide arrests. 

Figure 3.  Philadelphia Larceny, Burglary & Narcotics Arrests, 1961-1969 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Given this information, the logical hypothesis beginning to form in the 

minds of Philadelphia’s leaders was: “We have a drug problem that is linked to 

crime and it is affecting everyone.”  The information showed a rise in crime that 

spanned white and black neighborhoods.  In fact, the correlation between race 

                                            
92 While crime rates can be measured by “crimes reported” and “crime arrests,” drug abuse could 
only be estimated through drug arrests and drug overdoses. This changed after the Drug Abuse 
Warning Network (DAWN) and the National Household Survey on Drug Abuse (NHSDA) were 
created in 1972. 
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and the change in crime rate between 1965 and 1969 was -.2% for major crime 

and -.9% for minor crime.93  Narcotics arrests were not differentiated by district in 

published police reports, but as shown, they were strongly correlated to crime 

data that was – and both were rising sharply.  From the standpoint of trying to 

understand drug abuse in Philadelphia as a complex adaptive system, what 

might these statistics have reflected?   

What do the Numbers Mean? 

Drug abuse arrests could have been increasing due to a change in 

classification of what constituted a drug arrest.  Within Pennsylvania, there had 

been no change to drug laws since 1961.94  However, the Drug Abuse Control 

Amendment of 1965 imposed restrictions on the distribution of depressants and 

stimulants, making it only lawful under the supervision of a licensed practitioner.95  

As mentioned previously, the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act (NARA) of 1966 

signaled a civil commitment for drug treatment.  While related to treatment, this 

could have served as an incentive to arrest drug users and get them off the 

                                            
93 Author calculations based on police reports contained in RG 61-1.1, Managing Director, Box 
A578, Annual Reports, Folder, “RG 79.1, Police Annual Report” 1960-1977, PCA. 
94 Based on the case of Commonwealth v. Tirpak et al., Sep 30, 1970, Section 4 of the Act of 
September 26, 1961, P.L. 1664, 35 P.S. § 780-4(q) was still in effect.  http://law.justia.com/ 
cases/pennsylvania/ supreme-court/1971/441-pa-534-0.html (accessed Sep 5, 2015).  See also 
Joseph Wenk and Joseph Torregrossa, “Proposed Revisions of Narcotics Laws: An Empirical 
Study of Their Effect on the Administration of Criminal Justice,” 29, Defender Association of 
Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder 37, “Drugs 1968,” TUSCRC.  
95 Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 261.  See also Lyndon B. Johnson: "Remarks 
at the Signing of the Drug Abuse Control Amendments Bill," Jul 15, 1965, Online by Gerhard 
Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=27087 (accessed Sep 29, 2015) 
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streets.96  In 1967, President Johnson called for the states to update their drug 

laws.97  And in 1968, LBJ also signed a bill that made trafficking and possession 

of LSD and other similar, synthetic drugs illegal.98  While changes in drug laws at 

the federal level might take time to influence state laws, just the act of revising 

them could re-orient law enforcement personnel to pursue drug offenses more 

aggressively.99  So with no significant change in resources for policing, this could 

have led to an increase in arrest numbers. 

Drug arrests could also have increased due to the presence of more 

police (greater probability of observation).  This was certainly a contributing 

factor.  In 1963, Philadelphia hired 300 additional police officers.100  At the 

beginning of 1965, they also began an 18 month recruiting campaign to hire 150 

new officers a month.  By December of 1965, they had reportedly increased the 

force by 1056 people.101  If these new members were assigned according to a 

police manpower study conducted at the time, they were allocated across the 

                                            
96 The White House, President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 
Task Force Report: Narcotics and Drug Abuse (Washington, DC, 1967), 116, 119, 139, 140, 142, 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED066678 (accessed Sep 29, 2015). 
97 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Special Message to the Congress on Crime in America," Feb 6, 1967, 
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb. edu/ws/?pid=28394 (accessed Sep 5, 2015). 
98 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Statement by the President Upon Signing Bill Relating to Traffic in or 
Possession of Drugs Such as LSD," Oct 25, 1968. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. 
Woolley, The American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=29206 
(accessed Sep 5, 2015). 
99 Whitford and Yates, Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda, 8. 
100 Crime Briefing, “Mayor’s Preamble,” undated, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, A4491, 1965, Folder, “War on Crime,” PCA. 
101 City of Philadelphia, City of Philadelphia Annual Report, 1965: Year of Achievement, “Police,” 
Supplement of Philadelphia Inquirer, Apr , 24, 1966, RG 60-1.1, Office of the Mayor, Box “Annual 
reports - City (Newspaper Supplements), 1952 – 1970,” PCA.  See also Memo from Joseph 
Chase, “Philadelphia Police Recruiting Campaign Publicity Report, Aug 18, 1965, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 17, A4491, 1965, Folder, 
“Police Recruitment Law Enforcement,” PCA. 
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city, but with emphasis on higher crime areas.102  This augmentation could have 

increased arrest numbers in all categories.  

With the additional hiring, the Philadelphia Police Department should have 

had 4,525 officers assigned to districts at the end of 1965.103  Yet by 1971, the 

manning roster listed only 3,833 police officers assigned to districts.  However, if 

the Special Patrol Bureau, Special Investigation Bureau, and Community 

Relations Bureau are considered, this brings the number interacting directly with 

the community to 5,119 (+ 13%).104  Also, the Philadelphia Narcotics Squad grew 

from 25 to 60 officers between 1967 and 1970.105  So clearly, an increase in the 

likelihood of observation could have contributed to a larger number of drug 

arrests in the late 1960s. 

A final reason drug arrests could have been rising was a real growth in the 

underlying behavior of drug abuse.  This could have been influenced by 

demographic change.  Although Philadelphia’s overall population was decreasing 

between 1960 and 1970, the at-risk population of young adults was growing.106  

                                            
102 Study of Police Personnel Requirements, “Manpower Deployment Based on Major Crime 
Experience,” Tab “Alternative C,” 9, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 17, A4491, 1965, “Police Recruitment,” PCA. 
103 Ibid. 
104 Manning roster attached to Police Emergency Operations Order, “RE: Murders of Policemen 
John McEntree #3725 and John Kelly #4937,” Mar 1, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James 
H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3837, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder “Police # 2,” PCA 
105 “One Death Every Other Day: Drug Arrests up 500% in Five Years, Rizzo Says,” Philadelphia 
Tribune, Sep 19, 1970, 10, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532567780, 
accessed, Sep 29, 2015) 
106 Confidential Report from Government Consulting Service, Fels Institute of Local and State 
Government, University of Pennsylvania, to Randolph Wise, Commissioner, Mayor’s Youth 
Advisory Committee, “Interim Report on the Study and Plan for Juvenile Detention Facilities in 
Philadelphia,” (October 27, 1965), A-2, RG 60-1.2, Office of the Mayor, Box A-188, Mayor 
Reports and Publications, PCA. 
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Drug abuse could also have been stoked because narcotics distributors were 

expanding their product range.  From a business perspective, this means drug 

traffickers were improving their means of production and distribution, and 

increasing the exposure of the general population to drugs.107  Over time, more 

exposure to illicit drugs decreases the perceived risk and increases the likelihood 

of use.108  Having weighed all these factors and considerations, Mayor Tate 

might have concluded “all of the above” and viewed drug abuse as a greater 

concern. 

Race and Drug Related Deaths 

Drug related deaths are a tragic but incontrovertible barometer of drug 

abuse.  Figure 4 shows the drug related deaths listed in a Republican City 

Council Narcotics Report in the summer of 1969. 

  

                                            
107 For discussion of the “Corporate Logic” of drug cartels, see Kan, Cartels at War, 25-32.  For 
examination of a drug gang’s business model, see Steven Levitt and Stephen Dubner, 
Freakonomics: A Rogue Economist Explores the Hidden Side of Everything (New York: Harper 
Collins Publishers, 2009), 96-101. 
108 Among many other indicators, perception of risk is specifically tracked by the National Survey 
on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH). For more information, see Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration, http://www.samhsa.gov/data/population-data-nsduh (accessed 
Sep 29, 2015). 
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Figure 4.  Narcotic Related Deaths in Philadelphia, 1961-1969109 

 

 

Although there was some discrepancy in the accounting of different 

departments and agencies, the overall picture was uniformly disconcerting.  The 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) data for 1968 shows there 

were 103 overdose deaths in Philadelphia County.  While this information was 

not compiled until the early 1980s, it was built from medical examiner reports that 

were available during the period in question.110  Of the 103 drug related deaths, 

48 were white and 55 were African Americans. 111  In 1969, the death toll had 

risen to 124, an increase of 20.4 percent.  That year 67 whites and 57 African 
                                            
109 “Republican City Council Narcotics Report,” Police Department Report on Narcotics, Section 
A, Jul 24, 1970, undated, but after July, 1969, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of 
Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, PCA. 
110 The Compressed Mortality File has been available since the early 1980s and was originally 
called the Mortality Surveillance Project.  The National Vital Statistics System collates death 
records from medical examiners to populate this database. Email from Sigrid A. Economou, 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), Customer Support, and Dr. Deborah Ingram, 
CDC, National Center for Statistics, Sep 8, 2015.  
111 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics, 
Compressed Mortality File 1968-1978, CDC WONDER Online Database, compiled from 
Compressed Mortality File CMF 1968-1988, Series 20, No. 2A, 2000, http://wonder.cdc.gov/cmf-
icd8.html (accessed Sep 5, 2015). 
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Americans were lost to drug overdoses.112  Table 7 presents the most prominent 

drug overdose categories and the rates of change for each by race.  Within these 

categories, the CDC data for 1968 and 1969 shows a 73% increase in drug 

abuse deaths among whites, significantly greater than the 8% rise observed 

among blacks. 

Table 7. Prominent Overdose Categories, Philadelphia County, 1968-1969113 
 

 
 

In 1970, an internal assessment provided by Dr. Joseph Spelman, the 

Philadelphia Medical Examiner, also highlighted race.114  To help Health 

Commissioner Norman Ingraham respond to some information requests from 

Mayor Tate, Spelman provided an assessment of drug abuse and drug 

                                            
112 Ibid. 
113 Ibid.  E853.0 (Opiate and synthetic analogues) for African Americans converted to a rate of 3.2 
incidents for 100,000.  CDC incident estimates per 100,000 residents were statistically unreliable 
for all other categories. 
114 Memo from Norman Ingraham to Mayor Tate, May 6, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, 
Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, loose papers, PCA. See also 
“Spelman Predicts 171 Heroin Deaths in 1970,” Evening Bulletin (Philadelphia), June 4, 1970, 
Records Group 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box, A5331, Health 
Department, Folder, “Jan - May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse – 1970,” PCA. 

Race CDC	Cause	of	Death	Description 1968 1969 %	Change
E853.0	(Opiates	and	synthetic	analogues) 32 33 3.1%
E854.0	(Barbiturates) 3 1 -66.7%
E854.9	(Other	sedatives	and	hypnotics) 13 16 23.1%
E859.9	(Drugs,	unspecified) 2 4 100.0%
Total	for	African	Americans 50 54 8.0%
E853.0	(Opiates	and	synthetic	analogues) 9 12 33.3%
E854.0	(Barbiturates) 14 12 -14.3%
E854.9	(Other	sedatives	and	hypnotics) 2 10 400.0%
E859.9	(Drugs,	unspecified) 12 16 33.3%
Total	for	White 37 64 73.0%

87 118 35.6%

African	
American

White

Total	for	Seleted	Categories



  222 

 
 

treatment.115  Spelman was greatly concerned about drug abuse and indeed 

presented a dire picture.  There had been four heroin overdoses just in the 

previous weekend, which brought the annual total to 50 (through April 19, 1970).  

Spelman noted there were 110 similar deaths in 1969, so the April total would 

have been 38% ahead of the previous year’s trajectory.  Pointing to the lack of 

public interest in the issue, he added, “As a member of the Sub-Committee on 

Alcoholism and Addictive Diseases of the County Medical Society I am appalled 

at the general ignorance of the Committee members and physicians in general 

concerning the nature of the problem and especially the extent.”  Perhaps as a 

means of generating interest (and support), Spelman stated, “Insofar as deaths 

are concerned we are seeing younger and younger groups and an increase from 

about 8% to 23% in White [capitalized in original document] involvement.”116 

In June of 1970, Spelman sounded a public alarm in the Philadelphia 

Evening Bulletin.  With a headline of “Spelman Predicts 171 heroin deaths in 

1970,” his message was congruent with his internal memorandum and earlier 

CDC data.  The article listed the following heroin death rates: 1966 (5), 1967 

(29), 1968 (108), and 1969 (110).  While a proponent of methadone treatment, 

which was still in its infancy in 1970, Dr. Spelman also noted that seven of the 

recent deaths were due to methadone overdoses.  

                                            
115 Memo from Norman Ingraham to Mayor Tate, May 6, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, 
Department of Public Health,  Box A5331, Health Department, loose papers, PCA. 
116 Letter from Dr. Joseph Spelman to Dr. Norman Ingraham, “Information for the Mayor on 
Addictive Disease Programs,” Apr 22, 1970, Records Group 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, 
Department of Public Health, Box, A5331, Health Department, Folder, “Jan. -- May, Alcoholism 
and Drug Abuse – 1970,” PCA. 
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Like his earlier memorandum, Spelman’s article highlighted white drug 

use.  “Whereas 80 percent of the heroin-induced deaths involved Negroes a few 

years ago, said the doctor, 26 percent are now white, ‘and they’re evenly divided 

between black and white among those under age 20, which now involves almost 

one-third of all heroin deaths.’”  Again the unspoken implication was that because 

it was affecting whites it had turned into a real problem.  In the next sentence, he 

added, “family background does not protect young people from narcotics.”  

Paired together as these comments were, they reflected racialized premises that 

conflated being black with being part of a dysfunctional family that would explain 

a propensity for drug abuse.117 

Both sets of data and the observations by the Philadelphia Medical 

Examiner lend credibility to the idea that increasing drug abuse among whites 

prompted greater interest in a public response.  In the early 1960s, when African 

Americans were routinely dying of drug overdoses, it was either not noticed or 

seen as a problem among others in the periphery of society.  This idea is further 

substantiated by the fact that the Philadelphia Medical Examiner stated in 1970, 

“Until 1968, we saw an average of five heroin-related deaths year.”118  He may 

simply have misspoken or been misquoted during the interview.  However, as 

discussed earlier, his observation may also be an indication of Attraction 

Similarity Theory, in which people are not as likely to notice or remember events 

                                            
117 David M. Cleary, “Spelman Predicts 171 Heroin Deaths in 1970,” Jun 4, 1970, Philadelphia 
Evening Bulletin, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health Box A-5331, 
Folder, “Jan-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA.   
118 Ibid. 
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affecting people who are not part of their in-group.  As it turned out, the data 

presented in that specific article showed that 29 had died in 1967. 

As a way of saying, “He should know,” the news story also noted that the 

Medical Examiner was responsible for investigating all violent or suspicious 

deaths.  But there is high probability that some slipped through the cracks.  

Perhaps in April of 1963, when 31 year-old Reginald Barnes was left in an 

emergency room waiting area, his overdose death was perceived as an isolated 

incident versus part of a larger trend.119 

The public perception of drug abusers was both influenced by psychology 

and overlooked among a sea of other urban development issues (as were the 

conditions in North Philadelphia before the Riots).  While there is no indication 

that policy makers intentionally ignored the plight of African American drug 

addicts, racial biases surely swayed people’s actions then, just as they still do 

today.  Based on Dr. Spelman’s comments to Health Commissioner Ingraham, 

one thing is clear: a racialized worldview underpinned the perspective on drug 

abuse.  This can be seen in the fact that, like the growing incidence of drug 

overdoses among youth (which anyone would regard as a problem), more 

overdoses among whites was viewed as a metric of the issue’s growing severity. 

The demographics of the problem became clearer by 1972 and Table 8 

reflects data compiled by Spelman after the first quarter.  The total number 

                                            
119 The medical examiner did note his death was suspicious and investigate the case.  Art Peters, 
“Dope Overdose Blamed in Death of S. Phil. Man,” Philadelphia Tribune, Apr, 30 1963, ProQuest 
Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532491169, accessed, Sep 6, 2015). 
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African Americans dying from drug related causes was higher than for whites in 

1970 and 1971.  However, while most Mental Health and Mental Retardation 

Catchment Areas showed alarming increases, the two worst increases were in 

Catchment Areas 6C and 7B, 72% white and 98% white respectively. 

Table 8.  Drug Related Deaths by Catchment Area, 1970-1971120 
 

 
 

                                            
120 As alarming as this data was, someone had handwritten that the death rate for 1st 
Quarter,1972 was 85% ahead of 1st Quarter, 1971.  The memorandum noted that the data was 
not normalized by population, but that all catchment areas had approximately 200,000 residents.  
Medical Examiner’s Office, Division of Addictive Diseases, OMH/R, “Drug Related Deaths per 
Catchment Area of Residence,” undated, RG 61-6.1 Coordinating Office for Drug and Alcohol 
Abuse (CODAAP),  Box A1572, CODAAP ROAD, 1971-1977, Envelope addressed to Mr. John 
Riggan, PCA. 
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Quantitative information is not foolproof and often allows only partial 

understanding.  Authors of a drug law study in Philadelphia concluded that 

limitations of data collecting made statistical inference questionable and that only 

through a “painstaking search of indictment files, trial records and dockets could 

the authors arrive at figures which, at best, represent a rough approximation.”121  

This points to a risk associated with empirical studies of complex problems; they 

may promote greater confidence in our understanding than is warranted.  

However, statistics can offer a starting point and they are an indicator whose 

value increases when combined with other qualitative information.  During this 

period, Mayor Tate had plenty of the latter to augment the former as he 

considered drug abuse. 

Stakeholder Interaction - Shaping the Decision 

During the same period covered by the previously mentioned statistics, 

drug abuse became more prominent in both the public and private domains.  As 

in the early 1960s, drug abusers were still dying and their plight was covered in 

Philadelphia’s print outlets.122  Other stakeholders, ranging from individual 

citizens, to community action group leaders, to public officials contributed to drug 

abuse becoming a higher priority item on the policy agenda. 

                                            
121 Joseph Wenk and Joseph Torregrossa, “Proposed Revisions of Narcotics Laws: An Empirical 
Study of Their Effect on the Administration of Criminal Justice,” 4, 11, 28A, 28B, Defender 
Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder 37, “Drugs 1968,” TUSCRC. 
122 “Overdose Victims Dying Needlessly Ex-Addicts Claim,” Philadelphia Tribune, Apr 13, 1971, 
ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532659251, Sep 29, 2015). “Green Rips 
Rizzo on Drug Issue,” Philadelphia Tribune, Apr 24, 1971, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: 
Philadelphia Tribune (532668253, Sep 29, 2015).   
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After mid-decade, community action groups began forming and were 

primarily oriented toward drug abuse education.  One example of this was the 

Greater Philadelphia Council on Narcotics and Dangerous Drug Abuse 

(GPCNDDA).  The Council formed in 1967 and held its first educational forum in 

November of 1968, which was advertised by the Philadelphia Home and School 

Council.123  Just a couple years later, many other groups were also helping 

educate the public and provide rehabilitative services.124 

Testimony and the Media 

As a backdrop at the federal level, between July and September of 1969, 

the House of Representatives conducted hearings related to the Drug Abuse 

Education Act of 1969.  The testimony also provided a myriad of ground level 

“snapshots” and assessments from doctors, educators, police, local officials, 

newspapers, scholarly studies, and ex-addicts.  A Time magazine article 

presented during the hearings recounted how drug overdose victims were found 

in “…abandoned buildings, in hallways, on rooftops, and in basements 

throughout New York City.”  The article added that heroin killed more 15-35 year 

                                            
123 Memo from Donald Fletcher to Greater Philadelphia Council on Narcotic and Dangerous Drug 
Abuse Council Members, undated, Philadelphia Home and School Council Flyer, Oct 30, 1968, 
Accession 331, Manuscript Collections, Philadelphia Home and School Council, Box 5, Folder 
“123. Narcotics and Drug Abuse Council-1968,” TUSCRC.  
124 “Education Program Reaches 1000”, Haddington Leadership Organization, “Happenings in 
Haddington,” Vol. 1, No.1, October 1970, Accession 321, Manuscript Collections, Box 4, Folder, 
“Newsletter - Happenings in Haddington - October, 1970 - May, 1972 (Complete),” TUSCRC.  
See also Memo from Norman Ingraham to Mayor James H.J. Tate, “Information on Programs for 
Addictive Disease in Philadelphia,” with attachments, May 6, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A 5331, Health Department, loose papers, PCA. 
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olds in the metropolitan area than any other single cause.125  The tally for heroin 

deaths in New York City was 650 in 1968.126  A New York Times article also 

reported 103 heroin addicts died in New York City from overdoses between 30 

May and 30 June of 1969, more than double the monthly average.127  Clearly the 

problem was serious in places other than Philadelphia. 

As the topic gained steam throughout 1970, a slew of other sources 

addressed drug abuse.  Mayor Tate’s files contain a newsletter from the U.S. 

Conference of City Health Officers that noted four San Francisco high schools 

had created “drug crash pads” to treat students.128  Other references had titles 

like, “Drug Abuse: Turning Off Those Turned On Youngsters.”129  In February of 

1970, a New York Post article reported, “Harris: The Nation is Worried Over 

Drugs,” and highlighted the usage rates of marijuana, heroin, LSD, and 

pharmaceuticals.130  And on May 11th of 1970, the New York Times ran a story 

entitled, “100% Rise Planned in City’s Spending to Curb Addiction.”  The story 

mentioned that New York City Mayor John Lindsay planned to seek $34 million 

                                            
125 House Subcommittee on Education, Drug Abuse Part 1, Committee on Education and Labor, 
91st Cong., 1st sess., July 9-25, 1969, Hearings Held in New York City on H.R. 9312, 9313, 9314, 
194. 
126 House Subcommittee on Education, Drug Abuse, Part 2, Committee on Education and Labor, 
91st Cong., 1st sess., July 9-25, 1969, Hearings Held in Los Angeles, Seattle, Washington, DC, 
and Warsaw, Indiana on H.R. 9312, 9313, 9314, 593. 
127 House Subcommittee on Education, Drug Abuse Part 1, 193. 
128 U.S. Conference of City Health Officers, “City Health Officer News,” Jan, 1970, Vol. 10, No. 1, 
3, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, 
Folder, “Health Department I,” PCA. 
129 Alfred Coodley, et. Al., “Drug Abuse: Turning Off Those Turned On Youngsters,” Jan 5, 1970, 
RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, 
Folder “Jan-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse – 1970, PCA.  
130 “Harris: The Nation is Worried Over Drugs,” New York Post, Feb 9, 1970, Manuscript 
Collections, Health/PAC Archives, (SPC) MSS SP 011, Box 47, Folder “8. Health/PAC, Subject 
Files II, Drugs: Abuse, 1:2, 1969-1978,” TUSCRC.  
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for methadone treatment oriented toward youths.131  Closer to home, the 

Philadelphia Evening Bulletin featured a full-page story called, “Dilemma Over 

Drugs...Some Answers,” that included a picture of the president and excerpts 

from a proclamation on drugs he had given on April 28th.132  Several days later, 

Health Commissioner Ingraham thanked the Managing Editor, George Packard, 

for the story and sent additional educational resources.  He also commended the 

educational program of Philadelphia Medical Examiner Spelman to Packard’s 

attention. 

Along with media coverage, William Wilcox, Executive Director of the 

Greater Philadelphia Movement, spoke of drug abuse as the guest speaker at 

the annual luncheon for the Jewish Employment and Vocational Service.  His 

opening line pejoratively stated, “Last week (or was it last month, or last year) 

Billy Penn finally woke up to a drug problem in Philadelphia.”   

Citing the March-April issue of News of the National Council on Crime and 

Delinquency, Wilcox echoed the common view of drug abuse’s changing 

demographics, “Spread from the slums to suburbia, with the result that the White 

middle class, previously indifferent to the problem and to the demands of the 

slum dwellers for protection from drug abuse, is now insisting on governmental 

action.”  He clarified this picture by mentioning the spread of drug abuse among 

                                            
131 Maurice Carroll, “100% Rise Planned in City’s Spending to Curb Addiction,” New York Times, 
May 11, 1970;  “Drug Abuse – I” through “Drug Abuse – V,” New York Times, 12-16 May, 1970, 
RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health Box A5331, Health Department, 
Folder, “January-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
132 “Dilemma Over Drugs...Some Answers,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, May 25, 1970, RG 80-
1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health Box A5331, Health Department, Folder, 
“January-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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North Philadelphia gangs, and stating, “In some sections of North Philadelphia a 

White boy on a street corner among a group of Black boys is assumed to be 

there for one purpose alone: to make a drug buy.”  Wilcox’s criticism of local 

officials, for what he viewed as their failure to act, likely struck a chord with Mayor 

Tate.133   

City Officials, Collaboration, and a Zero Sum Game 

While there was no coordinated response to drug abuse at this point, 

there had been previous attempts to define the issue and ameliorate its effects.  

In the public arena, there were several examples of earlier efforts to understand 

and address drug abuse.  In 1967, the Philadelphia Diagnostic and Relocation 

Service Corporation conducted a study that estimated that imprisonment of drug 

offenders was costing Philadelphia and Pennsylvania $425,000.  Also in 1967, 

Philadelphia District Attorney Arlen Specter created an Advisory Committee on 

Drug Addiction and Alcoholism.  The group was chaired by Temple University 

President Millard Gladfelter and reportedly helped promote treatment 

organizations.134 

In 1968, the Republican members of the City Council proposed an 

investigation of the drug problem (1968 City Council Resolution Number 72), but 

were told by City Council President D’Ortona, and Police Commissioner Rizzo 

                                            
133 William H. Wilcox, “Last Week Billy Penn Woke up to a Drug Problem in Philadelphia,” speech 
at the annual luncheon of the Jewish Employment and Vocational Service, Jun 5, 1970, RG 60-
2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug 
Abuse,” PCA. 
134 Ibid. 
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that it was not a major issue.  Accordingly, the Council defeated the motion, but 

the sponsoring members conducted an inquiry at the own expense.  As part of 

this endeavor, during the summer of 1969, they met with members of the public 

and private treatment community, and toured a drug treatment facility.  The also 

met with Pennsylvania’s Republican Senators Scott and Schweiker, Dr. Stanley 

Yolles of the National Institute of Mental Health, and John Ingersoll, who was 

Director of the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs.  Their 

recommendation was for a broader approach which focused on treatment, 

“ameliorating conditions that breed addicts,” better enforcement, and public 

education.135 

While the Republican Council member’s efforts did not initially generate a 

programmatic response, they did elevate the issue and obviously created some 

political pressure.  A year later, in the summer of 1970, the Republican City 

Council Narcotics Report was packaged into a Police Department Report that 

raised eyebrows among Mayor Tate’s Administration.  After seeing it, Mayor Tate 

requested an assessment by the Department of Health, Police Department, and 

other relevant stakeholders, with a view to formulating a response. 136  All these 

                                            
135 Police Department Report on Narcotics, July 24, 1970, 2-6, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, 
Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, PCA.  See also, William H. Wilcox, 
“Last Week Billy Penn Woke up to a Drug Problem in Philadelphia,” speech at the annual 
luncheon of the Jewish Employment and Vocational Service, Jun 5, 1970, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug 
Abuse,” PCA. 
136 Memo from Deputy to the Mayor, Anthony Zecca to Managing Director Fred Corleto, Jul 3, 
1970, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, 
Drug Abuse, Folder, “Drug Abuse,” PCA. See also Letter from Fred Corletto to Various Staff, Jul 
6, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health 
Department, Folder “July-September, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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events were adding ballast to a policy scale that, before year’s end, would tip 

toward the higher prioritization of drug abuse in Philadelphia. 

Adding to the policy mix, constituents and influential citizens sent Mayor 

Tate both requests and recommendations regarding drug abuse.  When 

promised city and state funds failed to materialize, Louis Schneiderman, 

President of GPCNDDA, wrote to Mayor Tate in March, 1970 urging continued 

funding for the Jefferson Community Mental Health Program.  However, the city’s 

budgetary cup was already running dry at that point, and a handwritten note on 

the request stated, “file. no reply.”137 

A month later, Eastern District Superintendent of the Pennsylvania Council 

on Alcohol Problems, Henry Kreiss, drew attention to drug abuse in Northeast 

Philadelphia, and recommended a mobile educational display.  Probably based 

on Kreiss’s position, Mayor Tate at least replied and passed the letter along to 

Public Health Commissioner, Dr. Norman Ingraham.138  Whereas Schneiderman 

represented a private organization that was seeking financial support, Kreiss was 

a public stakeholder who could influence support from the state.  Kreiss was 

advocating a relatively low-overhead initiative that would educate citizens and 

provide tangible evidence that Philadelphia was responding to drug abuse.  

Based on these considerations, Tate responded to Kreiss’ letter and asked 

                                            
137 “Letter from President, GPCNDDA, Louis Schneiderman to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Mar 13, 
1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health 
Department, Folder “Jan-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
138 Letter from Henry Kreiss to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Apr 30, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “Jan-May, Alcoholism 
and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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Ingraham to assess Kreiss’ suggestion for possible implementation.  Tate’s 

handling of these correspondence is an example of power and interest based 

management of stakeholders.139     

During a telephone conversation in April of 1970, Mayor Tate told Health 

Commissioner Ingraham that he wanted information regarding Philadelphia’s 

narcotic addiction programs.   Ingraham saw this as an opportunity and quickly 

passed along the information to the MH/MR Director of Planning, William 

Youngman.  Tate had met with other mayors in Detroit, where a consensus 

emerged that more emphasis on drug treatment and rehabilitation was 

needed.140  Ingraham noted, “The Mayor is convinced that the Philadelphia 

program places too much emphasis on enforcement and too little emphasis on 

medical and social treatment and rehabilitation.  Accordingly, the mayor wanted a 

report detailing drug treatment capacity, caseload, education of children, and 

current budget figures.141  This began a string of updates that continued over the 

coming months.  Mayor Tate clearly recognized drug abuse as a problem and 

was trying to develop an informed response.  However, like someone considering 

a large purchase, he was carefully counting the cost.  Philadelphia was 

                                            
139 For discussion of managing and communicating with stakeholders of varying degrees of power 
and influence, see Stephen J. Gerras, “Communication with External Audiences – A Stakeholder 
Management Approach,” (course reading, Department of Command, Leadership and 
Management, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, PA, 2010). 
140 Letter from Mayor James Tate to Mayor Roman Gribbs of Detroit, Apr 29, 1970, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug 
Abuse,” PCA. 
141 Memo from Norman Ingraham to William Youngman, Apr 17, 1970, RG 80-1.2, 
Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “Jan-
May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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financially strapped and the number of valid requirements exceeded available 

resources. 

By July of 1970, Phyllis Rubin of the City Representatives Office began to 

prepare a detailed report for Mayor Tate.  It was entitled, “An Overview of 

Narcotics Addiction in Philadelphia…Prevalence, Enforcement Activities, 

Treatment Programs, Laws, Educational Programs, Funding Sources.”  All the 

aspects of a strategy, and particularly a comprehensive drug control strategy, 

were contained in the title.  Rubin asked for feedback from Dr. Ingraham, his 

deputy, Dr. Leon Soffer, and Medical Examiner Joseph Spelman.  Spelman and 

Soffer had contributed directly to the report, so Rubin was offering an opportunity 

for final review. 

Despite Mayor Tate’s expressed opinions about drug treatment, the 

report’s section on funding explained his reticence toward committing to a new 

program. The report noted that “The Federal and State governments have placed 

the problem of drug addiction and its treatment under the Mental Health 

programs.”  While the update noted Model Cities, Office of Economic 

Opportunity, and the LEAA also offered funding venues, MH/MR funding was 

problematic.  It was on a 75%/25% basis and the matching requirement 

increased 10% a year.  That meant that by the third year of an MH/MR program, 

Pennsylvania and Philadelphia were fully responsible for the cost.  Just to 

maintain programs started in 1969, Philadelphia needed to find an additional $6 

million for 1970-71.  As Soffer pointed out, “There is no independent funding for 
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drug addiction programs.  To start any new programs in Philadelphia we would 

have to take from Peter to pay Paul.  In other words, cut children’s programs, or 

mental retardation services, or 24-hour emergency services.”  Seen in this light, 

the realities of achieving a balanced strategy surfaced in stark relief against the 

zero-sum game of resources.142 

Plagued by a perceived inability to respond, at the end of July, Tate 

scribbled some questions on a summary sheet that was likely part of a 

Philadelphia Police Department Educational Brief.  Below some tabular data that 

listed drug arrests and overdose data, Tate had penciled, “How much state 

appropriation for narcotics treatment in Philadelphia and statewide?”  The second 

question related to capacity and queried, “How many bona fide centers in 

Philadelphia and metro area?”  Both questions spoke to his ongoing strategic 

assessment.  Mayor Tate recognized a problem that was not going away.  And 

with resources in mind, he was trying to gauge the maturity of the public 

response already underway.  These questions were very relevant since the 

answers point to whether new programs had to be created, or whether existing 

programs and services could be reinforced (with less overhead cost).143    

As internal staffing continued to churn, other actions influenced Mayor 

Tate’s deliberate decision making process.  The Philadelphia Police Department 

                                            
142 Memo and attachment from Phyllis Rubin to Norman Ingraham, Leon Soffer, and Joseph 
Spelman, Jul 22, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box 
A5331, Health Department, Folder “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
143 “Narcotics,” undated memo with Mayor James H.J. Tate’s hand-written notes, RG 60-2.5, 
Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Box 4, A3093,1971, 
Folder “Drug Addiction,” PCA.  
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was conducting educational talks for various groups.  Based on the graphics and 

standardized format, the briefings were not ad hoc, but part of an organized “road 

show.”144  These venues had a dual effect.  On one hand, they educated the 

public.  However, like a rock thrown into a pond, they generated ripples that 

contributed to policy elevation of drug abuse. 

 Mayor Tate seemed to seize every opportunity to petition for drug control 

resources.  In late August, Attorney General John Mitchell sent Tate an 

information packet about drug abuse.  In his letter, Mitchell cited the collective 

opinion of the Counsel of Governor’s (which had met in December of 1969) that 

drug abuse education and information were important.  Tate’s response was 

cordial, and he noted that Philadelphia representatives could use the information 

in presentations they were frequently asked to give.  However, Tate added, “I am 

particularly concerned with the lack of action programs to treat those individuals 

who misuse drugs.”  He then mentioned he had voiced this concern with 

Governor Shafer and made clear that “major assistance must be forthcoming at 

both Federal and State Levels.”  The Mayor closed by saying he hoped the 

information packet was just the first step in a more comprehensive action 

program.145  

                                            
144 Philadelphia Police Briefing Slides, undated, but current through Jun 30, 1970, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug 
Abuse,” PCA. 
145 Letter from Mayor James H.J. Tate to Attorney General John Mitchell, Aug 24, 1970, RG 60-
2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug 
Abuse,” PCA. 
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Several weeks later, Dr. Soffer spoke before a City Council Committee 

investigating the growing problem of drug abuse in Philadelphia.146  He reported 

his comments to the Department of Mental Health/Mental Retardation (MH/MR) 

Advisory Board during a regularly scheduled meeting on Sep 21, 1970.  Soffer 

stated that he had answered questions from the City Council Committee and had 

estimated it would take $30 million to establish a “comprehensive array of 

services for the drug addict in Philadelphia,” which included methadone 

maintenance.  While this figure caused “sticker shock,” the ensuing MH/MR 

Advisory Board debate catalyzed strategy development.  Democratic State 

Representative James J. Tayoun, who had visited Detroit to observe their drug 

treatment programs, moved that a methadone program be developed and briefed 

to the Advisory Committee within the next few weeks.  Once approved, it was to 

be presented to the City Council for funding over and above the MH/MR 

budget.147  The minutes noted that Mayor Tate had requested that the Office of 

MH/MR prepare a methadone project grant through the Managing Director’s 

Office.  Those wheels were soon turning, but they had to overcome at least one 

speed bump. 

                                            
146 The committee had been established under the auspices of City Council Resolution 296.  
Memo from Dr. Norman Ingraham to Dr. Leon Soffer, Sep 10, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “July-September, 
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
147 Tayoun was listed neither as a member of the MH/MR Advisory Board, nor a guest.  City of 
Philadelphia, Department of Public Health, Mental Health and Mental Retardation Advisory 
Board, Minutes of Meeting Held Sep 21, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of 
Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “MH/MR Advisory Board, Aug-Oct, 1970,” 
PCA. See also Letter from PA State Representative James J. Tayoun, to Mayor Roman Gribbs of 
Detroit, May 11, 1970, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, 
Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug Abuse,” PCA. 
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Driving Toward a Decision 

As already shown, when drug addiction gained attention in Philadelphia, 

one of the first questions that had to be answered was how the city was going to 

pay for a drug control program.  The following sequence of events demonstrates 

how this question, strategy development, and Tate’s eventual declaration of a 

new priority intersected one another. 

On Oct 15, 1970, Philadelphia Deputy Managing Director Tina Weintraub 

notified Dr. Ingraham that there was opportunity to apply for a $250 thousand Big 

Cities - LEAA grant for drug abuse control.  However, she noted that other 

departments were also preparing requests.  While she was extending the offer, 

Weintraub needed to know the Health Department’s position “as soon as 

possible.”148 

At roughly the same time, Tate was engaging in his own campaign for 

more resources.  Prior to October 20th, he addressed the Lions Club in Atlantic 

City, New Jersey, and spoke about drug abuse.  Although these were not 

technically Tate’s constituents, it was a public forum that allowed him to get his 

message out.  After providing background on the problem of drug abuse, he 

made a case for more funds from the federal and state levels.  Tate mentioned a 

New York Times article that criticized President Nixon for claiming drug abuse 

was a priority yet providing a paltry $12 million for drug research and education in 

                                            
148 Letter from Tina Weintraub to Norman Ingraham, Oct 15, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “October-December, 
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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Fiscal Year 1971.  Next, he leveled his sights on Pennsylvania’s Governor 

Raymond Shafer, a Republican, who Tate said had disregarded his call for a 

special legislative session on schools, prisons, and drug abuse.  Finally, he cited 

the consensus of the National League of Cities and the U.S. Conference of 

Mayors (of which Tate was president), and asked for support of House 

Resolution 18583, which included a grant-in-aid section for drug abuse.149  If 

Mayor Tate was still hesitant to move decisively against drug abuse, it was a 

function of timing, not callousness.  Thinking strategically, he was trying to shape 

the environment and match funds with the evolving policy response before 

committing.  

By Oct 19th, Deputy Health Commissioner Soffer had a draft Drug 

Addiction Program prepared and he presented it at the MH/MR Advisory Board.  

The plan consisted of three parts that addressed the need, concept, and funding.  

In the funding section, the plan suggested that Philadelphia cover the initial 

costs, which were estimated at $1.1 million for six methadone treatment units.  

However, it mentioned the previously discussed $250,000 Big Cities - LEAA 

grant as a means of defraying cost.  The plan also suggested the city could 

pursue funding through the Model Cities Program (HUD) and the Narcotics 

Recovery and Treatment Act (NARA) of 1966.150 

                                            
149 Remarks by Mayor James H.J. Tate to Lions Club of Atlantic City, Press Release, Oct 20, 
1970, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, 
Folder “Drug Abuse,” PCA. 
150 “Preliminary Draft of Drug Addiction Program,” Oct 19, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “October-December, 
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970, PCA. 
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Press coverage of the MH/MR Advisory Board meeting likely contributed 

(inadvertently) to accelerating Tate’s decision about drug abuse treatment.  The 

description in the MH/MR minutes matched what was listed in the plan and noted 

Philadelphia’s dire budget situation.  In fact, the minutes mentioned that the 

Health Department and the Office of MH/MR did not have sufficient funds for 

existing programs.  Nevertheless, the consensus of the board was that the need 

was great and should be called “forcibly to the attention of the community and to 

all those concerned…”  The Chairman of the Board, Reverend Andrew McDevitt, 

said the board should transmit its conclusion to the mayor with a 

recommendation that a program be initiated as soon as funds became 

available.151  Unfortunately, that was not what was reported in the press. 

The next day, October 20th, the Philadelphia Inquirer ran a story entitled, 

“$1 Million Plan to Treat Drug Addicts is Unveiled.”  The title itself was an 

example of narrative getting ahead of decision making.  Mayor Tate essentially 

learned about the plan from a news story, before the MH/MR Advisory 

Committee had been able to discuss it with him.  If he felt “boxed in,” he had 

good reason.  Tate had already been actively campaigning for funds.  A headline 

like this, however, could set public expectations about the Philadelphia’s 

response and greatly reduce Tate’s strategic flexibility in addressing the issue. 

                                            
151 City of Philadelphia, Department of Public Health, Mental Health and Mental Retardation 
Advisory Board, Minutes of Meeting Held Oct 19, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, 
Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “MH/MR Advisory Board, 
Aug-Oct, 1970,” PCA. 
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There was another source of consternation, too.  The news report claimed 

that the Chairman, Reverend Andrew McDevitt, had implied program financing, 

“…is the mayor’s headache,” as opposed to a problem for which public officials 

were collectively responsible.152  This generated an immediate phone call from 

Tate to Ingraham and a letter requesting follow-up.153  Tate also asked McDevitt 

to write a rebuttal of the news account, which he did.154 

Also on the 20th, the Philadelphia Bulletin had run a story that helped 

attenuate some of the tension.  This interpretation of the meeting conveyed more 

fiscal constraint, and particularly on the part of Health Commissioner Ingraham.  

He was quoted as admonishing the board to eschew emotional appeals and to 

coordinate its diverse programs.  Prioritization was clearly essential, since only 

$23.8 million of the Department of Health’s $55.6 million budget was guaranteed.  

However, he was also tactfully highlighting unrealistic planning, since $31.8 

million of his budget would have to come from unpredictable city and state 

matching.155  While the entire affair was settled amiably as a misquote, it still 

                                            
152 Fred Smigelski, “$1 Million Plan to Treat Drug Addicts Is Unveiled,” Oct 20, 1970, Philadelphia 
Inquirer, attachment to letter from Mayor James H.J. Tate to Dr. Norman Ingraham, Oct 22, 1970, 
RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, 
Folder “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
153 Memo from Dr. Norman Ingraham to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Oct 27, 1970, RG 80-1.2, 
Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder 
“October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
154 Letter from Mayor James H.J. Tate to Reverend Andrew McDevitt, Oct 22, 1970,  RG 80-1.2, 
Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder 
“October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA.  See also letter from Reverend 
Andrew J. McDevitt to Editor, Philadelphia Inquirer, Oct 23, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health Box A5331, Health Department, Folder, “MH/MR Advisory 
Board, Aug-Oct, 1970,” PCA. 
155 Robert Rafsky, “6 Centers Proposed for Methadone Treatment,” Philadelphia Evening Bulletin, 
Oct 20, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health 
Department, Folder “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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highlighted another serious problem and another significant budget requirement 

for Philadelphia. 

Following these stories, and almost as if on cue, KYW-TV3 Community 

Relations Director Frank Hall sent a letter to Ingraham stating his organization’s 

concern about drug abuse.  The station planned to do a series of thirty-minute 

programs which would air January through March of 1971.  However, it was 

requesting assistance in preparing color spot announcements that would range 

from ten seconds to two minutes.  The request represented both risk and 

opportunity for the administration and prompted a meeting between the offices of 

the Managing Director, Mental Health/Mental Retardation, Medical Examiner, 

and the Division of Community Information and Education.  On the one hand, the 

spots could highlight the issue of drug abuse.  On the other hand, the same 

announcements could also expose Tate’s administration to criticism.  Despite 

concerns over whether city officials could help produce quality airings, and a 

delay of almost a month in responding to Hall, the Health Department tentatively 

agreed to help if they could.156 

 While public communication efforts were important, Health Commissioner 

Ingraham was focused on resources.  On Oct 26, 1970, he sent a memorandum 

to Deputy Manager Weintraub, informing her that the Office of MH/MR wanted to 

apply for the largest Big Cities – LEAA grant possible.  He acknowledged that the 
                                            
156 Letter from Frank Hall, Community Relations Director, KYW-TV3 to Commissioner of Health 
Norman Ingraham, Oct 23, 1970; Memo from Deputy Health Commissioner Leon Soffer to 
Norman Ingraham, “Letter From KYW-TV3 About Spot Announcements," Nov 17, 1970, RG 80-
1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder 
“October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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logical source of matching funds would be from the MH/MR budget.  He added 

that, to the best of his knowledge, these matching funds could be obtained on a 

90%/10% basis from Pennsylvania.  So essentially, he was suggesting that 

Philadelphia use a Pennsylvania grant to finance a federal grant.  Ingraham 

closed by saying his department would submit the grant requests as soon as 

possible.157 

 On October 29th, 1970, Tate wrote a formal letter to Ingraham regarding 

the latter’s Mental Health and Mental Retardation Program to Combat Drug 

Addiction.  The letter was embossed with the City of Philadelphia’s gold seal and, 

after the public squabble that had transpired, its tenor seem to convey closure, 

opportunity, and responsibility.  Tate stated, “I do believe that this matter should 

be given a top priority as a matter of city administration policy, and that we 

should expend major efforts to combat this very serious situation.”  Not seeking 

partial measures, Tate said that the administration’s goal should be to seek 

maximum resources.  However, he placed this responsibility squarely on 

Ingraham and charged him with obtaining funding and managing a coordinated 

approach.158 

The Commissioner of Health immediately set to work.  Noting his 

discussion with Tate after the fateful MH/MR Board meeting on Oct 19th, 

                                            
157 Memo form Norman Ingraham to Tina Weintraub, Oct 26, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “October-December, 
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
158 Letter from Mayor Tate to Dr. Norman Ingraham, Oct 29, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “October-December, 
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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Ingraham sent a copy of the mayor’s letter to his Deputy, Dr. Leon Soffer.  He 

requested that Soffer, “please be guided accordingly in planning for this program 

to prevent narcotic addiction and to treat drug addicts.”  To help coordinate the 

effort, Ingraham courtesy copied fellow MH/MR Board member, Reverend 

McDevitt, whose public comments had initiated the controversy.  And to further 

collaborative efforts (and lock-in the opportunity), Ingraham stated his intent to 

have Tate’s letter “read into the records” of the next MH/MR Board meeting.159  

Doing so would not only provide direction within the MH/MR Advisory Board, but 

also facilitate interaction with other city departments whose support he needed.  

This is important at the strategic level, since unity of effort is less the result of 

authority and directive than “buy in.”  

Complex problems and strategy rarely approach "beyond a reasonable 

doubt" certainty.  Most often, strategy lives in a policy world driven by a "greater 

weight of evidence” standard (which sometimes means only 51 percent).  With 

the confluence of factors already mentioned, it is understandable that leaders in 

Philadelphia perceived a rising threat in drug abuse.  Plus, given the turbulence 

of the 1960s, and the attendant rise in crime, it is reasonable that both leaders 

and citizens believed drug abuse was a major contributing factor to these more 

expanded ills.   

                                            
159 Memo from Norman Ingraham to Leon Soffer, Nov 2, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, 
Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder “October-December, 
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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As the Tate administration’s perception of drug abuse's relevance 

increased, their search for ways and means likewise expanded.  According to 

punctuated equilibrium theory, political decision makers recognize a crisis and 

redefine the applicable issue to expand debate and elevate it on the political 

agenda.  From the perspective of the “garbage can” model of strategic and policy 

decision making, organizations often produce solutions for which there may be 

no immediate problems.  These solutions get dumped into a proverbial holding 

can for later use.160  The first approach entails raising awareness to garner 

resources.  The second looks at already existing ways and means to help 

prioritize among a plethora of problems facing an organization.   

Tate’s response represents elements of both the punctuated equilibrium 

model and the “garbage can” approach.  On the one hand, he recognized a rising 

crisis in drug abuse.  But given all the other challenges Philadelphia was facing, it 

was a crisis Tate would have preferred not to add to the City’s task list.  In light of 

the “garbage can” approach, there were no ready-made solutions available at 

this point.  But rather than declare drug abuse a crisis to garner resources (in 

keeping with punctuated equilibrium theory), he sought to line up funding before 

sounding the alarm.  Tate was pursuing this approach when events forced a 

decision sooner than he would have liked.  As the makings of a workable 

strategy began to form, and as Tate was petitioning for state and federal funding, 

the issue gained sufficient public attention and reached critical mass.  In light of 

                                            
160 Stephen J. Gerras, ed., Strategic Leadership Primer, 3rd ed., 42-43.   
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this, Mayor Tate elevated his prioritization of drug abuse.  Having reviewed how 

drug abuse gained attention as a political issue in Philadelphia, this study now 

explores the city’s strategic response and continuing quest for resources. 
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CHAPTER 8.  RESOURCES AND THEN A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY 

 
Drug control in Philadelphia is a classic example of resources driving (or 

at least heavily influencing) strategy.  As this study has already indicated, when 

drug abuse was confined to African Americans and other minorities in the 

blighted areas of Philadelphia, the issue largely remained “off the radar.”  

However, the changing demographic of drug abusers initiated a concerted public 

reaction.  Yet, even when drug abuse increasingly spread to middle-class whites, 

the policy response was still tentative and contingent on lining up resources. 

Rehabilitation had been the general trend throughout the 1960s.  But 

given the correlation between white drug abuse and the development of a drug 

control strategy in Philadelphia, the change in the drug abusing population 

prompted an even more rehabilitative approach, or at least greater receptiveness 

to it.  Philadelphia was fortunate to have public health experts who were already 

in the forefront of drug abuse research and treatment, particularly methadone 

treatment.  So as Philadelphia developed its drug control strategy, treatment was 

always part of the portfolio.  Accordingly, Philadelphia’s leaders and other 

stakeholders pursued grants for preventive and rehabilitative ways and means. 

Budgets, Grants, and the Big Picture 

Before Philadelphia developed and implemented a comprehensive 

strategy for drug abuse, its leadership pursued drug treatment and enforcement 

grants for individual projects.  Grant money flowed from public and private 



  248 

 
 

sources to public and private drug treatment initiatives.1  In addition, many 

different federal agencies provided grants.  Some of the larger revenues came to 

Philadelphia through the Law Enforcement Act (1965), Model Cities Program 

(1966), Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA, 1968), and the 

Federal Revenue Sharing Act (1972.)  

There were three basic types of federal funding: categorical grants, block 

grants, and general revenue sharing.  Categorical grants were intended for a 

specific purpose, carried the most restrictions, and achieved the most focused 

impact.  Block grants were also oriented toward areas of emphasis, but they 

allowed greater flexibility in execution, and hence more diluted results.  General 

revenue sharing was based on formula distribution and gave municipalities 

maximum latitude in how they applied the funds. 

 Despite the differentiation, each grant program was a specific construction 

and often shared commonalities with instruments in other categories.  For 

instance, grant programs typically addressed three activities.  Planning grants 

defrayed the costs of experimentation, information gathering, and developing 

program designs.   These grants usually had the best financing arrangements, 

which were often 90% federal funding, and 10% state and local matching.  Action 

grants funded new or continuing programs and frequently offered 70-80% federal 

support, with 20-30% state and local matching.  Capital improvement 
                                            
1 Sears Roebuck provided a $10,000 grant for a school based “Peer Influence Program” and the 
Gino Foundation provided $45,000 to Lankenau Hospital for education in the Overbrook Schools. 
Letter from Norman Ingraham to Mayor James H.J. Tate, May 5, 1970, 2-3, RG 80-1.2, 
Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, loose 
papers, PCA. 
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(construction) grants were typically funded at a 50% federal and 50% state and 

local rate. 

 Planning grants were particularly important with regard to drug programs 

because many aspects of drug abuse in Philadelphia were not fully understood.  

However, while an experimental approach can shed light on a complex issue, it 

also comes with risks.  As an example, multiple West Philadelphia community 

action groups opposed mobile methadone treatment clinics, which were actually 

run from a small truck.  Reverend Wycliffe Jangdharrie of the Metropolitan 

Council of the Philadelphia NAACP protested, “It’s the same old story.  Poor 

people, especially Black people are being used as guinea pigs in these projects.  

Drug use is at an all-time high in the white Northeast.  Instead of taking it there 

and experimenting on white people, they come to use us again.”  The mobile 

units were meant to provide methadone treatment in areas where there was no 

treatment facility.  However, the lack of follow-up care, and the fact the program 

was only going to be operative for three months, understandably made 

Jangdharrie and others suspicious.2 

 All grants had auditing requirements and the federal, state, and local 

shares were independent of grant type and could change over time.  Most grant 

programs were administered through the applicable federal agency and often a 

regional planning agency (RPA) and/or a state planning agency (SPA).  In the 

case of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, a portion of the total 

                                            
2 “3 More West Phila. Groups Join Mobile Drug Unit Protest,” Philadelphia Tribune, Mar 18, 1972, 
ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532583327, Oct 17, 2015). 
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federal funding available was withheld as discretionary grants that could be 

awarded directly as the LEAA saw fit. As a general rule, one grant could not be 

used to meet the matching requirement of another grant program, although there 

were exceptions to this.  And finally, regardless of the grant type, the typical life-

cycle featured an increasing number of requirements as the grant program 

matured.3 

Philadelphia’s first grant request under the Law Enforcement Act of 1965 

was for crime prediction.  The total amount requested was $76,000, with a 

matching requirement of $27,000.4  Relative to Philadelphia’s other grants, this 

request was small.  For instance, under modifications of the Social Security Act 

of 1935, Philadelphia received $49 million from Pennsylvania and $53 million and 

from the federal government for public welfare funding.5  Table 9 shows other 

categorical grant applications and programs through which the money was 

requested.  It shows the range of funding sources that Philadelphia was trying to 

access and a focus on recapitalizing aging infrastructure and expanding basic 

services. 

                                            
3 For discussion of grant features, implementation dynamics, and observations of specific grant 
programs, see Carl Stenberg, et.al., Block Grants: A Comparative Analysis, The Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1977), HathiTrust, http://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=mdp.39015033792287; 
view=1up;seq=3 (accessed Sep 13, 2015). 
4 Memo from Police Commissioner Edward Bell to Mayor James H.J. Tate, 7 Jun 66, with 
attachments including grant application, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 13, A4519, 1966, Folder “Law Enforcement Committee,” PCA. 
5 Letter from Robert Leighty, Director PA Office of Planning and Research to Philadelphia Asst. 
City Economist, James Crummett, with attachments, Jan 27, 1967, RG 60-2.5, Administration of 
James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3830, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder “Federal Aid to 
Philadelphia,” PCA. 
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Table 9. Philadelphia Grant Programs as of June, 19666 

 
In November of 1966, President Johnson signed a bill establishing the 

Model Cities Program, which was oriented toward urban renewal.7  Two months 

later, the Philadelphia Department of Public Health had already calculated 

matching obligations for grant proposals under the new Model Cities Program.8  

As an augmentation of Philadelphia’s earlier grant requests, this program offered 
                                            
6 “Report on Status of City Applications for Selected Federal Grant-in-Aid Programs,” Jun 6, 
1966, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 13, A4519, 
1966, Folder “Philadelphia Legislative Program,” PCA. 
7 Lyndon B. Johnson, "Remarks Upon Signing the Demonstration Cities Bill and the Clean Water 
Restoration Bill," November 3, 1966, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=27987 (accessed Aug 25, 
2015). 
8 Department of Public Health, “Analysis of Federal Grant Obligations for Model Cities Program,” 
Jan 26, 1967, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 
A3830, Mayor,1-6-72, Folder “Federal Aid to Philadelphia,” PCA. 

Program Agency City 
Expense 

Federal 
Assistance Total 

Demolition 
Program 

Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), 
Urban Renewal 
Administration (URA) 

$250K $500K $750K 

Code 
Enforcement HUD, URA $1.7M $3.5M $5.2M 

Basic Water and 
Sewer Facilities 
Program 

HUD, Community 
Facilities 
Administration 

$10.7M $10.7M $21.5M 

Neighborhood 
Facilities 
Program 

HUD, URA $377K $1.1M $1.5M 

Open Space 
Program HUD, URA $1.7M $1.7M $3.4M 

Urban 
Beautification  HUD, URA $2.1M $1.3M $3.4M 

Economic 
Development 
Projects 

Department of 
Commerce, Economic 
Development 
Administration 

$6.2M $6.2M $12.4M 
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funding for ways and means specifically targeted toward America’s worst slum 

areas.  In Philadelphia, the city channeled its Model Cities money toward the 

curfew area of the 1964 Riots.9 

While the possibility of grant money flowing to Philadelphia was a 

welcome prospect, it also created some administrative problems.  By October of 

1966, Mayor Tate sent a memorandum to all departments, boards, commission, 

and agency heads entitled, “Notification of Applications for Federal Assistance.”  

The bottom line was that neither Tate’s office, nor Philadelphia’s representatives 

in Washington, had any idea what grants were being submitted, or for how much.  

Interestingly, while Tate stated his office would be a “clearing house” for grants, 

he requested only a courtesy copy and status report for current and future grant 

submissions.  In this case, the Mayor was not micro-managing the process or 

trying to control the flow of grant requests.  Instead, he was trying to ensure a 

coordinated effort in Washington on Philadelphia’s behalf.10   

 By January of 1968, Philadelphia’s Managing Director, Fred Corleto was 

coordinating funds from nineteen different federal grant programs, including 

                                            
9 This grant application contained health district maps based on the 1960 Philadelphia Census 
Tract.  Health Services Development Project Grant, “Comprehensive Communicable Disease 
Control Program in Model Cities Area, Apr 1, 1969, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. 
Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3830, Mayor,1-6-72, Folder “Federal Aid to Philadelphia,” 
PCA. 
10 Memorandum from Mayor James Tate to All Department Heads, “Notification of Applications 
for Federal Assistance,” Oct 31, 1966, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 13, A4519, 1966, Folder “Philadelphia Legislative Program,” PCA.  During 
Mayor Rizzo’s administration, the Deputy Mayor coordinated more stringent measures with the 
City Council because of concerns about matching funds requirements. Memo from Michal 
Wallace to Philip Carroll, “Unanticipated Grants from Governmental Units and Other Sources,” 
RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3406, 1973, 
Folder “Federal/State Grants,” PCA. 
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LEAA money flowing from the Omnibus Crime Control Act.11  Corleto noted “The 

Urban Crisis is a Pandora’s Box of problems,” constituted by an increasing crime 

rate and a declining central business district.12  To help address this problem, the 

Managing Director’s Office facilitated applications for $67 million in grants during 

1968.  The city provided $29 million in matching funds, Pennsylvania provided $7 

million, and the federal government provided the remaining $31 million.13 

In 1969, between the Police Department and Health Department, 

Philadelphia estimated it was spending $537,000 of local money on narcotic 

control and treatment.14  This was complemented by $444,000 in federal money 

and patient fees, for a total $982,000.  By 1970, city drug control spending rose 

twelve percent to $610,000.15  And showing an overall increase in leverage, 

LEAA funding for all categories of projects rose from $458,000 in 1969 to $2.3 

million in 1970. (+403%).16 

As revenue began to flow in greater quantities, interest about how the 

money was being spent increased commensurately.  LEAA legislation had 

                                            
11 City of Philadelphia, Office of the Managing Director, “1968 Annual Report,” 6-7, RG 61-1.1, 
Managing Director, Annual Reports, Box A578, Folder “RG 61.1, Managing Director, Annual 
Report, 1968,” PCA. 
12 Ibid., 6-7. 
13 Ibid., 8. 
14 Memo and attachment from Tina Weintraub to Anthony Zecca, Oct 30, 1969, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug 
Abuse,” PCA. 
15 Memo and attachment from Phyllis Rubin to Norman Ingraham, Leon Soffer, and Joseph 
Spelman, Jul 22, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box 
A5331, Health Department, Folder, “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” 
PCA. 
16 Memo from Fred Corleto to Mayor James H.J. Tate, “Status Report – LEAA Program,” Jan 1, 
1971, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3100, 
1971, Folder, “LEAA- Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,” PCA. 
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vested state planning agencies with allocation authority instead of the 

Department of Justice.  Demonstrating the systems component of strategic 

thinking and assessment, Robert Dennis of the Pennsylvania ACLU expressed 

concern about how the Pennsylvania Criminal Justice Planning Board’s priorities 

were shaping local spending.17  Pennsylvania had received slightly under $1 

million in 1969 and then $10.6 million in 1970, a tenfold jump.  Dennis highlighted 

that the 1970-1971 Comprehensive Plan had allocated 63.9% of these funds 

toward detection and apprehension, police manpower, organized crime, and riot 

and civil disorder control.18  Conversely, he noted a lack of emphasis on projects 

that could be described as preventive or rehabilitative.  He questioned 

Pennsylvania’s overall allocation practices and mentioned that Philadelphia had 

only received 15% of the state’s LEAA funds in 1969.  Dennis proposed a three-

year study to monitor LEAA spending with a view to achieving the broader intent 

of the program, which included spending on courts, probation, parole, and 

community relations.19 

                                            
17 Robert Dennis, Harrisburg ACLU, “Prospectus on a Pennsylvania Project to Monitor Planning 
and Disbursement of LEAA Funds by the Criminal Justice Planning Board,” Jan, 1971, 
Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “1. 
American Civil Liberty Union, Correspondence, 1971,” TUSCRC.  
18 H. Lynn Edwards, Executive Director of the Law Enforcement Planning Council in Philadelphia 
had viewed the same issue as an opportunity to chase funding. Letter from H. Lynn Edwards to 
Mayor James H.J. Tate, Jul 30, 1968, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 7, A4597, 1968, Folder, “Law Enforcement Planning Council,” PCA.  As 
opposed to seeing it as an opportunity, Managing Director Fred Corleto viewed it as a hindrance 
that reduced policy options.  Letter from Fred Corleto to Patrick McLaughlin, Dec 21, 1967, RG 
60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box: A3830, Mayor, 1-6-72, 
Folder, “Crime Control,” PCA. 
19 Robert Dennis, Harrisburg ACLU, “Prospectus on a Pennsylvania Project to Monitor Planning 
and Disbursement of LEAA Funds by the Criminal Justice Planning Board,” Jan, 1971, 
Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “1. 
American Civil Liberty Union, Correspondence, 1971,” TUSCRC. 
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Along with Dennis’ concerns about overfunding the traditional aspects of 

policing, Philadelphia was experiencing race-related drug enforcement problems 

during this period.  At a Citizen’s Hearing on Human Rights, activist attorney 

Spencer Coxe compared police to an illegitimate, occupying army.  Alluding to a 

containment strategy motivated by a desire to maintain the status quo, Coxe 

argued that equal protection under the law was not being provided to minorities.  

Among other examples, he noted “the failure of the police to break up the open 

selling of heroin on the streets of North Philadelphia within a few blocks of the 

stationhouse at 17th and Montgomery, until they were shamed into doing so by 

the Bulletin Expose.”20  So in conjunction with issues of planning and resource 

allocation, Philadelphia had to simultaneously address challenges of 

implementation.   

Despite apparent failures at the tactical level, at the strategic level, 

Philadelphia exemplified the approach for which Dennis was calling.  Along with 

the Philadelphia Police Department, Philadelphia’s LEAA grants included 

projects for the Law Department, District Attorney, Probation Division, and the 

Defender’s Association.  On average, the projects received $153,000 in federal 

funding and $115,000 in local matching, for an average total of $269,000.  These 

projects included a $204,000 drug treatment program submitted by the Court of 

Common Pleas’ Probation Division, and $388,000 for a screening, counseling, 

                                            
20 Statement of Spencer Coxe at the Citizen’s Hearing on Human Rights, Oct 6, 1971, Manuscript 
Collections, Spencer Coxe Papers, Acc. 908, Box 1 of 1, Folder, “19. Spencer Coxe – AOM 
Documents,” TUSCRC. 
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and referral within the Family Court Division.  The largest grant was for the 

Welfare Department, which received $399,000 in federal funding toward a 

$654,000 Intensive Area Youth Work Program.21   

By January of 1971, three of Philadelphia’s eight LEAA grant requests 

pending approval were for drug treatment.  Two were for drug abuse programs 

within the Welfare Department and one was a Health Department grant for a 

methadone program.  

Not surprisingly, of the 23 grant requests Philadelphia had submitted to the 

LEAA, 17 were for criminal justice related departments.  However, 12 of the 

projects were oriented toward prevention, education/training, or rehabilitation.  

Considering the breadth of these projects, Philadelphia was employing a 

comprehensive approach to address both drivers and symptoms related to drug 

abuse and crime.22 

As drug treatment capacity improved, Philadelphia’s grant revenue also 

grew precipitously.  It was within this environment, that Mayor Frank Rizzo 

succeeded Tate in 1971.  Shortly after taking office, Rizzo took a gamble that 

complicated politics in Philadelphia and throughout Pennsylvania.  It also 

influenced both the overall budget and funding for drug control programs 

                                            
21 Memo from Fred Corleto to Mayor James H. J. Tate, “Status Report-LEAA Program,” Jan 27, 
1971, with attachments, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 
11, A3100, 1971, Folder, “LEAA-Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,” PCA. 
22 Ibid. 
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Trying to Circumvent the System 

In April of 1972, in response to questions from reporters, Democratic 

Mayor Frank Rizzo publicly supported Republican President Richard Nixon for 

re-election.23  This was the product of several months of relationship building 

between the two.  Both parties were seeking benefit (Nixon political and Rizzo 

financial), but their alliance was generally amiable and based on genuine mutual 

respect.24   

Nixon and Rizzo initially met during Nixon’s presidential campaign in 1968, 

when Nixon passed through the Philadelphia airport on two different occasions.  

At that point, Rizzo was riding a wave of popularity because Philadelphia had 

fared better than other cities with regard to rioting.25  During the second visit, 

Nixon allegedly stated, “I think you guys are setting the right standard of justice 

and law.” 26  Along with sharing an interest in law and order, the two also 

developed a positive rapport.27  In the 1980s, Rizzo would defect to the 

Republican Party.   

                                            
23 Daughen and Binzen, The Cop Who Would Be King, 223. 
24 The day Nixon resigned (when Rizzo had nothing to gain from him) Rizzo sent a letter to Nixon 
referring to a friendship he hoped would endure after Nixon’s presidency. He closed by extending 
an invitation if Nixon was ever in Philadelphia.  Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to President 
Richard Nixon, Aug 9, 1974, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, 
Box 19, A4873, 1974, Folder, “President Nixon,” PCA.  Rizzo also supported Nixon publicly and 
was both condemned and praised by constituents. RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 19, A4873, 1974, Folder, “Nixon Pro and Con,” PCA. 
25 Walter Phillips, “Arlen Specter,” Aug 10, 1977, 10, Manuscript Collections, Walter Phillips, Oral 
History Project Transcripts, Box 5, Shapp, Milton J - Zucker, William, Folder, “Specter, Arlen,” 
TUSCRC. 
26 Daughen and Binzen, The Cop Who Would Be King, 140. 
27 Paolantonio, Rizzo: The Last Big Man in Big City America, 145-147. 
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Nixon and Rizzo clearly sought to shape political outcomes through 

favors, appointments, and bureaucratic adjustments designed to further their 

respective agendas.  Both leaders undoubtedly saw themselves as strategists, 

were identified with law and order advocacy, and were not afraid to get 

personally involved in “hard ball” politics.  Beyond the obvious case of Watergate, 

for Nixon, one example was specifically engaging and aiding city mayors who 

enjoyed white ethnic support.28  For Rizzo, it allegedly included offering 

Philadelphia Democratic Party President, Peter Camiel, an opportunity to pick 

architects for a project, in return for allowing Hillel Levinson to run for District 

Attorney.29 

Based on their previous interaction, and after checking with Philadelphia 

Inquirer owner, Walter Annenberg, Nixon decided Rizzo was a good investment 

in late 1971 or early 1972.  As a result, Rizzo and his entourage traveled to the 

White House to meet with Nixon in late January of 1972.30  During this visit, 

Rizzo offered his support for Nixon’s re-election bid, but Nixon told him not to 

announce his decision until after the Democratic Convention scheduled for the 

summer of 1972.31  After the meeting, Nixon staffers like Assistant to the 

President for Domestic Affairs, John Ehrlichman, and Deputy Assistant for 

                                            
28 Haldeman, The Haldeman Diaries, 370. 
29 Daughen and Binzen, The Cop Who Would Be King, 236. 
30 Paolantonio, Rizzo: The Last Big Man in Big City America, 144-147; Daughen and Binzen, The 
Cop Who Would Be King, 222-224. 
31 Haldeman, The Haldeman Diaries, 401. 



  259 

 
 

Domestic Affairs Kenneth Cole, Jr., corresponded with Rizzo routinely and later 

conducted visits to Philadelphia.32 

In this quid-pro-quo alliance, Mayor Rizzo proved a valuable ally.  Rizzo 

provided political strategy advice such as conserving effort with regard to 

minorities (which he viewed as fruitless for Nixon) and focusing on pleasing 

labor.33  He also provided actual support when he detailed Albert Guadiosi, 

Rizzo’s Deputy Mayor and campaign manager, to support Nixon’s re-election 

efforts directly.34  Throughout their interaction, Rizzo reminded Nixon staffers of 

his investment in the cross-party alliance.  For instance, with confident humor, 

Rizzo sent a copy of a Philadelphia Daily News story that referred to him as 

“Benedict Arnold.”35  And in a show of bravado, typical of Rizzo’s charismatic 

leadership style, he also sent President Nixon a lighter engraved with the words, 

“Fuck McGovern.”36  Beyond building rapport, these messages clearly conveyed 

that Rizzo was taking both risks and hits for Nixon’s campaign effort.   

                                            
32 See correspondences contained in RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, 
Administration of  Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A-3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal Assistant to the President 
for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
33 Paolantonio, The Last Big Man in Big City America, 148. 
34 Gaudiosi had been a reporter and was a Republican from Montgomery County. Daughen and 
Binzen, The Cop Who Would Be King, 24, 223.  
35 Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to Kenneth Cole, Aug 1, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of  Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
36 Rizzo reportedly gave the lighter to Nixon during Rizzo’s January 24, 1972 visit. Daughen and 
Binzen, The Cop Who Would Be King, 222-224.  However, Rizzo may have actually sent the 
lighter in Sep of 1972 based on the following correspondence.  Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to 
Kenneth Cole, Sep 7, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of  
Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal Assistant to the President for Domestic 
Affairs,” PCA. 
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Rizzo also demonstrated his value to Nixon by frequently apprising White 

House staffers of Philadelphia’s political pulse by sending articles about local 

voter perspectives and accounts of Rizzo’s interaction with Governor Milton 

Shaap.37  Additionally, he alerted them to negative press regarding President 

Nixon.38  Taken in total, Mayor Rizzo’s correspondences were both useful to the 

White House and an effective strategic communication campaign on his own 

behalf. 

Not surprisingly, Rizzo’s engagement with President Nixon and resulting 

preferential treatment were a source of consternation for stakeholders in 

Harrisburg and Philadelphia.  In February of 1972, Spencer Coxe, Executive 

Director of Philadelphia’s ACLU, expressed concern in response to a newspaper 

article he had seen.  The article touted that Mayor Rizzo had applied for a $27 

million grant for drug treatment.  In tandem, Republican District Attorney Arlen 

Spector had applied for a $31 million grant for expanding the size of the police 

department.39   

                                            
37 Letter from Kenneth Cole to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Aug 28, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
38 Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to John Ehrlichman, with copy of political cartoon, May 19, 
1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, 
A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
39 Letter from Spencer Coxe, Executive Director of the American Civil Liberties Union in 
Philadelphia to Judge Paul Chalfin, Feb 23, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA.  As it turned out, the initial proposal was for $32 million 
and it was submitted by Mayor Rizzo.   Letter from Mayor Rizzo to Jarris Leonard, Feb 9, 1972, 
RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 
1972, Folder, “Federal Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. The $27 million 
grant was from Arlen Spector for a Drug Addict Referral and Treatment Program (DART), a 
precursor to the later TASC program. DART Grant Application, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, Mayor’s 
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In this case, the scourge of multiple audiences, which is inherent in 

strategic communications, reared its head.  The article was intended to show 

how Rizzo and Spector were leveraging federal machinery and alliances to bring 

resources home to Philadelphia, and no doubt some constituents were duly 

impressed with their initiative and savvy.  Coxe, however, perceived the action as 

a violation of the established procedures.   

As portrayed in the news article, it was an “end run” on citizen involvement 

via the Law Enforcement Planning Council.40  It also side-stepped oversight, 

comprehensive planning, and pooling of resources at the state level, which were 

supposed to be accomplished through the Governor’s Justice Commission.  In 

addition to these considerations, if a rogue Democratic mayor in Philadelphia 

successfully harvested resources from a Republican president, it would not bode 

well for Pennsylvania’s Democratic machinery. 

Shortly after Coxe expressed his concerns, E. Drexel Godfrey, Jr., 

Executive Director of the Governor’s Justice Commission, likewise got involved.  

In March of 1972, he sent a letter to Jerris Leonard, Administrator of the LEAA, 

asking about the status of Philadelphia’s applications, which he had never seen.  

Godfrey had apparently inquired about the amount of the drug treatment and law 

                                                                                                                                  
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” 
PCA.  
40In his reply, Judge Chalfin stated that the “Philadelphia [Regional] Planning Council” was the 
conduit to the Governor’s Justice Commission for LEAA grant requests. Manuscript Collections, 
Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “1. American Civil Liberty 
Union, Correspondence 1971,” TUSCRC.  
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enforcement grants, and likely wanted to know more about Leonard’s personal 

visit to Philadelphia.   

Based on Leonard’s response, Godfrey had asked him if Philadelphia had 

been designated an LEAA Impact City, and whether other Pennsylvania cities 

might be eligible for the same status.  Along with these questions, Godfrey had 

certainly expressed his concern for tracking additional resources that might flow 

to Philadelphia from the LEAA.  It was logical that Godfrey might assume an 

Impact City designation allowed Rizzo to deal-direct with Leonard.  And 

Godfrey’s questions were not unreasonable for an official trying to coordinate law 

enforcement and drug control initiatives and resources for an entire state.   

Leonard’s response to Godfrey was essentially a bureaucratic stiff-arm.  

Leonard said he could not (or would not) tell Godfrey what amounts might be 

approved for the grants.  He went on to say that Philadelphia was not an Impact 

City, but that Godfrey could coordinate with Regional LEAA Administrator, 

Charles Rinkevich, to apply lessons learned from the Impact Cities program.   

Leonard closed by assuring Godfrey that “…whatever additional resources 

are brought to bear in Philadelphia will be closely coordinated with you and other 

appropriate state and local officials.”41  This meant that Godfrey would be kept 

informed, but that he would not get a vote.  Leonard also courtesy copied his 

response to Mayor Rizzo; the implied message to him was, “I’ve got your back.” 

                                            
41 Letter from Jerris Leonard to E. Drexel Godfrey Jr., Apr 11, 1972, RG 60-2.6, Administration of 
Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 19, A3550, 1972, Folder, “State Governors Justice 
Commission,” PCA.  
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As is often the case, these specific actions were highlighting questions 

about larger principles – citizen involvement, accountability, and 

intergovernmental relations.  They were also highlighting perennial tensions 

between efficiency and effectiveness, and diffusion (equitable distribution of 

resources) and prioritization (focused application of resources).  In Philadelphia, 

the same debate played out with regard to methadone treatment facilities.  

Members of the Health Department wanted to integrate treatment into existing 

healthcare centers.  When necessary, they also wanted to introduce drug 

treatment capacity in new geographic areas.  However, these logical planning 

considerations and the strategy they supported came head-to-head with local 

residents’ desires.  The overwhelming majority of neighborhoods did not want 

methadone treatment within their boundaries.  Based on available methadone- 

related correspondences, the one exception was Haddington in West 

Philadelphia (Catchment Area 4, 32% white / 67% black).  Unlike so many other 

instances, Marie Shumate, Director of the Haddingon Leadership Organization, 

petitioned Health Commission Ingraham because of delays in establishing a 

methadone center in the District #4 Health Clinic.42 

This competition of perspectives also influenced views on the budget.  For 

example, when considering an earlier version of what became the Omnibus 

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Philadelphia Managing Director 

                                            
42 Letter from Marie Shumate to Norman Ingraham, Nov 20, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder, “October-December, 
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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Fred Corleto admonished Development Coordinator Patrick McLaughlin that, 

“For the city to derive full benefit of this proposal, it is imperative that grants be 

made directly to the local governments rather than through state agencies."43  

While unlikely, this was a hope all large cities might express.  

Echoing this sentiment six years later, Mayor Rizzo lamented to 

Congressmen James Stanton that the red tape of LEAA grants was troublesome.  

Separate grant proposals had to be prepared for each project and then submitted 

to the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council (PRPC).  In turn, the PRPC 

submitted them to the Governor’s Justice Commission for endorsement.44  While 

this provided oversight, it also slowed the process and created misfires. 

In another instance, Philadelphia Managing Director Hillel Levinson (who 

replaced Corleto in 1972) complained to LEAA Administrator Jerris Leonard after 

learning that the Governor’s Justice Commission had endorsed a $148,000 grant 

for a Pennsylvania Law and Justice Institute project to educate people about 

crime.  Along with asserting the money could be spent on more tangible needs, 

like gang and drug problems, Levinson pointed out that the local PRPC had 

refused to even endorse the grant before it went to the Governor’s Justice 

                                            
43 Corleto also believed funding should be based on need, not just population, and the priority of 
funding should be for crime control and prevention, as opposed to riot control. Letter from Fred 
Corleto to Patrick McLaughlin, Dec 21, 1967, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3830, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder, “Crime Control,” PCA. 
44 Letter from Mayor Rizzo to Congressman James Stanton endorsing the Emergency Crime 
Control Act of 1971 (H.R. 11813), which Stanton sponsored, Apr 24, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548,1972, “Federal Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA. 
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Commission three months earlier.45  The concern here was that an unwanted 

project would still be audited by the LEAA.  It also added an additional matching 

burden that could have been applied elsewhere. 

Conversely, after the Revenue Sharing Act of 1972 had passed, 

Pennsylvania Governor Milton Shapp argued that federal funds must pass 

through the state for effective management.  As a starting premise, the Revenue 

Sharing Act (designed as a formula based, block grant) was intended to provide 

local leaders with more resources and more leeway to solve problems.46  But as 

Shapp argued, the greater spending freedom of Revenue Sharing did not 

compensate for an insufficient level of funding.47  This fact was becoming 

painfully clear for most states and large cities as mid-decade approached. 

Although Corleto, Rizzo, Levinson, and Shapp disagreed, they were all 

correct.  Each presented valid but differing perspectives on fiscal policy, which 

were driven home by their respective responsibilities and challenges.  In the final 

analysis, the contesting views of grant funding, the proliferation of its various 
                                            
45 This alludes to tension between the PRPC and the Governor’s Justice Commission.  Levinson 
also asserted the request did not fit any categories of Pennsylvania’s Criminal Justice Plan for 
1971. Letter from Hillel Levinson to Jerris Leonard, Apr 27, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548,1972, “Federal Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA.  
46 Revenue sharing passed because it was a “something for everyone” approach and it was less 
effective because its distribution pattern diffused its impact in the neediest areas.  Richard P. 
Nathan and Charles F. Adams, Jr., Revenue Sharing: The Second Round (Washington, D.C.: 
The Brookings Institute, 1977), 162. Later studies showed that while funding levels changed, new 
grant programs, however conceived, rarely consolidated or replaced older grant programs.  Also, 
the natural life-cycle of grants, whether categorical, block, or formula-based, generally produced 
increasing levels of control. Carl Stenberg, et al., Block Grants: A Comparative Analysis, The 
Intergovernmental Grant System, 39, 41. 
47 Senate Hearings before the Subcommittee on Alcoholism and Narcotics of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, Drug and Alcohol Abuse Crisis, 1973, 93rd Cong., 1st sess, 1973, 
Philadelphia, PA , Apr 23, 24, 1973 (Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office, 1974), 
106-108. 
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forms, and the never-ending exigencies of managing federal, state, and local 

budgets meant that Rizzo’s interaction with Nixon was no panacea. 

But in light of Philadelphia’s fiscal concerns, Mayor Rizzo was not shy 

about calling in favors for a wide assortment of issues.  In fact, three days after 

Rizzo’s visit in January, he sent John Ehrlichman a thank you note describing 

their meeting as an opportunity “to discuss ways and means of increasing 

Federal aid to Philadelphia.”48  Ehrlichman quickly replied that he had contacted 

the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for suggestions, which he would 

forward soon.49  Even prior to Ehrlichman’s timely response, the Office of the 

Vice President sent a letter to Mayor Rizzo with the names and numbers of 

federal officials at the regional offices which supported Philadelphia.  These 

included the Regional Directors and Regional Administrators for the Office of 

Economic Opportunity (OEO), Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD), Health Education and Welfare (HEW), and the Department of Labor 

(DOL).50  And with that, the floodgates appeared to open. 

On February 8, 1972, Rizzo asked Ehrlichman for help with a Center City 

Commuter Connection project that would link the Penn Central and Reading 

Railroads.  Rizzo mentioned the project was over a decade old, but could be 

                                            
48 Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to John Ehrlichman, Jan 27, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
49 Letter from John Ehrlichman to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Feb 2, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
50 Letter from C.D. Ward, Assistant to the Vice President to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Jan 27, 1972, RG 
60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, 
Folder, “Federal Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 



  267 

 
 

finished if the Department of Transportation adjusted its grant funding formulas.51  

Along with the request came a hook.  In a separate letter (drafted the same day), 

Philadelphia’s Mayor sent a copy of the South Philadelphia American, which he 

described as being “…read throughout the predominantly Italo-American 

Community in South Philadelphia.”  He drew Ehrlichman’s attention to a 

(presumably favorable) story about Rizzo’s January visit with President Nixon.52  

It appears he had Ehrlichman’s attention.  The senior Nixon aide quickly replied 

and promised to have someone look into the project immediately.53 

Adding to his opening salvo the next day, Rizzo had his Managing 

Director, Hillel Levinson, personally deliver a proposal to LEAA Administrator, 

Jerris Leonard.  It was a $32 million request to hire 901 additional police and 

purchase new police vehicles and associated equipment.  As bone fides, Rizzo 

mentioned his previous discussions with Ehrlichman and sent him a courtesy 

copy.54  Initially, the proposal was only a detailed tabulation that listed costs 

through Fiscal Year 1974.  It was then developed into a 64-page LEAA request 

                                            
51 Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to John Ehrlichman, Feb 8, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A-3549, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
52 Ibid. 
53 Letter from John Ehrlichman to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Feb 10, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA.   
54 Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to John Ehrlichman, Feb 10, 1972, with attachment letter from 
Mayor Frank Rizzo to Jerris Leonard, Administrator, LEAA, Feb 9, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
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for $15.6 million over twelve months.55  Despite the effort, it was later 

disapproved.  The only funds Rizzo could get directly from the LEAA were 

discretionary funds and the LEAA simply did not have $15.6 million at that point. 

In March, Rizzo reiterated his earlier requests and asked Ehrlichman for 

help with an Economic Development Administration Application and a Revised 

Maternity and Infant Care project.56  Later that month, the Mayor received a 

telegram from Miles Ambrose, the Nixon administration’s Special Assistant 

Attorney General, who had oversight of the newly established Office of Drug 

Abuse Law Enforcement (ODALE).  Philadelphia was one of thirty-three 

municipalities selected as Target Cities, which would receive assistance from 

both the Department of Justice and the Department of Treasury.57  As an 

indicator of budgetary concerns, and despite Rizzo’s affinity for law enforcement, 

his staff carefully examined the cost and benefit of supporting ODALE operations 

before committing to participate in joint federal-local ventures.58   

In April, Rizzo submitted a $1 million grant under the Treatment 

Alternatives to Street Crime Program (TASC). As the name implies, the program 

                                            
55 “Philadelphia Police Department, Application for LEAA Discretionary Funds,” May 19, 1972, RG 
60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, 1972, 
Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA. 
56 Letter from John Ehrlichman to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Mar 16, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 18, A3549, 1972, Folder, “Federal 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
57 Telegram with attached letter from Myles J. Ambrose, Special Assistant Attorney General for 
Drug Abuse Law Enforcement (ODALE) to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Mar 25, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Office of Drug Abuse Law Enforcement (ODALE),” PCA. 
58 Memo from Philadelphia Managing Director Hillel Levinson to Mayor Frank Rizzo, “Drug Abuse 
Law Enforcement (‘DALE’ Program at Philadelphia),” Jun 9, 1972, with attachments, RG 60-2.5, 
Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Office of Drug Abuse Law Enforcement (ODALE),” PCA. 
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was intended to divert drug addicts from the criminal justice system into 

treatment programs.  While it was the start of a progressive approach, it could 

not compensate for larger perceptions of racialized policing.  The proposal also 

did not attenuate the lingering views of drug abuse as a problem among others, 

or the fact that, once defined as a drug addict, a person could become a 

scapegoat or simply dismissed.  As this TASC application was being processed 

through LEAA channels, Philadelphia police officers were accused of assaulting 

and falsely arresting Reverend Joseph Kirkland.  And following several other 

controversial police custody deaths, the case of Anthony Evans, a 19 year-old 

African American, was being re-examined by his family’s lawyer.  He was 

arrested after becoming drunk and disorderly at his in-laws’ home and later died 

in his cell, with his death being blamed on a drug overdose.59  Despite these 

larger challenges inherent in Philadelphia’s environment, the TASC grant 

contributed to planning, creation of a referral process, a Central Diagnostic and 

Treatment Facility, satellite treatment facilities, and overall project evaluation.60   

In addition to asking for monetary favors, Rizzo also sought local political 

help.  For instance, in order to consolidate the benefit of courting Nixon’s 

administration, Rizzo asked Jerris Leonard to disapprove an LEAA grant request 

from Thacher Longstreth.  Along with serving as the Chamber of Commerce 

                                            
59 James Cassell, “Probe of Son’s Cell Death in February Asked,” Aug 12, 1972, Philadelphia 
Tribune, Manuscript Collections, Haddington Leadership Organization (Philadelphia, Pa.) 
Records, Acc. 321, Box 4, Folder, “Police Brutality (Cross and Kirkland)-Clippings,” TUSCRC. 
60 Grant Application, Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, Apr 20, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” 
PCA. 
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President, Longstreth had been Rizzo’s opponent during the 1971 mayoral 

election.  Even though Longstreth had raised money for Nixon’s campaign in 

Pennsylvania, Leonard did as Rizzo asked.61 

Rizzo also sought to leverage his White House contacts to extend 

Philadelphia’s influence.  Secretary George Romney had announced he would 

be leaving the Department of Housing and Urban Development after the 1972 

election.  Norman D. Denny, a Philadelphian and Chairman of the Board and 

Chief Executive Officer for Lincoln Bank, was interested in the post, and 

petitioned Rizzo for an endorsement.  Although Denny was not selected, Rizzo 

both called on his behalf and sent a letter to a contact in Washington.62 

But just because one has presidential support, does not mean other 

stakeholders simply relent, or that bureaucracy melts away.  Despite LEAA 

Administrator Jerris Leonard’s rebuff of E. Drexel Godfrey in March of 1972, 

LEAA applications still had to pass through the Governor’s Justice Commission.  

Philadelphia’s representation on this panel was John Snavely, Regional Director 

of the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council (PRPC).  He was fair minded, but 

his position made him a source of friction for Rizzo’s administration.63  Among 

                                            
61 Paolantonio, The Last Big Man in Big City America, 149-150. 
62 Letter from Special Assistant to the President, Dana Reed, to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Sep 12, 
1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of  Frank Rizzo, Box 18, 
A3549, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, Federal Assistant to the President for Domestic 
Affairs,” PCA. 
63 Minutes of the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council, Sep 29, 1972, 4, Manuscript 
Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “45. Council 
Minutes & Agendas, 1972,” TUSCRC. 
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other duties, Snavely was responsible for ensuring Philadelphia met the planning 

and technical requirements for grants.64   

Another source of tension was the relationship between Pennsylvania 

Attorney General, J. Shane Creamer, and Mayor Rizzo.  While this tension 

affected other law enforcement proposals, it had little impact on Philadelphia’s 

drug abuse program requests since they were largely rehabilitative.  Rizzo and 

Creamer differed philosophically and had publicly jousted with each other in the 

press over various issues.65  Their relationship was volatile enough that Rizzo’s 

staff compiled a list of eight talking points that were critical of the Attorney 

General.66  Creamer also served as the Chairman of Pennsylvania’s Criminal 

Justice Commission, which meant he could be either an advocate, roadblock, or 

honest broker for Philadelphia’s LEAA proposals.   

After Rizzo submitted the grant request for 900 police officers, Creamer 

sent a letter to LEAA Director Jerris Leonard telling him that the hiring action was 

held up by a restraining order.  Flowing from the 1970 case, Commonwealth, et 

al. v. O’Neill, et al., Pennsylvania had asked the Court to restrict police hiring on 

April 20, 1972 (nine days after Rizzo endorsed Nixon).  On May 26th, the Court 

entered a restraining order which specified that Philadelphia must hire one black 

                                            
64 Letter from John Snavely to City Controller, Tom Gola, May 25, 1972, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 25, A3420, 1973, Folder, “Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration,” PCA. 
65 Memo from Al Roberts to Mayor Frank Rizzo, “Crime Grants – State Justice Commission,” Jul 
11, 1972, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 19, A3550, 
1972, Folder, “State Governors Justice Commission,” PCA. 
66 “Attorney General,” undated, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 19, A3550, 1972, “State Crime Commission,” PCA. 



  272 

 
 

officer for every two white officers hired.  The day before Creamer sent his letter, 

the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 3rd Circuit denied Philadelphia’s appeal to stay 

the order.67  Leonard later wrote an editorial supporting Rizzo and District 

Attorney Arlen Spector.  But from Leonard’s perspective, the tension between 

Harrisburg and Philadelphia undoubtedly made Rizzo’s grant request more than 

just a budget issue.68 

In lieu of the $15.6 million grant the Rizzo administration had requested, 

LEAA representatives told his staff there was $4 million in discretionary funds 

available.69  However, to obtain these funds, Philadelphia had to first create a 

Crime Analysis Team (CAT).  As it turned out, this was foreseen by Kenneth 

Shear, an administrative analyst.  Prior to Jerris Leonard’s visit in February, 

Shear informed Joseph Verica, Assistant to the Managing Director, that 

Philadelphia would have to develop a comprehensive plan to receive 

discretionary funds.  He defined comprehensive as touching all the elements of 

the criminal justice system – “police, community relations, courts, juvenile 

                                            
67 Letter from J. Shane Creamer to Jerris Leonard, Jun 9, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), 
PCA. 
68 Courtesy copy of editorial from Jerris Leonard and reply from Mayor Frank Rizzo, Nov 9, 1972, 
RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A-3548, 
Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA),” PCA. 
69 Memo from John Snavely to Members of the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council, Sep 22, 
1972, Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, 
Folder, “45. Council Minutes & Agendas,1972” TUSCRC. 
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delinquency, corrections (prisons and probation), pre-habilitation, and 

rehabilitation (including addictive disease programs).”70   

As they worked this grant, Managing Director Levinson had to assure 

Snavely that the new CAT would not duplicate functions of the Philadelphia 

Regional Planning Council (PRPC).  It took time to iron this out, but eventually, a 

$200,000 CAT request was on its way to the LEAA.71  In the end, the $15.6 

million proposal to hire 900 police that began in February, 1972 shrank to a $1 

million West Philadelphia Crime Reduction Program (hiring 60 officers), and was 

finally approved in October of 1972.72  This abridged vignette illustrates the 

nature of collaborative policy making and project oversight – and also shows 

there was no such thing as easy money. 

Perhaps in light of this difficulty, Rizzo started to believe Nixon was not 

delivering as promised.  In response, the Mayor pressed for a meeting and the 

two met in mid-September.  In preparation for the get-together, Nixon’s Deputy 

Assistant for Domestic Affairs, Egil (Bud) Krogh, drafted talking points for Nixon 
                                            
70 Shear speculated that Philadelphia might be eligible for up to $20 million in discretionary 
grants, so this likely explains why Rizzo’s administration reduced their request to $15.6 million.  
He also noted the LEAA Regional Office was not yet involved, so this clearly diverged from the 
normal process. Letter from Kenneth Shear to Joseph Verica, “LEAA High Impact Funding,” Feb 
16, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, 
A-3548, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA),” PCA. 
71 Memo from John Snavely to Members of the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council, Sep 22, 
1972, Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, 
Folder, “45. Council Minutes & Agendas, 1972” TUSCRC.  The LEAA approved this request in 
October.  Letter from E. Drexel Godfrey, Jr. to Hillel Levinson, “RE: 72-DF-03-0030,” Oct 16, 
1972, with attachments, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of  Frank 
Rizzo, Box 17, A-3548, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA. 
72 Letter from E. Drexel Godfrey, Jr. to Hillel Levinson, “RE: 72-DF-03-0029,” Oct 16, 1972, RG 
60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 19, A3550, Mayor's Correspondence, 1972, Folder, 
“State Governors Justice Commission,” PCA. 
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entitled, “Good Deeds for Mayor Rizzo.”  Krogh’s list noted that Philadelphia was 

getting $1 million for drug treatment from the LEAA.  This was the $1 million 

TASC grant Rizzo had submitted the previous April, which was approved in 

October.  The list also claimed that Philadelphia would receive $1 million of a 

promised $15.6 million for hiring new police officers.  This grant was also 

approved in October, but as finally packaged, the remaining $14.6 million was 

not going to happen.   

During the meeting, Nixon also noted that Philadelphia would get $6 

million from the Department of Transportation for the Center City Commuter 

Tunnel Project.  And Nixon also promised he would sign the upcoming Revenue 

Sharing Act of 1972 in Philadelphia.  Nixon did so on Oct 20th, but only went to 

Philadelphia after considerable deliberation among his staff.73 

While Rizzo’s privileged status with President Nixon did not generate 

systemic change, Rizzo certainly achieved some big, short-term triumphs.  As 

Mrs. Hugh Mulvaney, an angry citizen charged, “Now that you have sold the 

Democratic party ‘down the river’ for $52-million…how can you live with your 

CONSCIENCE?”74   

Based on the earlier press coverage, Mrs. Mulvaney was not too far off 

the mark from a monetary standpoint.  By October of 1972, Philadelphia had 

                                            
73 Paolantonio, The Last Big Man in Big City America, 151-153. The fact the trip to Philadelphia 
almost lost out to other priorities may be corroborated by its omission from Haldeman’s diary, 
versus the inclusion of Nixon’s trip to New York on the Oct 23rd, Haldeman, The Haldeman 
Diaries, 522. 
74 Letter from Mrs. Hugh B. Mulvaney to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Sep 24, 1972, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 20, A3551,1972, Folder, “Politics-
City,” PCA. 
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received $55.9 million for grants which included a $10 million Emergency 

Employment Program, construction of a $32 million Social Security Payment 

Center, and $1 million to hire 64 additional police officers.  Along with this 

amount, the city was about to receive $2.1 million toward construction projects 

like a taxiway at the Philadelphia International Airport and a Fire and Rescue 

Equipment Station.  Deputy Mayor Anthony Zecca told a fellow staff member, 

“Please have someone do a story on the receipt of the following federal grants.  

We have been cleared by the White House to announce it.”  That this was the 

fruit of Rizzo and Nixon’s partnership was evident by the direct coordination 

between the White House and Mayor Rizzo’s administration.75  While these grant 

approvals were a significant windfall, they did come with a price that would play 

out over time. 

Rizzo’s support for Nixon was pivotal for the president carrying 

Pennsylvania.  And until Watergate interfered, Rizzo garnered preferential 

treatment for Philadelphia within federal programs and priority handling with 

regard to grant requests.  Had Watergate not derailed Nixon’s presidency, Mayor 

Rizzo and Philadelphia might have netted a greater windfall.  Although, as time 

went on, it would certainly have become a declining annuity.   

Federal grant requirements were an embedding mechanism that fostered 

comprehensive approaches to drug abuse and other initiatives, and alignment at 

                                            
75 Memo from Deputy Mayor Anthony Zecca to City Representative Harry Belinger, “Federal 
Grant Awards,” Oct 16, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of 
Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Grants,” PCA. 
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the state and local levels.  Notwithstanding Mayor Rizzo’s endorsement of Nixon, 

stakeholder interaction between Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and the federal level 

demonstrates this.  While the Nixon-Rizzo relationship was an important juncture 

in Philadelphia’s history, grant resources still flowed to Philadelphia through 

legislatively mandated procedures.  Despite affiliations, allegiances, and 

interests, this process was intersected by limited resources and hard choices.  

Gaining Accountability and Revenue Sharing 

By the fall of 1972, as Rizzo approached completion of his first year in 

office, Philadelphia had successfully begun funding drug control through a variety 

of sources.  The city received categorical grants from the federal Department of 

Health.  It also received block grants from the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development’s Model Cities Program and the LEAA.  Soon, another source 

offered additional revenue that was more flexible than earlier grant mechanisms. 

The Revenue Sharing Act of 1972, was born of cross-party, local interests 

and financial necessity.  Groups like the National League of Cities and the U.S. 

Conference of Mayors had lobbied vigorously to support the bill and shape its 

formulas and other key elements.  Many federal and state legislators had been 

opposed to revenue sharing because it wrested some degree of budget control 

from their hands, and reduced their ability to obtain politically beneficial add-ons 

to legislation.  Also, revenue sharing provided local leaders with resources that 

were largely devoid of categorical restrictions and political cost (unlike raising 
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taxes or cutting spending).76  Despite this debate, federal revenue sharing added 

desperately needed funds to Philadelphia’s coffers and allowed the City to focus 

categorical and block grant applications on drug control. 

Revenue sharing provided one more funding stream to Philadelphia’s 

already complicated array of grant funding.  For example, in Fiscal Year 1973, 

Philadelphia received $67.9 million from revenue sharing.  It also received $144 

million from other federal grants, state grants, or joint federal and state grant 

programs.  Including these grant contributions, the city’s operating budget was 

$904.1 million.  The Philadelphia School Budget totaled $380.6 million, which 

included $69.3 million in federal aid.  Philadelphia’s combined total budget for 

Fiscal Year 1973 was $1.2 billion.  Of this total, $281 million (22%) came from 

grant revenue. 

Even before these funds started flowing, and in an attempt to get a handle 

on revenue, Rizzo’s Office had asked for an update regarding approved and 

pending grant requests.  The Federal Programs Unit (Philadelphia’s federal 

liaison office) produced an undated Federal Grant-in Aid summary that was likely 

prepared between May and September of 1972.77  Beyond the figures provided, 

it is interesting that the management analyst who prepared the report noted a 
                                            
76 Bruce Wallin identified arguments for and against revenue sharing.  As an example, local 
governments were least well positioned in the “tax competition” involving state and federal 
government.  However, for a portion of a local government’s budget, revenue sharing did divorce 
the responsibility of spending taxes from raising them.  Bruce A. Wallin, From Revenue Sharing 
to Deficit Sharing (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 1998), 7-8, 43-44. 
77 The update references a police grant for $15.6 million that was submitted in May of 1972.  It 
was later disapproved and resubmitted as a $1 million grant in September of 1972.  “Philadelphia 
Police Department, Application for LEAA Discretionary Funds,” May 19, 1972, RG 60-2.5, 
Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, 1972, Folder, 
“Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA. 
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“sizeable increase in Federal activity since the Mayor took office.”  He also 

mentioned, “To my knowledge this is the first time this information has been 

gathered.”78  This comment reflects the flux associated with a change in 

administration and leadership adapting to new demands. 

Before the inflow of such large sums began in the late 1960s, individual 

departments tracked grants and worked out the details with the Finance Director 

and the City Controller’s Office.79  The executive (mayor) apparently did not give 

attention to these mechanics of budgeting, or at least not on a continual basis.  

This changed as what might have seemed like manna from heaven began to 

descend on the fiscally starving city. 

Sustainability 

As Philadelphia sought to increase its drug treatment capacity, the new 

grant dynamics presented challenges of utilization, efficacy, sustainability, and 

concerns about corruption.  Strange as it may sound, it can be difficult for any 

organization to obligate a rapidly growing budget.  Philadelphia experienced this 

with the Model Cities program when it had contracting issues and execution 

delays for a variety of reasons.80  Like a downpour in the desert, there is a risk 

                                            
78 Memo from Management Analyst Kenneth Klien to Hillel Levinson, undated, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3406,1973, Folder, 
“Federal/State Grants,” PCA. 
79 The operating budget for each department contained supporting details that listed grant 
requests for the upcoming fiscal year.  Memo from Kenneth Klein, Chief Federal Programs Unit to 
Deputy Mayor Anthony Zecca, “Federal Grant-in-Aid Activity,” with attachments, Nov 28, 1972, 
RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of  Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, 
Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, City, Grant-In-Aid,” PCA. 
80 The Philadelphia Model Cities program required a 90 day extension for a work program.  Letter 
from Francis Healy, Jr. to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Mar 4, 1969. RG 60-2.5, Administration of 
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that new budget resources may simply “run-off” in the form of corruption or 

mismanagement, producing little or no effect in the surrounding landscape.  But 

the single greatest factor demanding attention from the executive office was the 

issue of sustainability. 

 Federal and state grants allowed the city to balance its budget as it sought 

to expand services, rejuvenate its infrastructure, stimulate the economy, and 

respond to a legion of challenges.  However, a budget balanced on grant funding 

may not be significantly different than a highly leveraged, speculative investment 

portfolio.  If the revenue failed to materialize because of unreasonable estimates, 

political infighting, administrative delays, or unforeseen circumstances, the 

results could be equally damaging.  Grant funding could facilitate a great many 

possibilities, but it did not abrogate the need to prioritize.  Complex problems 

necessitate long-term interventions.  To be effective this requires long-term, 

predictable funding.  

Table 10 summarizes the update prepared for Mayor Rizzo’s office.  Of 

particular importance was the distinction between new applications and 

continuing programs, as this reflects the inherent tension between responding to 

a near term-need, and sustaining an enduring requirement.  Determining where 

an issue like drug abuse fell on that spectrum, carried strategic implications.  

Even if Philadelphia could secure a grant for a particular department, the problem 

                                                                                                                                  
James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3831, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder, “Model Cities, 
1969,” PCA. 
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then became, how would the city continue securing grants (or some other source 

of revenue) in the future?   

Table 10.  Federal Grant-in-Aid for Philadelphia, Jan – Sep, 1972.81 
 

 

Four programs (Model Cities, Medicare, Medical Assistance, and Child 

welfare) provided federal and state aid without a local matching requirement.  

These allocations were based on population and other formulas prescribed in 

law.  While the revenues might vary slightly based on amendments, they were 

fairly consistent and reliable as long as the programs continued.  Federal and 

state aid from these programs amounted to $58.9 million, or 13.5% of $434.9 

million that Philadelphia was seeking. 

From a planning and budgetary standpoint, the remaining $376 million, or 

86.5% of federal and state aid carried a price tag, and was less dependable.  Of 

the $376 million sub-total, $217.8 million (57.9%) represented new applications, 
                                            
81 Author calculations based on data contained in memo from Management Analyst Kenneth 
Klien to Hillel Levinson, undated, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 11, A3406, 1973, Folder, “Federal/State Grants,” PCA. 

Department
New	

Application
Continuing	
Program Program	Total

Department	%	
of	Total	Grants	
Requested

Funds	Awarded	
Since	January,	

1972
Commerce $14,354,151	 $0	 $14,354,151	 3.82% $720,000	
Fire $0	 $0	 $0	 $141,872	
Health $1,861,824	 $6,514,652	 $8,376,476	 2.23% $6,588,021	
Managing	
Director's	Office

$1,923,000	 $0	 $1,923,000	 0.51% $2,434,840	

Police $21,321,338	 $0	 $21,321,338	 5.67% $1,148,911	
Public	Property $176,390,000	 $0	 $176,390,000	 46.91% $22,059,000	
Recreation $300,794	 $0	 $300,794	 0.08% $1,348,541	
Water $0	 $147,073,288	 $147,073,288	 39.11% $0	
Streets $0	 $0	 $0	 0 $110,092	
Welfare $1,648,371	 $4,621,927	 $6,270,298	 1.67% $3,735,728	
Total $217,799,478	 $158,209,867	 $376,009,345	 $38,287,005	
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which included drug abuse treatment and rehabilitation.  The remaining $158.2 

million (42.1%) was for continuing programs.  These were all coming from the 

same pots of money and potentially posed sustainability challenges.  While 

competition between programs related to public safety, health, and education 

often come to mind, there was also competition within departments.  For 

example, within the Department of Health, drug abuse was competing with 

already existing programs like the overall healthcare delivery system, lead 

poisoning prevention, and support for Philadelphia General Hospital.82  

Sustainability was also a concern among members of Pennsylvania’s 

governing bodies, who had to figure out how to divvy up state resources and 

federal resources passing through the state.  For instance, when Attorney 

General J. Shane Creamer and others opposed Rizzo’s request for 901 more 

police officers, they opposed the grant for three reasons.  The first was 

philosophical.  Even after the request had been reduced to a smaller, tactically-

oriented West Philadelphia Crime Project, some members of the community, like 

the Wynnefield Residents’ Association, preferred more preventive community 

efforts.83  The second reason was due to the Philadelphia Police Department’s 

track record of not hiring enough African Americans.  The third reason they 

                                            
82 City of Philadelphia, Board of Health Minutes, Jun 16 and Nov 17, 1971, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3835, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder, 
“Health Department,” PCA.   
83 Minutes of the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council Meeting, Sep 29, 1972, Manuscript 
Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “45. Council 
Minutes & Agendas 1972,” TUSCRC.  
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opposed it was because they were concerned about the “out years” of the budget 

and the effect on the larger system of systems. 

When the hiring request (which had gone directly to D.C.) was presented 

to the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council (PRPC), several stakeholders 

expressed reservations about strategic balance vis-à-vis sustainability.  Governor 

Shapp sent a letter affirming he had no objection to the hiring of 901 police 

officers, but he expressed concern that it was a one year grant.  Shapp’s letter 

noted, “The State could not be relied on to fund the cost of these additional 

police-men next year.”  Judge Paul Chalfin, Chairman of the Commission read a 

letter from Executive Director Godfrey.  In parallel with Shapp’s concerns, 

Godfrey questioned whether the hiring of 901 additional policemen should 

change the prioritization of a $5 million vehicle fleet replacement.84 

While they did not use the term, members attending the meeting 

demonstrated they viewed the issue in light of a larger, complex adaptive system.  

Non-voting member William Braybrook opined that the hiring would add another 

3,000 to 3,500 arrests, which would match the forecasted growth in crime of the 

next few years.  However, Judge Clifford Green asserted that if Philadelphia 

assumed the continuation costs of the proposal, it would take money from 

education and welfare.  He further urged that more money be spent on the 

“social causes of crime.”  Other members asked how the hirings fit with district 

crime rates and associated patrol practices.  This questioned apparent 

                                            
84 Minutes of the PRPC, Jun 7, 1972, 2, Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of 
Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “45. Council Minutes & Agendas, 1972,” TUSCRC. 
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inconsistencies in the efficient application of police capabilities, and by extension, 

sustainment.85 

Drug treatment programs were also competing for funding within this 

milieu, but were less controversial given their rehabilitative focus.  During the 

same meeting in which the council debated the hiring of 901 police officers, two 

methadone clinics (one in Central and one in South Philadelphia) received the 

Council’s confirmation.  Even though representatives from community groups 

protested the South Philadelphia location, the motion to approve the request 

carried with a simple promise to negotiate the location in a separate forum.   

In the later council meeting that addressed the West Philadelphia Crime 

Project, the city was seeking endorsement for a Drug Information and Evaluation 

Center.  Again, even though there were questions about location and evaluation 

criteria, the project received tentative approval based on a promise to fix the 

shortcomings.86  In both meetings, this allowed the grant proposal to proceed 

more expeditiously to the next Governor’s Drug Abuse Council session. 

As indicated by the figures in Table 10, Philadelphia’s leaders were relying 

on a substantial “due out” from Pennsylvania and the federal government.  

Between January 1, 1972 and (no later than) September, or the end of the first 

quarter, Philadelphia had been awarded $38.3 million in grants.87  This 

                                            
85 Ibid., 2. 
86 Minutes of the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council Meeting, Sep 29, 1972, 3, Manuscript 
Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “45. Council 
Minutes & Agendas, 1972,” TUSCRC. 
87 During this period, both the Philadelphia and the federal government fiscal years ended on 
June 30th. 
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represented only 10.2% of the new and continuing grants that Philadelphia was 

seeking.  At that point in time, it would have seemed the city’s financial viability 

was at risk.  However, as the end of the year approached, Philadelphia’s 

accounts were shaping up nicely. 

A more expanded update in late November indicated Mayor Rizzo’s 

administration was gaining situational awareness.  What had previously been a 

report showing grant flows to ten city departments, now included 21 departments 

and programs.  Philadelphia was awaiting approval for $315.6 million in grant 

requests, but had received approval for $266 million, or 45.7% of a potential 

$581.6 million in federal money.  Contained within that amount, Philadelphia had 

received $43.8 million as its first installment from the Federal Revenue Sharing 

Act of 1972.88 

The key for Philadelphia (and other cities) was living within its means.  In 

the realm of public finance, grants-in-aid magnified the danger of living beyond 

one’s means.  Of $50.8 million of General Revenue Sharing received for Fiscal 

Year 1973-1974, Philadelphia spent $30.1 million on public safety (Police and 

Fire Department, 59.3%), $8.9 million on Environmental (17.5%), $5.3 million on 

Recreation (10.4%), $2.6 million on libraries (5.1%), and only $479 thousand on 

Health (1%).89 

                                            
88 Memo from Kenneth Klein, Federal Programs Unit, to Deputy to the Mayor Anthony Zecca, 
“Federal Grant-in-Aid Activity,” RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of 
Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, City, Grant-In-Aid,” PCA. 
89 These numbers reflect July 1, 1973 through June 30, 1974.  Memo from Bernard Eiss, 
Philadelphia Accounting Manager, to the Department of Treasury, “Actual Use Report of Revenue 
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Based on a survey conducted the same year, Philadelphia spent 50.6% of 

its revenue sharing money on operating costs and 49.4% on capital 

improvements.  Within these two categories, 69% of the revenue sharing funds 

was used to supplement existing programs and 31% went toward new 

programs.90  This effectively augmented Philadelphia’s tax base and brought new 

services to the city.  However, if the new programs became permanent 

programs, this compounded already existing problems like improving an ailing 

school system.91  

To put this in monetary terms, as mentioned earlier, 57.9% of grant 

funding requests in 1972 were for new applications.  In Fiscal Year 1973-74, 31% 

of General Revenue Sharing funds went to new programs.  Using this lower 

figure, if all grant funding amounted to 22% of Philadelphia’s $1.28 billion total 

budget, that meant that new programs were potentially growing at 6.8% ($87 

million) a year.  Ultimately, these grants could buy time, but they did not eliminate 

the need to balance the budget through less popular mechanisms: bonds, taxes, 

and controlling or cutting spending.  They could also encourage what amounts to 

the psychological practice of avoidance. 
                                                                                                                                  
Sharing Funds by the City of Philadelphia,” Aug 22, 1974, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank 
Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 19, A4873, 1974, Folder, “Revenue-Sharing,” PCA. 
90 The top three expenditures were Law enforcement (16.3%), Fire Prevention (15.3%), and 
Environmental Protection (sewage, pollution, sanitation – 13.2%). Survey data collected by David 
Caputo and Richard Cole, Urban Politics and Decentralization: The Case of General Revenue-
Sharing (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1974), RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA. 
91 PA State Representative, James Tayoun, presented a strategy for publicly responding to 
Governor Milton Shapp's approach to school funding, and presenting it in a negative light.  Letter 
from Jim Tayoun to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Jul 16, 1973, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 26, A3421, 1973, Folder, “State Legislation,” PCA. 
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Strategic Leadership and Inner Circles 

With regard to Mayor Rizzo’s administration, Development Coordinator 

Christopher Weeks’ account of the organizational culture highlights the power of 

inner circles.92  These form naturally around senior strategic leaders and are 

usually comprised of people who have gained the leader’s trust because of their 

perceived competence and/or past experience working together.  Individuals 

employ heuristics and other time saving cognitive tendencies to more quickly 

understand their environment and make decisions.  Inner circles are a group 

dynamic that flows from this same need.  They are not necessarily nefarious, but 

inner circles can be damaging when they limit perspective and collaboration 

during strategy development and decision making. 

The influence of inner circles and leadership style can also affect an 

administration’s ability to respond to complexity, a constituent element of drug 

abuse and other public policy problems.  From Weeks’ perspective, Rizzo left 

non-political administration (running the city) to a small group of trusted deputies.  

These staff members were both gatekeepers and decision makers, who kept 

their agendas and responsibilities close hold.  As Weeks noted, nobody knew 

Philadelphia like Rizzo, and he was exceptional in making practical, narrowly 

focused decisions.  “If it was an issue like putting a fire station at 20th and Wolf 

                                            
92 Within the U.S. Army War College Curriculum, inner circles are an aspect of command climate 
and team building.  For exploration of this topic see, Stephen J. Gerras, “2004 Division 
Commander Study and Leader-Member Exchange,” (course reading, Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. 
Army War College, 2008).  See also C.S. Lewis, “The Inner Ring,” http://www.lewissociety.org/ 
innerring.php (accessed Sep 30, 2015). 
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the mayor was superb…But on a broad policy issue, he was likely to shoot from 

the hip and satisfy nobody.”  This intuitive approach is often effective at the 

tactical or operational level, but dangerous at the strategic level.  With regard to 

drug abuse, Rizzo avoided methadone troubles by allowing neighborhoods 

decide by majority whether they wanted a treatment facility.93   

With a political issue, Rizzo could be assertive to the point of physical 

intimidation, but if it was a professional matter, he deferred to the “experts.”  Of 

Rizzo, Weeks stated that “He did not get involved at all in the entire $60 million 

community-development block grant program.”  All these observations point to an 

organizational culture and climate that would not be ideal for managing the 

complexity of drug abuse and the larger issue of city governance.94 

Executives facing complex policy problems do not have the luxury of 

dealing with each independently or sequentially.  Along with drug abuse, in 1974, 

Rizzo and his administration were also concerned about abandoned housing, 

gang violence, and responding to impending budget cuts.  The migration from 

older categorical funding mechanisms to newer ones like revenue sharing was a 

source of uncertainty for all municipalities and members of both parties.  As an 

example, the end of categorical funding for HUD’s Model Cities program was 

also a key milestone for Philadelphia.  In a memo to the city’s departments, the 

                                            
93 Form letter from Mayor Rizzo to respond to complaints about methadone clinics, Feb 14, 1974, 
RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 9, A4863, 1974, Folder, 
“Drug Rehabilitation Centers,” PCA. 
94 This fire station was likely the one mentioned when the White House cleared Mayor Rizzo’s 
administration to announce several grant approvals in October of 1972. Daughen and Binzen, 
The Cop Who Would Be King, 287-288. 
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Philadelphia’s Model Cities Coordinator noted it was a transition, not the end of 

the associated programs.  In lieu of Model Cities funds, Philadelphia had already 

received an advance through the newer Community Development Block Grant.95  

This reassurance was a welcome reprieve, but with the budgeting system being 

as complex as it was, nobody knew for sure other changes would not be 

crippling. 

 This sense of generalized fiscal peril, along with a desire to get re-elected, 

motivated Rizzo to mend some of the fractures he had caused through his local 

practices and his endorsement of President Nixon.  In late 1974, he invited City 

Council members to discuss how $56.5 million in federal redevelopment funds 

should be spent.  Community groups were also invited to the meeting, and City 

Council President George Schwartz (a political enemy) admitted he really did not 

know what to make of the offer.96 

Rizzo also continued to collaborate with federal representatives.  He 

provided Pennsylvania Senator Richard Schweiker with a detailed list of recisions 

to protest within President Gerald Ford’s proposed budget.  Totaling over $477 

million within the federal budget, these cuts would be particularly damaging to 

Philadelphia’s economy and public health programs (which would include drug 

                                            
95 Letter from David Valentine, Philadelphia Model Cities Administrator to Lewis D. Polk, Acting 
Health Commissioner, Department of Public Health, Mar 10, 1975, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s 
Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5332, Health Department, Folder, “Budget-Operating, 
1975,” PCA. 
96 Forrest L. Black, “Rizzo Seeks Council Aid In Revenue-Sharing Plan,” Nov 1, 1974, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 19, A4873, 1974, Folder, “Revenue 
Sharing,” PCA. 
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abuse).97  Despite these efforts, Philadelphia’s fiscal damn was beginning to 

leak.   

 Table 11 provides a breakout of departments overseen by the Office of the 

Managing Director.  It is based on Rizzo’s proposed operating budget for Fiscal 

Year 1976.  On average, between 1974 (actual) and 1976 (proposed), funding 

lines for this portion of the budget grew by an average of 5.7 percent.  However, 

the overall growth was 16.5 percent.  This would be significant during more 

placid times, but on the tail end of a period of drastic administrative expansion, it 

was unmaintainable. 

  

                                            
97 Telegram from Mayor Frank Rizzo to Senator Richard Schweiker, Feb 18, 1975, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 20, A3875, 1975, Folder, “Federal 
Legislation,” PCA.  
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Table 11.  Operating Budget Overseen by Managing Director, 
FY 1976 ($1,000s)98  

 

As Rizzo biographers Joseph Daughen and Peter Binzen aptly 

summarize, “The great fear of the strife-torn 1960s had been that the cities would 

explode in rioting and civil insurrection....The great fear of the recession-wracked 

1970s was that cities on the fiscal rocks might self-destruct not with a bang but a 

                                            
98 As a matter of reference, the total for Philadelphia’s Adopted General Fund Budget for Fiscal 
Year 2016 is $3.95 billion.  The Police Department is the city’s second largest allocation at $642 
million (Employee Benefits and Pension is the top category).  The Police Budget equates to 
16.3% of Philadelphia’s total.  Comparatively speaking, it equals the combined budgets for Health 
and Opportunity (7.1%), Economic Development, Arts & Culture (.8%), Education (2.52%), and 
Transportation and Utilities (5.92%).  Perhaps exhibiting aspects of “anchoring,” the police 
allocation for 2016 (16.3%) is nearly identical to that of 1976 (16.8%), as a percentage of the total 
budget.  City of Philadelphia, The Mayor’s Fiscal 1976 Operating Budget, Table II, “Summary of 
Proposed Operating Budget for Fiscal 1976 by Agency,” II-1, Mar 26, 1975, RG 80-1.2, 
Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health Box A5332, Health Department, Folder, 
“Budget, Operating, 1975,” PCA. For discussion of “anchoring” with regard to strategic decision 
making, see Charles D. Allen, Breena E. Coates, and George J. Woods, “Strategic Decision 
Making Paradigms: A Primer for Senior Leaders,” 7, Course Readings, Strategic Leadership, U.S. 
Army War College. Department of Command, Leadership and Management, Carlisle Barracks, 
PA, 2010. 

Agency 1974 
Obligations

1975 
Estimated 

Obligations

1976 Mayor’s 
Recommendation

Change  
(1974 to 1976)

% of Total 
Budget 
(1976)

Police Department $127,378 $138,296 $132,673 4.2% 16.8%
Department of Streets $47,143 $54,008 $54,056 14.7% 6.9%
Fire Department $41,305 $46,461 $46,479 12.5% 5.9%
Department of Public 
Health $41,045 $43,703 $52,605 28.2% 6.7%

Philadelphia General 
Hospital $35,288 $36,463 $35,794 1.4% 4.5%

Department of Recreation $14,565 $15,834 $15,810 8.5% 2.0%

Department of Public 
Property $42,494 $51,340 $60,959 43.5% 7.7%

Department of Public 
Welfare $33,643 $36,642 $43,163 28.3% 5.5%

Department of Licenses 
and Inspections $8,081 $7,966 $6,797 -15.9% 0.9%

Department of Records $1,373 $1,479 $1,436 4.6% 0.2%
Total (Including all other 
allocations) $677,358 $736,480 $788,805 16.5% 5.7%
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whimper.”99  At any level of leadership, tasks can be delegated, but responsibility 

cannot.  As far as the budget went, Finance Director, Leonard Moak was the 

power behind the throne.  While it is good to trust competent subordinates, 

Rizzo’s detachment from the realities of budgeting ultimately put him and his 

Finance Director in an untenable situation.   

While Philadelphia’s budget situation was precarious, it was not as bad as 

other large cities like New York and Chicago, and it was still salvageable.  But 

because Rizzo was so hands-off, in budgetary matters, he made public 

statements about city and school taxes that ultimately pushed Philadelphia past 

its budgetary tipping point.  Either unknowingly, or because he had such great 

confidence in Moak’s ability, Rizzo wrote checks his accountant just could not 

balance.100 

After the 1976 Budget’s release in March of 1975, some were questioning 

whether it was actually balanced.  Critics noted a $65 million deficit, no new 

taxes, and a critical dependence on receiving federal and state grants.101  Their 

concerns were well founded and shortly after Rizzo was re-elected, he 

substantially (and infamously) raised taxes.  It was throughout this tempestuous 

period that Philadelphia’s drug control program gained funding then fought to 

keep it. 

                                            
99 Daughen and Binzen, The Cop Who Would Be King, 281. 
100 For a detailed account of Philadelphia’s budget machinations based on interviews and 
personal interaction with Mayor Frank Rizzo, see Daughen and Binzen, Chapter 15, in The Cop 
Who Would Be King, 275-295. 
101 Alan J. Bell, KYW-TV3/KYW Radio 1060 Editorial, “First Billion Dollar Budget, Mar 27, 1975, 
RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health Box A5332, Health Department, 
Folder, “Budget, Operating, 1975,” PCA. 
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Funding Drug Control Strategy 

Like most cities during the early 1970s, Philadelphia did not have 

adequate drug treatment available.  The numbers were admittedly sketchy, but 

the Public Health Commissioner estimated that there were between ten and 

fifteen thousand heroin addicts, and three times as many people addicted to 

amphetamines in 1970.  There were no clinical drug treatment programs 

operating in the public schools, but there were various education programs 

underway.  Philadelphia was home to five organizations that were providing 

methadone treatment, three of which received federal funding.  At least five other 

organizations were providing drug abuse education, eight organizations provided 

outpatient treatment, and two provided vocational rehabilitation.102 

The key to expanding drug treatment and the overall program was through 

state and federal grants.  It is difficult to ascertain Philadelphia’s composite drug 

control budget from year to year, because grant sources varied and drug control 

spending crossed departmental lines.  However, based on a sampling of budget 

data, the overall trend in Philadelphia’s drug control spending was 

unquestionably upward.  While there were variances, the portfolio of resources 

that Philadelphia could levy against the problem of drug abuse grew significantly 

through at least the mid-1970s. 

                                            
102 Letter from Health Commissioner Norman Ingraham to Mayor James H.J. Tate, May 5, 1970, 
RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, 
loose papers, PCA. 
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Beginning in Fiscal Year 1971, Philadelphia’s Health Department budget 

allocated $1.4 million to addiction services, $446,00 of which was matched by 

Pennsylvania (90%) and Philadelphia (10%).  However, this was a moving target 

and evolved throughout the year.  As an example, the Diagnostic and 

Rehabilitation Center and the Northeast Community Mental Health Center 

submitted un-forecasted staffing grants requesting $1.04 million from the 

National Institute of Mental Health.  While this offered the possibility or more 

revenue, the cost to Philadelphia was an additional $34,000 (unbudgeted).  It 

was not a large figure relative to the total city budget, but funding all such 

requests could add up.  This explains why Mayor Tate’s and later Mayor Rizzo’s 

administration began closely tracking grant requests.  Considering all sources, 

the total amount of budgeted and un-forecasted grant requests for drug abuse in 

Fiscal Year 1971 was $5.25 million.103  

To determine a ballpark figure for Philadelphia’s drug and alcohol 

spending in 1972 requires comparative analysis.  The total Department of Health 

Budget for Fiscal Year 1971 had been $18.1 million.  Of this, $2.4 million was 

dedicated to the Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation (MH/MR), 

which was the proponent for substance abuse treatment.  In 1972, the 

Department of Health’s Budget increased from $18.1 million to $39.7 million (+ 

119.3 %) and the MH/MR budget increased from $2.4 million to $18.3 million 

                                            
103 Letter from Dr. Norman Ingraham to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Narcotic Addiction Update, May 
5, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health 
Department, loose papers, PCA. 
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(+662.5%).  Considering the budget growth for the Department of Health and 

MH/MR, and given that Philadelphia allocated $1.4 million for drug addiction in 

1971, a reasonable estimate for substance abuse spending in 1972 is between 

$6.2 million and $9.2 million.104 

In 1973, Philadelphia budgeted $9.7 million for drug and alcohol abuse 

programs.105  This was overseen by the city’s newly established Coordinating 

Office for Drug and Alcohol Abuse (CODAAP).  As mentioned before, the 

individual programs that made up CODAAP’s portfolio were administered by 

multiple departments.  So the projects themselves could not be categorized 

simply based on their sponsor.  For example, anything managed by the 

Department of Health could be presumed rehabilitative in terms of drug control.  

However, it does not follow that just because a grant application came from the 

Police Department or District Attorney that it fell within the enforcement category 

of drug control.  Projects like the District Attorney’s Law Interns Program (two 

grants totaling $59 thousand) did have an enforcement component, but half the 

grant money was applied to training public defenders.106  Other examples from 

within the law enforcement community included a juvenile drug identification 

                                            
104 The figure of $6.2 million is based on linear regression for drug and alcohol abuse budgeting 
in 1973 and 1974.  The figure of $9.2 million is based on applying the Department of MH/MR’s 
budget growth for 1972 to the $1.4 million budgeted for drug addiction in 1971. 
105 City of Philadelphia, Comprehensive Plan for Drug And Alcohol Abuse Treatment and 
Prevention, 1973-1974,  42. 
106 Philadelphia Regional Planning Council of the Governor’s Justice Commission, “Fund 
Allocations for the 1973 Comprehensive Plan,” Nov, 1972, Manuscript Collections, Defender 
Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “54. Comprehensive Plan, II Financial, 
1973-1974,” TUSCRC. 
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program ($199,000), a prison detoxification project ($84,000), and a probation 

drug treatment and referral unit ($408,000).107  

Philadelphia’s spending on substance abuse continued increasing and 

CODAAP’s budget grew to $15.4 million in 1974.108  In parallel, the Department 

of Health’s budget evolved as follows: $39.7 million (1972), $84.9 million (1973), 

$80.5 million (1974), and $83.9 million (1975).109  These totals included 

categorical and block grant contributions from the federal government and 

Pennsylvania in these amounts: $18.6 million (1972), $20.3 million (1973), and 

$23.8 million (1974).110  These grant totals do not include what Philadelphia 

received through General Revenue Sharing.  Between 1972 and 1974, the 

Health Department received only 1% of Philadelphia’s General Revenue Sharing 

funds.111  This last item indicates that Philadelphia’s leaders believed drug 

control was adequately funded. 

                                            
107 Philadelphia Regional Planning Council of the Governor’s Justice Commission, “Task Force 
Committee Priorities Ranking for the 1974 Comprehensive Plan,” Sep, 1973, Manuscript 
Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, “55. Comprehensive 
Plan, 1973-1974,” TUSCRC. 
108 City of Philadelphia, Comprehensive Plan for Drug And Alcohol Abuse Treatment and 
Prevention, 1973-1974,  42. 
109 For 1972, see City of Philadelphia, Board of Health Minutes (with attachment), Apr 7, 1971, 
RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3835, Mayor, 1-6-
72, Folder, “Health Department,” PCA.  For 1973-1975, see Letter from Allen Voss, Regional 
Manager, U.S. General Accounting Office, to Deputy Mayor Philip Carroll, with attachment 
“Review of Revenue Sharing Activities at Philadelphia, PA, Jan, 1975, 45, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 20, A3875, 1975, Folder, 
“Revenue-Sharing,” PCA. 
110 Ibid. 
111 For 1972, see Memo from Kenneth Klein, Chief Federal Programs Unit to Deputy Mayor 
Anthony Zecca, “Federal Grant-in-Aid Activity,” with attachments,  Nov 28, 1972, RG 60-2.5, 
Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of  Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “City, Grant-In-Aid,” PCA. For 1973, see Letter from City Control 
William Klenk to Mayor Frank Rizzo with attachment, Oct 15, 1974, RG 60-2.6, Administration of 
Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 19, A4873, 1974, “Revenue-Sharing,” PCA. For 
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Once General Revenue Sharing funds began flowing, they were “money in 

the bank,” or more precisely, money in the general account.  As long it lasted, 

which was well beyond Rizzo’s tenure, General Revenue Sharing provided 

relatively dependable income to Philadelphia.  In 1975, members of Rizzo’s 

administration told LEAA auditors that they had no intention of backfilling 

declining categorical grants with General Revenue Sharing Funds.112  

Strategically speaking, General Revenue Sharing funds were used to pay for 

Philadelphia’s top priorities.  These were the “bets” that Rizzo was covering with 

his most flexible and reliable source of external funding.  The preponderance of 

this money went to Public Safety, Environment Protection, and then Recreation.  

Correspondingly, healthcare (and by extension substance abuse) were being 

exposed to greater risk.   

This does not mean that Rizzo had no concern for anything other than law 

enforcement.  He actively and collaboratively pursued funds to support budget 

lines like healthcare and drug control.  It is also reasonable to conclude that 

application of the differing sources of money reflected a calculated decision 

based on strategic communication.  Petitioning state and federal sources for 

                                                                                                                                  
1974, see Actual Use Report of Revenue Sharing Funds by the City of Philadelphia, from 
Accounting Manger Bernard Eiss to the Department of Treasury, Aug 22, 1974, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 19, A4873, 1974, Folder, “Revenue 
Sharing,” PCA. 
112 Letter from Allen Voss, Regional Manager, U.S. General Accounting Office, to Deputy Mayor 
Philip Carroll, with attachment “Review of Revenue Sharing Activities at Philadelphia, PA, Jan, 
1975, 46, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 20, A3875, 
1975, Folder, “Revenue-Sharing,” PCA. 
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healthcare, drug treatment, and other social needs sounds compelling in the 

public forum.   

In the end, these considerations point toward the perennial challenge of 

strategy and governance, which is too many needs chasing too few resources.  

In this regard, there is no end-state, only continual change in which programs 

lead and lag.  At this point in time, drug control funding rose significantly, even if 

it was subject to the larger market risk of Philadelphia’s overall fiscal situation.  

Having considered how drug abuse became a higher priority, Philadelphia’s 

overall budget dynamic, and the allocation of funds toward drug control, this 

study now examines how Philadelphia’s drug control strategy evolved within that 

context.  
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CHAPTER 9 

DEVELOPING PHILADELPHIA’S DRUG CONTROL STRATEGY 

 
In conjunction with the budget, the administrative response to drug abuse, 

grant requirements, legislation and other planning documents collectively shaped 

the development of drug control strategy.  Although drug abuse was perceived to 

have reached an epidemic stage, like all complex adaptive systems, it could still 

tend toward equilibrium.  This might be a regression to the previous mean or the 

establishment of a new normal.  When a public policy issues is perceived to be in 

equilibrium, it generally resides within the purview of the relevant experts in the 

field.  In the case of drug abuse, this would be law enforcement and public health 

officials.  However, during an incidence of punctuated equilibrium (perceived 

epidemic), a given policy rises to the attention of elected executives.  Once 

executives become involved, the previous owners (experts) lose some degree of 

control, but can also benefit from the policy focus that only executives can 

provide.   

 Considering this life-cycle, there were a series of implied decisions nested 

within the administrative response to drug control.  Philadelphia’s leaders had to 

decide whether the issue could be handled within existing education, law 

enforcement, and public health programs.  If any new advisory bodies and 

response mechanisms were necessary, decision makers had to decide how they 

should be composed, and who should have control and oversight.  While Mayor 
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Tate, Mayor Rizzo, the City Council, Police Commissioner, Health Commissioner 

and a host of other stakeholders all contributed valuable perspectives to the 

issue, they also were never free of the political and institutional interests they 

represented.  The same could be said of their counterparts at the federal, state, 

and local levels.   

Collaboration and Competition 

Public and private officials collaborated and competed in the policy arena 

with regard to drug abuse.1  Shortly after Tate raised the priority of drug abuse in 

October of 1970, State Legislator James J. Tayoun began petitioning Governor 

Elect Milton Shapp to create a State Drug Commission.  He did not do so 

directly, but first sought to marshal support from former State Senator Peter J. 

Camiel, who was also President of the Philadelphia Democratic Party.  Tayoun 

courtesy copied Tate, who sent the recommendation to Health Commissioner 

Ingraham for a recommendation. 

 Tayoun’s argument shows the political and practical considerations 

elected officials weigh when making a recommendation or reaching a decision.  

First, Tayoun noted that creation of the commission would send a message to 

the people.  In line with this, Tayoun stated, “I would like very much, of course, to 

be a part of this Commission, since my work in the field of drugs is well known.”  

While the gesture was doubtless self-serving, based on how he viewed this 

                                            
1 Letter from PA State Representative James J. Tayoun, to Mayor Roman Gribbs of Detroit, May 
11, 1970, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 
43, Folder, “Drug Abuse,” PCA. 
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commission (adequately funded and empowered), it shows Tayoun was willing to 

shoulder some of the work.2  Referring to the Republican seizure of the law and 

order platform and the existential threat which drugs posed to American society, 

Tayoun portrayed the Commission as a way of addressing the issue.  He 

envisioned the commission as a nexus of intelligence and law enforcement, and 

cited problems of integration among the federal, state, and local levels. 

With regard to the drug problem, he noted that “Intermittently cutting off a 

head of this hydra has accomplished nothing.  We must strike at the heart.”  His 

solution was a coordinated, pre-emptive approach.  Despite his earlier visit to 

Detroit and strong support for drug treatment initiatives, Tayoun made no 

mention of the educational, treatment, or rehabilitative aspects of drug control.  

So despite the integrative basis of his appeal, he was calling for a relatively 

narrow-focused commission.3 

 Health Commissioner Ingraham, who had worked with Tayoun on the 

Board of Health, had a more expansive perspective.  He acknowledged the 

fragmented approach to “the prevention, control and treatment of narcotic 

addiction…,” but offered that yet another commission might further confuse the 

matter.  Ingraham recommended a directing agency be established within 

existing law enforcement and health and human services framework, and given 

                                            
2 Whatever his contributions to drug control were at this point, Tayoun resigned as Philadelphia 
City Councilman after pleading guilty to racketeering, mail fraud, tax evasion, and obstruction of 
justice in 1991.  Philly.com, http://articles.philly.com/1991-05-17/news/25799246_1_jail-term-
prison-term-mob-boss (accessed Sep 18, 2015) 
3 Letter from James J. Tayoun to Peter Camiel, Nov 16, 1970, RG 60-2.5, Administration of 
James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug Abuse,” PCA. 
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the requisite authority and funding to do the job.  In support of his 

recommendation, Ingraham noted that a similar approach had been used to 

address Tuberculosis, Venereal Disease, Mental Health and Mental Retardation, 

Maternity and Infant Care, Children and Youth Programs, Rodent Control, and 

Air Management Services.4 

 In short, Ingraham was asserting that drug abuse was not a new class of 

problem, just a new permutation in a long litany of public health challenges 

Philadelphia had already faced.  Therefore, it did not require a new machine to 

address it.  Ingraham was also implicitly saying the experts could handle this. 

The ultimate result was more diverse than what Representative Tayoun 

called for, but it fell short of what Health Commissioner Ingraham had 

recommended.  As an indicator of drug abuse’s rising importance, the National 

League of Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayor’s was also sponsoring a 

collective evaluation of drug abuse. 5  And by January of 1971, momentum was 

building for a distinct, administrative approach to drug abuse.  In sponsoring a bill 

for the creation of a state narcotics commission, State Representative Milton 

Berkes, a Democrat, presented a view that was the philosophical opposite of 

what Dr. Ingraham had voiced.  Berkes stated, “The problem of drug control is so 

severe and so great and different from any other problem that our approach has 

                                            
4 Memo from Norman Ingraham to James H.J. Tate, “Comment on State Drug Commission,” Dec 
3, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health Box A5331, Health 
Department, Folder, “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
5 It invited federal state and local representatives to a conference seeking to inform the 
development, coordination, and implementation of drug programs.  Letter from John Gunther to 
Mayor James H.J. Tate, Nov 19, 1970, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 42690, 43, Folder, “Drug Abuse,” PCA. 
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to be radically different.”  Opponents of the bill cited perennial tensions 

associated with cost and the danger of the commission’s infringement on other 

agencies’ jurisdictions.   

Reflecting the parochial views of their respective roles, Police 

Commissioner Frank Rizzo and District Attorney Arlen Specter said, “…they are 

in favor of any commission dealing with research, rehabilitation and information, 

but maintained that enforcement should remain in local hands.”6  Community 

action groups like the American Foundation for Negro Affairs also supported 

enforcement and had declared a “War on Dope Abuse.”  The thrust of their initial 

efforts was to “ferret out and apprehend the dope pusher.”  They sought help 

from the federal and state government and, in league with the Philadelphia Anti-

Poverty Action Commission, developed a telephone hotline to report drug 

pushers to the police.7   

Along with support for a state drug commission, some constituents in 

Philadelphia believed that Philadelphia should establish a similar body.  WFIL 

AM-FM-TV editorials noted the state initiative and highlighted that adjacent 

Montgomery County had also established a drug commission.  The broadcasts 

cited the group’s efficacy in assessment, treatment, and coordination of drug 

control efforts.  The series of editorials presented such a commission as 

                                            
6 “Prospects ‘Excellent’ for Bill on Drug Commission,” Philadelphia Inquirer, Jan 11, 1971, 
Manuscript Collections, Haddington Leadership Organization Records, Accession 321, Box 1, 
Folder, “Committees, Drug Ed/Prevention Committee-Clippings,” TUSCRC. 
7 City of Philadelphia, Department of Public Health, Mental Health and Mental Retardation 
Advisory Board, Minutes of Meeting Held May 17, 1971, 2-3, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James 
H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3836, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder, “Mental Health,” PCA. 
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evidence of alignment with recent federal legislation and visible proof of 

“…enlightened official action.”8  Regardless of what might be gained 

administratively, forming a commission constituted “doing something,” and that 

could serve as a form of strategic communication. 

The day after the broadcast, Philadelphia Managing Director Fred Corleto 

sent Mayor Tate a drug abuse memo.  Corleto reminded the Mayor that 

Philadelphia was eligible for $480,000 worth of LEAA Big Cities categorical 

grants.  He also mentioned a forthcoming grant request to create two additional 

methadone clinics, at a cost of $290,000.9  Corleto then summarized a proposal 

to create a City-Wide Drug Abuse Coordination Council with the remaining 

$190,000 of LEAA grant eligibility.  Based on the Mayor’s discretion, Corleto 

described a council that would coordinate all aspects for drug control planning, 

coordination, evaluation, funding, and communication.  He closed by observing, 

“Coordinating Councils have been established in several other large cities, and at 

the federal level.  There are ample indications that such a council is vitally 

                                            
8 The editorial was likely referring to the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act 
of 1970, which was signed on Oct 27, 1970. Richard Nixon, "Remarks on Signing the 
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970," October 27, 1970, Online by 
Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=2767 (accessed Sep 18, 2015), WFIL AM-FM-TV 
Editorial, “Drug Reform #1, #2, #3,” Jan 18, 1971, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department 
of Public Health Box A5331, Health Department, Folder, “Jan-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-
1970,” PCA. 
9 The request appears to have been considered by the staff since Nov of 1970.  Mayor Tate 
wrote, “What is this about?” on an initial concept sketch from Fred Corleto, Letter from Fred 
Corleto to Judge Frank J. Montemuro, Philadelphia Regional Planning Council, Nov 19, 1970,   
RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, 
Folder, “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
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needed for Philadelphia.”  Despite Corleto’s support for the recommendation, 

Tate did not act on it.10 

When the Health Department was preparing its methadone treatment 

grants in January of 1971, Deputy Mayor Anthony Zecca asked for an initial 

press release announcing the initiative.11  But in April, Tate was being criticized 

for not doing enough about drug abuse.  Along with generating a report for the 

mayor, Zecca again directed preparation of a press release, this time to 

specifically address the allegations, highlighting the administration’s efforts, and 

“illustrate the comprehensive programs underway.”12  So in addition to exploring 

ways and means to address the problem of drug abuse, Tate’s administration 

was trying to integrate strategic communication to support its evolving efforts and 

strategy. 

Tate concurred with Corleto’s recommendation regarding the methadone 

treatment clinics.  The project was targeted toward Mental Health Catchment 

Areas 1 and 2A, which were in North Central Philadelphia (Model Cities Area and 

predominantly black) and Southeast Philadelphia (predominantly white).13  By 

                                            
10 Memo from Fred Corleto to Mayor Tate, “Drug Abuse Control Coordination Council – 
Exploration of Proposal for “Big Cities” Federal Categorical Grant – LEAA,” Jan 19, 1971, RG 60-
2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Box 4, A3093, 
Mayor’s Correspondence, 1971, Folder, “Drug Addiction,” PCA. 
11 Memo from Anthony Zecca to Vic Kendrick, Jan 25, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence 
and Files, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Box 4, A3093, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1971, 
Folder, “Drug Addiction,” PCA. 
12 Memo from Peter Rothberg to Vic Kendrick, Apr 22, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Box 4, A3093, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1971, Folder, “Drug Addiction,” PCA. 
13 Telegram from Jerris Leonard to Charles Rinkovich and Mayor James H.J. Tate, Jun 4, 1971, 
RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3100, 1971, 
Folder, “LEAA- Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,” PCA. 
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April of 1971 the request was favorably endorsed by LEAA Regional Director 

Arnold Hopkins and forwarded to LEAA Headquarters in Washington.14  In early 

June, LEAA Administrator Jerris Leonard sent a telegram saying the $293,000 

grant request had been approved. 15  Around the same time as Corleto’s memo, 

Tate signed a request by Ingraham to create a Coordinator for Drug Treatment 

and Rehabilitation.16  Once established, Dr. William Wieland of the West 

Philadelphia Mental Health Consortium was drafted to fill the position.17 

While Mayor Tate did have Zecca put the city drug council proposal on the 

cabinet agenda, the idea died in session.18  Based on Ingraham’s input and 

Tate’s visits to Detroit and New York City, Tate saw drug abuse as a public 

health issue and wanted to leave it under the auspice of the Department of 

Health Executive Board.  Also, given the proliferation of boards, committees, and 

commissions, Tate did not want to muddy Philadelphia’s bureaucratic waters any 

further.  Finally, he certainly recognized drug abuse as a diverse issue and did 

not want to dilute his role as arbiter between law enforcement, public health, and 
                                            
14 Letter from Arnold Hopkins to Mayor James H.J. Tate, “City of Philadelphia Methadone 
Treatment Center,” Apr 22, 1971, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 11, A3100, 1971, Folder, “LEAA- Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968,” PCA. 
15 Telegram from Jerris Leonard to Charles Rinkovich and Mayor James H.J. Tate, Jun 4, 1971 
RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3100, 1971, 
Folder, “LEAA- Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,” PCA. 
16 Memo from Fred Corleto to Mayor James H.J. Tate, “Health Department Proposal for 
Coordinator – Drug Treatment and Rehabilitation, Jan 12, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Box 4, A3093, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1971, Folder, “Drug Addiction,” PCA. 
17 His title actually became “Director, Division of Addictive Diseases” within the Department of 
Mental Health and Mental Retardation. 
18 Memo from Fred Corleto to Mayor Tate, “Drug Abuse Control Coordination Council–Exploration 
of Proposal for ‘Big Cities’ Federal Categorical Grant–LEAA,” Jan 19, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Box 4, A3093, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1971, Folder, “Drug Addiction,” PCA. 
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other constituents.  Ultimately, Philadelphia did not create a Mayor’s Drug and 

Alcohol Executive Commission until regulations promulgated by the Governor’s 

Commission on Drug and Alcohol Abuse mandated it during Mayor Rizzo’s 

tenure.19 

In addition to coordination and collaboration among Philadelphia city 

government entities, community, professional, and for-profit organizations also 

weighed in on the issue.  The Philadelphia Bar Association created a sub-

committee on Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs and members attended seminars 

on the topic in New York.  The sub-committee also began work on pre-indictment 

programs and cited problems with civil commitment and mandatory sentencing 

practices.20  The College of Physicians of Philadelphia considered forming a joint 

program with the Philadelphia Medical Society to assume an informal leadership 

role and provide a coordinating body related to drug abuse.21  While many private 

charitable organizations in Philadelphia received grant funding for treatment, 

management oriented firms were also vying for contracts.  Had Philadelphia 

chosen to outsource it drug control program, companies like the Resource 

Planning Corporation were ready to provide turn-key solutions.  While the city did 

                                            
19 City of Philadelphia, Department of Records, http://www.phila.gov/phils/Docs/Inventor/graphics/ 
agencies/M106-1.htm (accessed Sep 18, 2015). 
20 Sara Duffey, Chairman, Philadelphia Bar Association, Agenda and Minutes, Jun 7 & 10, 1971, 
Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “28. 
Philadelphia Bar Association, Minutes, Reports 1970-1972,” TUSCRC. 
21 Department of Public Health, “Confidential Commissioner’s Report,” Jul 21, 1971, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3835, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder, 
“Health Department Drug Programs,” PCA.  
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not choose this approach, the proposal showed the rapidly expanding network 

that was growing in response to perceived need.22 

Embedding Mechanisms 

Along with the debate among public and private stakeholders, grant 

requirements provided focus and promoted comprehensive approaches to drug 

control strategy through their requirements.  For instance, within the LEAA’s 

Large City (Big City) Special Grants, projects had to fit within seven major project 

areas: 1) Street and violent crime, 2) Police and community cooperation, 3) Court 

operations, 4) Treatment/correctional supervision of juveniles, 5) Narcotics 

enforcement, education, and prevention, 6) Organized Crime, and 7) City-wide 

coordinating and planning councils or commissions.   

The purpose of the grants was to test, implement, and/or develop new 

approaches to law enforcement.  Municipalities participating in the Model Cities 

program were encouraged to seek support and were given preferential treatment 

if they coordinated or integrated LEAA projects into already existing Model Cities 

plans.  Also in some cases, Model Cities funds could be used to satisfy LEAA 

matching requirements.   

To further facilitate a comprehensive approach, state planning agencies 

had to endorse city applications as being consistent with the state’s law 

                                            
22 Letter from Gary Price, President Resource Planning Corporation to Mayor James H.J. Tate, 
Apr 8, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Box 4, A3093, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1971, Folder, “Drug Addiction Drug Programs,” PCA. 
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enforcement plan.23  In Pennsylvania, the Governor’s Justice Commission was 

the state planning agency that processed LEAA requests.  Following LEAA 

guidelines, the general approach to any policy initiative was application for 

planning grants, followed by action grants.  And because of matching funds 

requirements, Philadelphia had to carefully coordinate its grant requests 

internally to avoid overextending itself.24  This happened on at least one occasion 

when the District Attorney’s Offices was $20,000 short of its contribution toward 

an Emergency Juvenile Gang Control Project.25 

The commission defined criminal justice planning as a “process of 

collecting, information, describing existing conditions, measuring these conditions 

against realistically attainable goals, identifying needs, and translating these 

needs into actual programs.”  While devoted to law enforcement, its 

comprehensive approach to planning affected any project seeking LEAA funding.  

Its generic methodology could be easily applied to a wide range of policy 

challenges, including drug control.  Along with being sensible, this protocol was 

necessary to secure funding, so it gradually promoted standardization and 

helped disseminate best practices. 
                                            
23 Memo and attachment from Walter Lear to Leon Soffer, Sep 24, 1970, RG 80-1.2, 
Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health Department, Folder, 
“October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
24 During Mayor Rizzo’s administration, the Deputy Mayor coordinated more stringent measures 
with the City Council because of concerns about matching funds requirements. Memo from 
Michal Wallace to Philip Carroll, “Unanticipated Grants from Governmental Units and Other 
Sources,” Jun 6, 1972, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 
11, A3406, 1973, Folder, “Federal/State Grants,” PCA.  
25 Letter from John Snavely, Regional Director, Philadelphia Regional Planning Council to Tom 
Gola, Philadelphia City Controller, May 25, 1972, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 25, A3420, 1973, Folder, “Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration,” PCA. 
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 In addition to propagating a model for addressing individual projects, the 

Governor’s Justice Commission also prepared an Annual Comprehensive Plan.  

This was a strategy document which orchestrated ends, ways, and means.  It 

was a multi-year plan that was updated annually, prioritized projects, and 

allocated funding.  Pennsylvania’s Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan 

contained ten program categories and drug abuse projects could have been 

sponsored under at least six of them.  The plan also contained a section entitled 

“Related Plans, Programs and Systems,” that integrated other federal grant-in-

aid programs.  In conjunction with the routine functioning of the Governor’s 

Justice Commission, its annual Comprehensive Plan fostered a common 

understanding and frame of reference from which public officials could operate 

with regard to drug control.26 

Legislation and a War on Drugs 

 Not surprisingly, state and federal legislation also prompted coordination 

and administrative and conceptual alignment.  The Pennsylvania Drug, Device, 

and Cosmetic Act of 1970 approved methadone treatment in clinics authorized 

                                            
26 Department of Justice, Governor’s Justice Commission, “A Summary of the Comprehensive 
Plan for the Improvement of Criminal Justice in Pennsylvania,” 1971, Harrisburg, PA, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3100, 1971, Folder, “LEAA-
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,” PCA. 
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by the Secretary of Health in January of that year.27  The federal government 

also produced new guidelines for methadone treatment in June of 1970.28 

In October of 1970, President Nixon signed the Comprehensive Drug 

Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970.  It evaluated drugs according to risk, 

expanded funding for community mental health centers and federal drug 

treatment facilities, and eliminated mandatory sentencing guidelines for drug 

use.29  Scholars consider the bill’s most significant contribution to be drug 

categorization based on medical assessment and reducing punitive aspects of 

earlier drug control laws.30  Among other initiatives, the bill increased funding for 

community rehabilitation centers from $30 million in 1970 to $80 million by 1973 

(267% increase).  It also increased drug abuse education grants to the states 

and research funding for the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) from $3 

million in 1970 to $14 million in 1973 (467%) increase.31   

When discussing the bill, Nixon pointed out a link between drugs and 

crime, and he identified a need for legal reform because of increasing complexity 

associated with synthetic drugs like LSD.  He also highlighted rising drug use 

                                            
27 “Medical Assistance Memorandum No. 7, Prescribing, Dispensing and Using Narcotic Drugs,” 
Nov 18, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health 
Department, Folder, “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
28 Memo and attachment from Phyllis Rubin to Drs. Norman Ingraham, Leon Soffer, and Joseph 
Spelman, Jul 22, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box 
A5331, Health Department, Folder, “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” 
PCA. 
29 Richard Nixon, "Remarks on Signing the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control 
Act of 1970," October 27, 1970, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American 
Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=2767 (accessed Sep 30, 2015). 
30 Belenko, ed., Drugs and Drug Policy in America, 278-279. 
31 Harry L. Hogan, Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-513): 
Summary of Major Provisions, HV 5801A, 70-257 ED, Education and Public Welfare Division, 
U.S. Congress, Congressional Research Service, Oct 28, 1970, LRS-1. 
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among students, ranging from grade school to college and the value of a “whole 

of society” educational effort that begins in homes, schools, churches, and the 

media.  Nixon voiced sympathy for drug addicts, and after urging continued 

public support, closed his message by reiterating how essential it was to stop the 

rise of drug use, its accompanying rise in crime, and thereby save “the lives of 

hundreds of thousands of young people.”32  He emphasized that the bill was a 

milestone, but represented a work in progress.  Like the bill itself, his narrative 

addressed both treatment and enforcement. 

Nixon’s declaration of the War on Drugs in June, 1971 added impetus to 

the response that was already underway in Philadelphia.  He stated, “America’s 

public enemy number one in the United States is drug abuse,” and in response to 

the ongoing heroin epidemic, created the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse 

Prevention (SAODAP) through executive order.33  Nixon appointed Dr. Jerome 

Jaffe, a specialist in psycho-pharmacology who had extensive experience in 

treating drug users in New York and Chicago, to this cabinet level position.  As 

“Drug Czar,” Jaffe was unique not only because of his background, but also 

because his role focused on treatment and was organizationally separated from 

drug enforcement operations.  SAODAP’s mission was to direct all federal 

                                            
32 Richard Nixon, "Remarks on Signing the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control 
Act of 1970," October 27, 1970, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American 
Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=2767. 
33 Richard Nixon, "Remarks About an Intensified Program for Drug Abuse Prevention and 
Control," Jun 17, 1971, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American 
Presidency Project, http://www. presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=3047.Executive Order 11599; 
http://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Executive_Order _11599 (accessed 9 May 2013). 
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demand reduction efforts (prevention, education, rehabilitation, and training), and 

develop overall strategy for drug abuse programs.34 

 Within the White House, the drug control portfolio belonged to Egil Krogh.  

Krogh and other White House staff members explored drug treatment as a way 

of blunting street crime and the effects of Vietnam veterans returning to the U.S. 

addicted to heroin.  A Washington D.C. study showed strong correlation between 

drugs and street crime, and Krogh, Jaffe, and White House staff members 

travelled to Vietnam to assess the situation.35  They also reviewed different drug 

treatment regimens to find a workable template that could be exported 

throughout the country. 

Methadone 

While Philadelphia’s initial treatment capacity did not meet demand, the 

city was a pioneer in methadone treatment.  By May of 1970, Philadelphia was 

home to five agencies providing methadone maintenance and detoxification 

programs: 1) Community Committee on Drug Abuse, 2) Jefferson Community 

Mental Health Center, 3) Saint Luke’s and Children’s Medical Center, 4) West 

Philadelphia Mental Health Consortium, and 5) Young Great Society (Mantua 

House).  One of these five, the West Philadelphia Mental Health Consortium, 

was in the second year of a five-year federal grant.  That meant it had been 

                                            
34 Richard Nixon, "Special Message to the Congress on Drug Abuse Prevention and Control," Jun 
17, 1971, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www. presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=3048 (accessed Sep 30, 2015). 
35 www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/drugs/interviews/krogh.html (accessed on 21 Apr 
2013). 
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providing methadone treatment since at least June of 1969.  It was on an 

experimental basis since the state of Pennsylvania did not authorize expansion 

of methadone treatment until 1970.36  It was also well before Nixon asked 

Congress to amend the Narcotics Addict Recovery Act (NARA) of 1966 to 

include methadone treatment in 1971.37 

The Consortium’s five-year grant declined 10% each year and provided 

the Consortium with $860,000 in federal funding for FY 1970-71.  The remaining 

20% ($215,000) was covered by Philadelphia and Pennsylvania.  The 

Consortium’s services were targeted toward Mental Health Catchment Area 2B 

(South Central Philadelphia – 61% white, 38% black), Catchment Area 3 

(Southwest Philadelphia – 48% white, 51% black)  and Catchment Area 4 (West 

Philadelphia – 32% white, 67% black).38  Along with a growing list of methadone 

treatment providers, the Consortium received a steady flow of grant support 

throughout the early 1970s.  

Despite Philadelphia’s forward leaning approach, many Philadelphians 

were opposed to methadone treatment.  Some saw it (like drug abuse) as a 

racially motivated attempt to enslave African Americans and dampen the 

                                            
36 “Medical Assistance Memorandum No. 7, Prescribing, Dispensing and Using Narcotic Drugs,” 
Nov 18, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health,  Box A5331, 
Health Department, Folder, “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA. 
37 Richard Nixon, "Special Message to the Congress on Drug Abuse Prevention and Control," Jun 
17, 1971, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, 
http://www. presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=3048 (accessed Sep 30, 2015). 
38 Letter from Dr. Norman Ingraham to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Narcotic Addiction Update, May 5, 
1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, Health 
Department, loose papers, PCA. 
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progress of civil rights.39  Others were outraged by what they saw as 

mismanagement.  There were, in fact, medical risks and fatal methadone 

overdose did occur.40  Such was the case when over 700 residents, including 

Betty Stevens of the West Philadelphia NAACP, came to a director’s meeting at 

Misericordia Hospital (part of the West Philadelphia Health Consortium).  The 

group collectively demanded a more timely response and better oversight, 

following thirteen drug overdose deaths in the community and four methadone 

overdoses administered from the treatment facility.41  Like heroin, methadone is 

an addictive drug.  However, one dose of methadone lasts about 24 hours and 

can enable patients to function better than when addicted to heroin.  Others 

questioned the prudence of programs that substituted one addictive substance 

for another.42  There were reports of drug related violence and antisocial 

behavior.  In one incident, one methadone patient was stabbed and seriously 

wounded by another.43  Based on these occurrences and the general perception 

of drug addicts, the resounding response to methadone and other drug treatment 

                                            
39 “To My Black Junkie Brothers,” Jersey Beat, Oct 31, 1972, Mayor’s Office, Correspondence 
and Files, 1972, Box 14, A3545, Folder, “Model Cities Program,” PCA. 
40 David M. Cleary, “Spelman Predicts 171 Heroin Deaths in 1970,” Jun 4, 1970, Philadelphia 
Evening Bulletin, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box A5331, 
Folder, “Jan-May, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse-1970,” PCA.   
41 “Citizens Fight Drugs Problem in West Phila.,” Philadelphia Tribune, Feb 5, 1972, ProQuest 
Historical Newspapers: Philadelphia Tribune (532604889, Oct 18, 2015). 
42 M.A Farber, “Methadone Programs Decried By Drug Addicts at Hearing,” New York Times, Oct 
24, 1973, Manuscript Collections, Philadelphia Fellowship Commission, Series III, Accession 626, 
Box 70, Folder, “PFC Newsclips, Decriminalization/Drugs, 1972-1976,” TUSCRC. 
43 Department of Public Health, “Confidential Commissioner’s Report,” Jul 21 1971, RG 60-2.5, 
Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3835, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder, 
“Health Department, Drug Programs,” PCA.  
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facilities was opposition voiced through letters, petitions, and pursuit of legal 

recourse.44   

Although Philadelphia’s response to drug abuse was treatment oriented, a 

major political driver for treatment was unabashedly a desire to reduce street 

crime.  And despite the racial implications, many African Americans supported 

the call for increased law enforcement.  One poll conducted noted that not a 

single registered Democrat in Philadelphia’s 37th Ward (a predominantly black 

area) associated racism with law and order.  During the survey, one young 

mother noted her greatest concern was the threat drugs posed to her children.45 

With regard to both heroin use and street crime, treatment programs 

seemingly contributed to favorable results in Philadelphia and elsewhere.  

Despite the political (and health) risk involved, the Nixon Administration had 

decided to experiment with methadone treatment under the leadership of Jerome 

Jaffe.46  In January of 1971, there were 36 federally funded-drug treatment 

facilities throughout the United States.  When SAODAP was established in June 

of 1971, the number of facilities had risen to 135, and 54 of these were in cities.  

                                            
44 For numerous correspondences, petitions, and telegrams, see RG 60-2.6, Administration of 
Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 9, A4863, 1974, Folder, “Drug Rehabilitation 
Centers,” PCA. Merchants near a treatment facility in the vicinity of 13th and Arch Streets hired a 
lawyer to represent their interests.  Letter from Malcom Lazin to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Apr 22, 
1975, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 9, A3864,1975, 
Folder, “Council on Drug/Alcohol Abuse Program, PCA. 
45 Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, “Blacks for Law and Order,” Washington Post, Times 
Herald, Apr 23, 1971, ProQuest Historical Newspapers: Washington Post, Times Herald 
(147982553, Oct 18, 2015). 
46 http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/drugs/interviews/ krogh.html (accessed on Sep 
30, 2015). 
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By 1973, there were 394 federally-funded treatment facilities and 214 of them 

were in metropolitan areas.47 

Committees, Commissions, and Politics 

In January of 1972, the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council created a 

Drug Program Coordinating Committee (itself developed through an LEAA grant) 

to coordinate ensuing LEAA drug control grants.  Given the proliferation of 

committees, and the fact that Mayor Rizzo had just begun his first term as mayor, 

Paul Chalfin, Court of Common Pleas Judge and Chairmen of the Philadelphia 

Regional Planning Council (PRPC), sent Mayor Rizzo a letter in March informing 

him of the PRPC’s Drug Program Coordinating Committee.  Chalfin noted that 

the committee was comprised of a judge, a lawyer, and three doctors, at least 

two of whom worked in mental health.  One of the mental health specialists was 

Dr. William Wieland, who had recently been appointed as the Director of the 

Division of Addictive Diseases within Philadelphia’s Department of Public Health.  

According to Chalfin, Wieland was in the process of creating a City Coordinating 

Agency within the health department.48 

Despite the existence of the PRPC Drug Committee, the arrival of a new 

administration created uncertainty about preferences and operating practices.  

Several days before Chalfin’s letter, Dr. Wieland sent Deputy Mayor Philip Carroll 

                                            
47 United States, Strategy Council on Drug Abuse, Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug 
Traffic Prevention, 1973 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1973), 74-77. 
48 Letter from Judge Paul Chalfin to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Mar 16, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of  Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Drug and Alcohol Abuse Programs,” PCA. 
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a memorandum regarding Mayor Rizzo’s recent comments in the Philadelphia 

Daily News (probably what had prompted Chalfin’s letter).  Rizzo had stated that 

Philadelphia needed a single agency to coordinate the city’s drug rehabilitation 

programs.  Wieland informed Carroll that the LEAA had recently approved a 

grant to expand his staff for that very purpose.  Wieland reasonably proposed 

that his office become Philadelphia’s coordinating mechanism.  He also 

suggested that, if Mayor Rizzo agreed, the mayor could make a public statement 

to that effect.49  Rizzo did not take him up on the offer and proved similarly 

reticent about Chalfin’s offer. 

 The PRPC was Philadelphia’s conduit to the Governor’s Justice 

Commission for LEAA grants.  By March of 1972, the PRPC sub-committee had 

gained council endorsement for sustaining four methadone clinics, adding 

another, developing the referenced coordinating agency, expanding 

detoxification services at Philadelphia General Hospital, and establishing a 

Central Intake and Referral Unit.  Chalfin reminded the Mayor that Rizzo had 

listed the last item as a priority and assured him of the committee’s continued 

cooperation.50  Rizzo’s response was cordial, but the relationship between his 

administration and the PRPC soon became contentious. 

                                            
49 Letter from Dr. William Wieland to Deputy Mayor Philip Carroll, “Coordinating Drug Treatment 
Programs,” Mar 10, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of  
Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “City Drug Abuse 
Coordinator,” PCA. 
50 Letter from Judge Paul Chalfin to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Mar 16, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Drug and Alcohol Abuse Program Drug Programs,” PCA. 
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 By June of 1972, both Mayor Rizzo and District Attorney Arlen Spector 

made accusations that the PRPC’s actions were politically motivated.  The PRPC 

sent a letter to Governor Shapp protesting the allegations.51  In July, LEAA 

Administrator Jerris Leonard wrote to Shapp to voice his concern about “the 

deteriorating relationship between the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council of 

your Justice Commission and the Philadelphia Criminal Justice Leadership.”  He 

further clarified, the “present makeup of the Regional Council does not provide 

Philadelphia with adequate criminal justice planning capabilities.”  Leonard also 

told Shapp that he would “withhold approval of Pennsylvania’s FY 1973 planning 

grant until this matter is resolved.” 52  Despite Leonard’s threat and the strained 

relationship, the LEAA Administrator stated in a separate correspondence that he 

would process applications.53 

It was Shapp’s turn to play hardball a year later, as the Watergate 

investigation was building steam and Rizzo’s interaction with the White House 

had decreased significantly.54  When Rizzo’s administration sought to reform the 

composition of the (Philadelphia Regional Planning Council), thereby influencing 

                                            
51 Correspondence Cross Reference Sheet, “LEAA” and “Philadelphia Regional Planning 
Council,” Jun 21, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of  Frank 
Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA),” PCA.  
52 Letter from Jerris Leonard to Governor Milton Shapp, Jul 17, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 17, A3548, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA),” 
PCA.  
53 Correspondence Cross Reference Sheet, “Governor’s Justice Commission” and “LEAA,” Jul 
17, 1972, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 19, A3550, 
1972, Folder, “State Governors Justice Commission,” PCA.  
54 Paolantonio, The Last Big Man in Big City America, 155-156. 
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the grant process, Governor Shapp “flatly refused” to entertain the idea.55 

Leonard’s replacement as LEAA Administrator, Donald Santarelli, initiated an 

investigation into the matter.  A few months later, he concluded that the issue 

reflected a tension between large cities and states that was not isolated to 

Philadelphia and Pennsylvania.   

Santarelli made changes that afforded Rizzo (and the mayors of other 

large cities) greater latitude in appointing members to the PRPC, but Santarelli 

also noted that “Philadelphia should follow the same procedure LEAA has for 

LEAA programs in all the states.”56  In the end, Rizzo’s administration gained the 

concessions it was seeking.  However, the protracted battle and changing 

political landscape prompted Rizzo to hedge with regard to where he placed his 

new drug control coordination organization.   

Capstone Drug Control Legislation 

Pennsylvania passed its Drug and Alcohol Abuse Control Act, known as 

Act 63, in April of 1972.  This act established a Governor’s Council on Drug and 
                                            
55 Memo from Managing Director Hillel Levinson to Mayor Frank Rizzo, “LEAA Council,” Mar 12, 
1973, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 25, A3420, 1973, 
Folder, “Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,” PCA. 
56 As early as 1970, the National League of Cities/U.S. Conference of Mayors asserted that the 
states should have limited involvement in discretionary grants for large cities and that large cities 
should be designated as separate planning regions.  Memo from John Field to “City Liaison Men” 
for National League of Cities/U.S. Conference of Mayors Criminal Justice Project, “Selected 
Issues Arising from the First Round of Meetings with the Project Cities,” Nov 10, 1970, RG 60-
2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3100, 1971, Folder, 
“LEAA-Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. Letters from LEAA Administrator 
David Santarelli to Governor Milton Shapp, and Mayor Frank Rizzo, Apr 24, 1973; Letter from 
PRPC Chairman Paul Chalfin to Deputy Mayor Philip Carroll with LEAA guidelines attachment, 
Jun 2, 1973; Letter from David Santarelli to Governor Milton Shapp, Jun 7, 1973; Memo from 
Hillel Levinson to Mayor Frank Rizzo, “Letter from LEAA to Governor Shapp,” Jun 12, 1973, RG 
60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 25, A3420, 1973, Folder, 
“Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,” PCA.  
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Alcohol Abuse and vested it with the authority to advise the Department of Health 

regarding planning, regulatory matters, and funding priorities.  Act 63 charged the 

Health Department with developing a statewide plan for the “control, prevention, 

intervention, treatment, rehabilitation, research, education, and training aspects 

of drug and alcohol abuse…,” all with a view to avoiding duplications.  The Health 

Department was also supposed to promote coordination and encourage the 

formation of local coordinating councils.57 

 In June the federal Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 created 

new agencies and brought additional resources to bear on the issue of drug 

abuse.  It underwrote the establishment of SAODAP and included the 

establishment of a Drug Abuse Training Center for training at the state and local 

level.  The act also created the National Institute on Drug Addiction (NIDA), 

which was responsible for prioritizing, funding, and interpreting drug use 

research.  The legislation established new advisory councils and awarded $350 

million in grants that would be administered by the Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare between 1972 and 1975.  Most significantly, it directed 

the creation of an annual National Drug Control Strategy.58   

When Nixon signed the 1972 Act, he reiterated the need for a coordinated, 

comprehensive approach.  No doubt a counterbalance to those who would 

criticize government funding of methadone treatment, he emphasized domestic 
                                            
57 The Pennsylvania Drug and Alcohol Abuse Control Act (HB 850, Act 63), http://www.portal. 
state. pa.us/portal/server.pt (accessed Sep 19, 2015). 
58 Harry L. Hogan, Education and Public Welfare Division, U.S. Congress, Congressional 
Research Service, Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 (S. 2097; P.L. 92-255): 
Summary of Major Provisions, HV5801, 72-150 ED, 29 June 1972, CRS 4-7. 
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drug enforcement as well as international efforts.  Describing drug users as both 

victims and victimizers, Nixon highlighted the social problems caused by addicts 

and their role in propagating drug addiction.   

The final significant piece of legislation in this progression was 

Reorganization Plan 2 of 1973.  It completed work that the Nixon Administration 

had begun through executive orders.  In January of 1972, Nixon mandated the 

creation of the Office of Drug Abuse Law Enforcement (ODALE) within the 

Department of Justice (DOJ).  It was an interagency task force that could pull 

people with a variety of skill sets from disparate organizations.  ODALE 

constituted a prototype designed to deal with domestic drug abuse fueled from 

abroad.  To achieve greater efficiency and simplicity, Reorganization Plan 2 of 

1973 merged ODALE and the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs to form 

the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA).59  In total, this coordinated advance of 

presidential focus, legislation, and grant funding contributed to a more 

comprehensive approach which aligned drug control efforts at all levels. 

Institutionalizing Drug Control 

By March of 1973, the alignment at the federal, state, and local levels was 

nearly complete.  Philadelphia Mayor Frank Rizzo notified Executive Director of 

the Governor’s Council on Drug and Alcohol Abuse, Dr. Richard Horman, that he 

had appointed eleven members to his Drug and Alcohol Executive 
                                            
59 Richard Nixon, "Message to the Congress Transmitting Reorganization Plan 2 of 1973 
Establishing the Drug Enforcement Administration," March 28, 1973, Online by Gerhard Peters 
and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/? 
pid=4159. 
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Commission.60  This had taken some prodding by Horman, but he had pushed 

the right button with Rizzo – representation on councils.  In late January, Horman 

had asked for feedback on the draft of Pennsylvania’s drug control plan, which 

was to be published the following June.  The letter also noted that if counties 

(Philadelphia County was conterminous with the City of Philadelphia) failed to 

appoint a local drug control council within sixty days of the February 28 deadline, 

the Governor’s Council would appoint the members.61 

In his response, Rizzo promised to send a list of persons serving on his 

Mayor’s Commission and also told Horman that the Commission’s Director would 

be Michael Furst, recently appointed Executive Director of Philadelphia’s 

Coordinating Office for Drug and Alcohol Abuse (CODAAP).62  Rizzo selected an 

enlightened, top-notch administrator to run CODAAP.  Furst had come from the 

Peace Corps and his leadership and administrative ability attracted the attention 

of District Attorney Arlen Spector, when the latter had gone on a fact-finding trip 

                                            
60 Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to Dr. Richard Horman, Mar 9, 1973, RG 60-2.6, Administration 
of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 26, A3421, 1973, Folder, “Gov.'s Council on Drugs 
and Alcohol,” PCA. Before being appointed as Executive Director of the Governor’s Council on 
Drug Abuse in 1972, Horman had been a research associate in law and psychology at the 
Institute of Land and Health Services at Temple University, “Drug, Alcohol Unit Will Be Directed 
by Devon Man,” Philadelphia Bulletin (Harrisburg Bureau), May 23, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s 
Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s 
Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Federal Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs,” PCA. 
61 Letter from Richard Horman to County Commissioners, Jan 31, 1973, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 26, A3421, 1973, Folder, 
“Governor’s Council on Drug and Alcohol Programs,” PCA. 
62 Letter from Mayor Frank Rizzo to Dr. Richard Horman, Mar 9, 1973, RG 60-2.6, Administration 
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in Nepal.63  The board he presided over was composed primarily of people with 

healthcare backgrounds.64   

Showing a concern for strategic communication, Rizzo’s staff debated the 

name of Furst’s new office at length, before settling on CODAAP and publicly 

announcing the organization.  Between September and November of 1972, 

Rizzo’s staff considered eight different proposals before eventually selecting a 

name that was a hybrid of those reviewed.  As the justification for one choice 

noted (CANE – Council for Alcoholism and Narcotics Eradication), “This shows 

that we are going to stamp it out.  We supply the victim with a cane rather than a 

crutch.  The work of the Council can also be featured by a logo of a green cane 

dyed similar to the white cane of the blind.”  The name of an organization may 

seem an insignificant detail, but Rizzo’s administration wanted something “both 

concise and descriptive…,” and it shows the extent to which they were 

concerned about all aspects of strategic communication.65  This is reasonable 

                                            
63 Sandy Montgomery, “Peace Corps Exec Chosen to Head City Drug Programs,” Philadelphia 
Daily News, Jul 11, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank 
Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “City Drug Abuse Coordinator,” 
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64 The composition was as follows: 2 from the community, 2 healthcare professionals (general), 2 
healthcare professional (psycho-social), 2 healthcare professional (medical), 2 administrators, 1 
criminal justice, 1 MH/MR, 1 “optional.” Memo from Hillel Levinson to Mayor Frank Rizzo, 
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65 Other choices presented were Philadelphia Drug Abuse and Treatment Coordinating Agency 
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after its federal counterpart, SAODAP. Memo from Deputy Mayor Philip Carroll to Managing 
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since the name of a new entity sends a message to other members of the 

organization who will interact with it, and to external customers, stakeholders, 

and constituents.   

Mayor Rizzo placed CODAAP within the Office of the Managing Director 

rather than the Department of Health.  This was not an insignificant decision and 

reflected a variety of considerations.  One was surely pre-existing philosophical 

disagreements.  For instance, when drug abuse began to resonate as a public 

policy issue, members of the health community, like Medical Examiner Joseph 

Spelman, had publicly disagreed with Rizzo when Spelman criticized an “FBI 

approach” to drug education.66   

Further, not all members of the Mental Health and Mental Retardation 

Community wanted responsibility for drug abuse control.  Earlier in the 

development of Philadelphia’s drug abuse response, Vice President of the Board 

of Health, Dr. Julian Wessell, had taken exception to placing drug addiction 

under the purview of mental health.  Health Commissioner Ingraham had noted 

that drug control “fared better under mental health than it has under the law 

enforcement program and pointed out the financial advantages.”  And noting an 

additional strategic consideration, board members discussed the difference 

                                            
66 In lieu of stiff penalties and scare tactics, Spelman advocated an educational approach that 
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between institutions that treat people versus ones seeking to change social 

conditions.67   

There were also practical reasons for assigning CODAAP outside of the 

Office of Mental Health and Mental Retardation (MH/MR).  As Nixon ostensibly 

did with SAODAP, Rizzo recognized that placing the organization under the 

Managing Director showed executive emphasis.  In light of Rizzo’s concern that 

law enforcement had been under-represented on the PRPC, he also wanted to 

maintain tighter control over CODAAP’s operations.   

The Office of MH/MR already had an Executive Board, so placing 

CODAAP in the Managing Director’s Office afforded more diverse perspective on 

the issue of drug abuse.  And placing CODAAP under the Managing Director’s 

control gave one of Mayor Rizzo’s immediate advisors oversight of CODAAP’s 

affairs, and enhanced its ability to coordinate across departments.  Also, since 

comprehensive solutions were needed in many areas, placing CODAAP in the 

Managing Director’s would allow it to serve as a template for other programs.68 

Despite placing CODAAP outside of the Health Department, Mayor Rizzo 

consistently supported a series of progressive, treatment-oriented initiatives as 

the new office set to work.  Not surprisingly given his political platform, Rizzo also 

pushed for strong drug enforcement measures and joined a battle with members 

                                            
67 Board of Health Minutes, 5, Nov 17, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3835, Mayor, 1-6-72, Folder, “Health department Drug 
Programs,” PCA. 
68 Memo from Carol Conaway to Assistant to the Mayor, Peter Rothberg, “Drug and Alcohol 
Abuse Coordinating Office Proposal,” Dec 15, 1972, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3406, 1973, Folder, “Council on Drug and Alcohol Abuse 
Programs,” PCA. 
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of the judiciary because of what he and others viewed as the leniency of 

judges.69    

As later funding for drug control looked precarious, Rizzo engaged the 

issue directly.  What had started with rising public awareness and mobilization, 

led to the interactive development of shared understanding, organizations, and 

budgets for drug control.  As these items came into being, drug control was more 

firmly institutionalized, and this provided both advocacy and inertia for 

Philadelphia’s strategy.  

Continuity of Concept 

Once Philadelphia began mobilizing in response to drug abuse, the city’s 

drug control strategy was anchored on drug treatment and rehabilitation.  The 

efforts of public health care officials and a progressive view toward alcohol abuse 

contributed to a rehabilitative philosophy toward drugs.70  New York City’s pursuit 

of treatment capacity also influenced views among city officials in Philadelphia.  

                                            
69 Memo from Hillel Levinson to Mayor Frank Rizzo, “Correspondence from Judge Charles 
Wright, Re: Robert Black – J.168672,” Jan 11, 1973, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 8, A3403,1973, Folder, “Leniency of Judges,” PCA. 
70 In line with the movement to view “habitual intoxication as an illness,” versus a criminal offense, 
Thacher Longstreth sponsored Bill No. 200 to the City Council Committee on Health and Welfare 
on Feb 29, 1968.  Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, 
Box 4, Folder, “37. Drugs 1968,” TUSCRC.  Police Chief and later Mayor Frank Rizzo was 
supportive of alcohol treatment programs geared toward police and then later when they were 
expanded to all city employees.  Memo from Peter Rothberg to Philip Carroll, “Alcoholism 
Programs – Joe Barrett,” Oct 30, 1972; Memo from Joe Barrett to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Oct 31, 
1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 9, 
A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Drug and Alcohol Abuse Program,” PCA. 
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In addition, Tate’s and State Representative Tayoun’s visits to New York and 

Chicago further reinforced the utility of drug abuse treatment.71 

As Philadelphia’s drug control strategy developed, there was continuity in 

the approach from the late 1960s forward.  At different times there were 

inefficiencies, gaps in knowledge, and disagreements.  But on the whole, there 

was a conceptual thread running through the successive white papers, grant 

proposals, reports, and speeches about drug abuse.  Earlier strategic concept 

sketches guided the application of ways and means and led to the development 

of a more comprehensive, budget-driven strategy later on. 

The first significant landmark in this conceptual progression was a 1968 

Republican City Council Narcotics Report.  While it did not quantify what 

combatting “drug abuse and its consequences” meant, it outlined four ways: 1) 

Mitigate conditions that breed addicts, 2)  Enforce existing laws better, 3) Support 

legislative attempts to update drug laws, and 4) Promote public education, 

particularly for the young.  In support of these items, its recommendations were 

balanced between enforcement and rehabilitation.  While it advised doubling the 

size of the police department’s narcotics squad, it stated that narcotics and 

marijuana use should be reduced to misdemeanor offenses.  The report also 

stated the Department of Public Health should seek grants from the National 

Institute of Mental Health.  Perhaps recognizing the disparity in treatment quality 

                                            
71 Letter from Pennsylvania State Representative James Tayoun to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Jun 
2, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box 2, A5331, Health 
Department, loose papers, PCA. 
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and the need to minimize overhead, the Narcotics Report added, “Grants for 

treatment facilities should be steered, if possible, in the direction of progressive 

existing programs….”  And highlighting the need for central coordination and 

control, the council members endorsed establishment of a single intake facility for 

diagnosis and referral of drug addicts.72  Showing the influence of collaboration 

between federal and local levels, these items closely matched recommendations 

from the previously mentioned Task Force Report: Narcotics and Drug Abuse 

(“Katzenbach Report”), which was published in 1967.73 

 In June of 1970, Tayoun provided an assessment of Detroit’s rapid 

response to drug abuse and its establishment of methadone treatment clinics.  

His insights were informative from both a conceptual and programmatic 

standpoint.  While commending Detroit for its responsiveness, he noted problems 

like understaffed new clinics that were quickly overwhelmed with potential 

patients.  Tayoun also cited integration issues between the newly created 

Executive Director of the Mayor’s Committee on Rehabilitation and existing 

agencies.   

Paralleling Dr. Wieland’s comments about complex systems, he 

mentioned the need to pair methadone with social and vocational rehabilitation, 

and the politically charged possibility of methadone abuse.  With regard to 

components of an effective strategy, Tayoun made the following suggestions:  1) 

                                            
72 Police Department Report, “Narcotics,” July 24, 1970, 2-8, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, 
Department of Public Health, Box 2, A5331, Health Department, tabbed binder, PCA. 
73 White House, Task Force Report: Narcotics and Drug Abuse, President’s Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice (Washington, D.C., 1967), 1-19. 
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A drug abuse strategy should simultaneously address “hard drugs,” “soft drugs,” 

and alcohol.  2) Like drug abuse, drug treatment programs needed to be flexible 

and diverse.  3) Drug control had to address emergency care, detoxification, in-

patient and out-patient programs.  As a corollary to his first suggestion, and in 

keeping with the idea of comprehensiveness and sustainment, Tayoun opined 

that addressing multiple forms of addiction would offer the greatest potential for 

funding. 

Programmatically, Tayoun recommended establishment of a Mayor’s Task 

Force on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, creation of a coordinator position within 

Mental Health and Mental Retardation, and leveraging already existing programs.  

Tayoun’s suggestions reflected an understanding of drug abuse that was in line 

with those offered by members of the Department of Health, and all of these 

recommendations were later implemented.74 

Observations and recommendations from the 1968 City Council Report 

echoed in later documents and deliberations.  In July of 1970, Deputy City 

Controller Tina Weintraub submitted a report to Mayor Tate that called for 

expansion of methadone treatment capacity.  It would be led by Dr. William 

Wieland, Director of the Division of Addictive Diseases within the Philadelphia 

Department of Public Health.  He had established and managed existing 

methadone treatment initiatives at the West Philadelphia Mental Health 
                                            
74 Letter from Pennsylvania State Representative James Tayoun to Mayor James H.J. Tate, Jun 
2, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box 2, A5331, Health 
Department, loose papers. See also “Preliminary Draft of Drug Addiction Proposal,” Oct 19, 1970, 
RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box 2, A5331, Health 
Department, Folder, “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse,” PCA.  
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Consortium (Philadelphia General Hospital), and at the Jefferson Community 

Mental Health Center. 

Apart from the political risk, the quality of drug treatment in Philadelphia 

varied widely.  The ones run by Wieland were considered to be the best 

methadone initiatives in Philadelphia and he had based both on a six-year-old 

program in New York.  There were other treatment providers of lesser quality, 

and while united in concept, “the many Philadelphia programs,” in the judgment 

of Medical Examiner Joseph Spelman, were “largely disjointed and not organized 

by any central agency.” 75   

Despite that, Philadelphia was making progress.  Noting a prevailing shift 

away from punitive measures, Weintraub’s summary emphasized growing 

treatment capacity.  It also focused heavily on finding resources outside of 

Department of Health channels, such as the LEAA and the Model Cities 

Program.76 

As Philadelphia pondered methadone treatment and available resources, 

federal officials were also assessing drug abuse and seeking input from the local 

level.  At Tate’s behest, the Philadelphia Department of Health responded to a 

Congressional information request regarding drug addiction problems.  Deputy 

Health Commissioner Soffer asserted a critical need for a “coordinated and 

extensive system” for treating drug abusers and addicts in America’s urban 

                                            
75 Memo and attachment from Phyllis Rubin to Drs. Norman Ingraham, Leon Soffer, and Joseph 
Spelman, Jul 22, 1970, RG 80-1.2, Commissioner’s Files, Department of Public Health, Box 2, 
A5331, Health Department, Folder, “October-December, Alcoholism and Drug Abuse,” PCA. 
76 Ibid. 
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areas.  After describing the gravity of the problem in terms of lives lost and crime, 

Soffer described a broad spectrum of services to address the diverse nature of 

drug abuse. 

As a motivator, he alluded to changing racial and class demographics by 

stating, “The drug abuse problem is nationwide.  It is not limited to the ghetto or 

the inner-city, but strikes across all segments of society.”  With regard to 

strategy, Soffer noted that Philadelphia needed $15-25 million a year in federal 

money to create a multi-modal system suitable for the task at hand.  He also 

stated that this amount would provide services for only 25-50% of the addict 

population.  This reflected Soffer’s assumption of resource constraints.  However, 

it also indicated his long-term assessment of what would be necessary after the 

epidemic regressed to more typical rates of drug abuse.77  As a reflection of 

continuity, the 50% figure also appeared in later documents. 

In mid-1971, the State of Pennsylvania provided resources that informed 

the development of Philadelphia’s strategic response to drug abuse.  One was a 

local official’s guide that served as a drug abuse primer and outlined what a 

comprehensive drug control strategy entailed.  It defined the problem and 

provided a community based template that involved a citizen or mayor’s 

committee, with sub-committees oriented toward education, law enforcement, 

and rehabilitation.  The guide also provided points of contacts within the federal 

                                            
77 Letter from Deputy Health Commissioner Leon Soffer to Claude Pepper, Chairman of the 
House Select Committee on Crime, Jul 7, 1971, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, 
Administration of  James H.J. Tate, Box 4, A3093, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1971, Folder, “Drug 
Addiction,” PCA. 
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government and the Pennsylvania Departments of Education, Health, Justice, 

Welfare, and the State Police.  Based on highlights in Mayor Tate’s handwriting, 

the guide was used as a drug abuse reference during a cabinet meeting.78 

Throughout 1972, Mayor Rizzo’s staff continued to develop the conceptual 

framework of Philadelphia’s eventual drug control strategy.  In March, Wieland 

provided Deputy Mayor Philip Carroll with preliminary guidelines toward that end.  

Because of scarce resources, Wieland emphasized a prioritized and coordinated 

effort.  He then described the challenge of drug abuse by citing qualities that 

marked it as a complex adaptive system (CAS).   Wieland offered the following to 

fellow members of the administration:    

In establishing priorities it is essential to consider how a change 
in one system affects other systems.  For example, a job training 
program without an available job market would waste resources 
and produce considerable frustration.  A reduction in the heroin 
supply without the availability of treatment programs will result in 
higher prices for heroin and more desperate criminal activities.  
Referral services without adequate correctional facilities does not 
help either the convicted or society…the point should be clear 
that each system working in isolation may do as much harm as 
good in its effort to combat drug abuse. 79  

 
Based on this assessment, Wieland’s recommended top priority was 

treatment and rehabilitation.  He asserted that most drug abusers could not stop 

                                            
78 Terence Farren, Roderic Terrry, and William Wilcox, A Local Official’s Guide to Combating 
Drug Abuse, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Community Affairs, July, 1971, RG 
60-2.5, Administration of James H.J. Tate, Mayor's Correspondence, Box A3836, Mayor, 1-6-72, 
Folder, “Model Cities,” PCA. 
79 Memo from William Wieland to Philip Carroll, “Preliminary Guidelines for the Administration’s 
Drug Control Policy,” Mar 21, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Drug and 
Alcohol Abuse Program,” PCA. 
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without treatment and that successful treatment programs were a form of 

prevention.  And like Dr. Soffer, he suggested that facilities capable of treating 

50% of the addict population as a reasonable goal. 

 Although he represented the Department of Health’s perspective, Wieland 

made strategy recommendations in other areas.  He advised that the Police 

Department should concentrate on heroin (i.e. hard drugs) as opposed to 

marijuana, and it should focus on larger dealers and traffickers.  In line with his 

CAS preamble, he also suggested that the police target areas where drug 

treatment was available.  For the Law Department and Judiciary, he supported 

diversionary efforts and cautioned against using defendants to develop new 

cases.  He opined that sentence reductions without treatment perpetuated drug 

abuse behavior.  For those who had been arrested for drug related offenses, 

Wieland noted that legal pressures could serve a good motivator for treatment.  

However, Philadelphia need to expand treatment capacity within correctional 

facilities.  He closed by noting the need to curtail “injudicious prescribing of 

drugs.”  He also called for more research and exploration of educational 

approaches.  Interestingly, Wieland said education should not be given top 

priority.  While it represented an ideal solution, it could actually be 

counterproductive and needed further development.80 

                                            
80 Ibid. 
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The Interaction of Practice and Strategy 

In concert with methadone treatment and detoxification, Philadelphia 

fielded successful programs to treat drug offenders and divert them from the 

criminal justice system.  One example was the Treatment Alternatives to Street 

Crime (TASC) program.  Jeffrey Donfeld and other White House Staff members 

visited Philadelphia on January 8, 1972 to view its initial development.  They 

were truly impressed with what they saw and wanted to refer other cities to 

Philadelphia for advice.81   

The TASC program was intended to “interrupt the drug-driven cycle of 

street crime[-] to jail[-]to street crime, through diversion to multi-modality 

treatment programs….”  The initial funding was a well-publicized grant for $1 

million from the LEAA, and Rizzo took a personal interest in the initiative.82  

During the application process, the Philadelphia Regional Planning Commission 

had expressed concerns about the program due to its concentration on 

methadone treatment, lack of aftercare, and need for a system of evaluation.  

However, given that it was a new initiative, they endorsed the project.83     

                                            
81 Letter from Jeffrey Donfeld to Philadelphia General Hospital, TASC Project Director, Norman 
Sobel, Jan 8, 1972, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank 
Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, Treatment Alternatives to Street 
Crime,” PCA. 
82 City of Philadelphia Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) Project Grant Application, 
undated, RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Box 9, 
A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime,” PCA.  
83 Minutes of the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council, Aug 9, 1972, Manuscript Collections, 
Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “45. Council Minutes & 
Agendas,” TUSCRC. 
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TASC was a collaborative effort between the Police, District Attorney, and 

Health Departments and was run from Philadelphia General Hospital (PGH).  It 

entailed urinalysis screening of arrestees with follow-on evaluation at a central 

intake facility.  As the program was established, Dr. Wieland established liaison 

with federal counterparts at SAODAP and had visited similar facilities in 

Washington.  The stated goal was to reduce crime, and the ways and means it 

employed were progressive and part of a comprehensive strategy.  While the 

grant money had not yet been received, the program pushed forward so it could 

begin operations by October of 1972.84   

There were other similar programs like the Accelerated Rehabilitative 

Dispensation - Help (ARD - Help) Program.  District Attorney Spector first 

sponsored the program in 1971 and it received grant funding in 1972.  He hired 

Assistant District Attorneys and assigned them to police districts where they 

screened cases before the police made formal arrests.85  ARD-Help was 

intended to reduce court backlogs and address drug abuse problems through 

expedited, “de-criminalized” proceedings.  The target population was non-violent, 

youthful offenders whose records were expunged if they successfully completed 

                                            
84 Memo from Hillel Levinson to Mayor Frank Rizzo, “Status Report–Treatment Alternatives to 
Street Crime (TASC) Project,” RG 60-2.5, Mayor’s Correspondence and Files, Administration of 
Frank Rizzo, Box 9, A3540, Mayor’s Correspondence, 1972, Folder, “Treatment Alternatives to 
Street Crime,” PCA. 
85 Oral History, Arlen Spector, Aug 10, 1977, Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of 
Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 5, Folder, “1. Accelerated Rehabilitative Disposition Program 
1977- 1973,” TUSCRC.  
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probation.  The ARD-Help program included a free medical clinic, psychological 

counseling, drug treatment, and vocational education.86 

Mayor Rizzo supported progressive drug control initiatives along with 

criminal justice diversion approaches.  As an example, the “Rizzo Program” was 

a five-week drug training program at Saint Luke’s Hospital.  Approximately 500 

police officers attended the training which featured classes on recognizing and 

responding to drug overdoses.  The officers also participated in group 

discussions with former addicts and gained experience in counseling and taking 

social histories.87  In addition to this initiative, Rizzo endorsed (through CODAAP 

Director Michael Furst) a program to promote acceptance of former drug 

addicts.88 

State and Federal Strategy 

These and other programs were later incorporated within strategy 

documents like the Philadelphia Regional Planning Council’s 1973 

                                            
86 Center for Social Policy and Community Development, Temple University, “Evaluation of the 
Accelerated Rehabilitative Disposition Help (ARD-Help) Program,” Prepared for the Philadelphia 
Regional Planning Council, Governor’s Justice Commission, Feb, 1973, Manuscript Collections, 
Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 5, Folder, “1. Accelerated 
Rehabilitative Disposition Program 1977- 1973,” TUSCRC.  
87 James Giuffre, Executive and Medical Director, St. Luke’s Children’s Medical Center, “A 
Special Report on Alcoholism and Other Addictive Diseases Plaguing Our Society,” Apr, 1972, 
RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 11, A3406, 1973, blue 
folder, PCA. See also Evaluation and Research Unit, “Follow Up on Evaluation and 
Recommendations for Narcotics Training for Police at St. Luke’s Hospital,” Jan, 1973, Manuscript 
Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 5, Folder, “63. Narcotics 
Training for Policemen 1972,” TUSCRC. 
88 Memo from Deputy to the Mayor Anthony Zecca to Managing Director, Hillel Levinson, 
“Correspondence from Conrad E. Mauge, National Federation of Concerned Drug Abuse 
Workers, Re: Community Acceptance of the Former Addict Campaign,” Feb 26, 1974, RG 60-2.6, 
Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 9, A4863, 1974, Folder, “Drug 
Abuse Coordinator-Mike Furst,” PCA. 
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Comprehensive Plan.  A sub-element of the Pennsylvania Comprehensive Plan, 

it flowed from a 1972 PRPC problem assessment that spanned disciplinary areas 

and listed priorities and desired impacts.  For both drug abuse and alcoholism, 

the desired outcomes were diversion of offenders into treatment programs.89  

This was a key feature in the strategy later produced by CODAAP.   

The 1973 Comprehensive Plan contained eight categories of effort that 

spanned the breadth of law enforcement and drug control: 1) Upgrading Law 

Enforcement Personnel, 2) Prevention of Crime, 3) Prevention and Control of 

Juvenile Delinquency, 4) Improvement of Detection and Apprehension of 

Criminals, 5) Improvement of Prosecution, Court Activities, and Law Reform, 6) 

Increase Effectiveness of Corrections and Rehabilitation, 7) Improvement of 

Community Relations, and 8) Research and Development.   

The outline of the PRPC Comprehensive Plan indicated the committee 

was gaining understanding through information contained in a “firm data base,” 

and identified problems and resources afforded by the current criminal justice 

system.  With regard to strategic ends, it echoed Governor Shapp’s earlier 

comments that, “We have a mandate from LEAA to have a visible impact on 

crime over a relatively short period of time.”  So again, while federal, state, and 

local drug control strategies were becoming more progressive, the motivation 

was to reduce crime rates.  The outline identified three ways that were largely 

oriented toward prevention and behavioral change: 1) Pre-entry and pre-arrest 

                                            
89 Manuscript Collections, Defender Association of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder 
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stage, 2) Diversionary programs, and 3) Juvenile and adult correctional 

programs.   

The problem assessment and outline translated to sixteen, grant-funded 

projects for 1973, with a total cost of $3.6 million.  These included narcotics 

training and higher education programs for police, which were coordinated 

through the Institute for the Administration of Criminal Justice at Temple 

University.  Other police training included customs and mores of minority groups 

and human relations training.  There were also programs to discourage truancy, 

reduce gang violence, and afford job opportunities.  The drug and alcohol 

programs listed included methadone treatment, and the creation of CODAAP and 

the proposed central intake unit.90 

Just as there was administrative and conceptual alignment at the state 

and local levels, the ends, ways, and means described in federal strategy 

documents were also complementary.  The federal government created its first 

National Drug Control Strategy, under the guidance of SAODAP Director Jerome 

Jaffe in 1973.  It was balanced, and afforded flexibility for future strategies.  As 

an example, it did not overly commit to education programs.  While education 

plays a part in a comprehensive strategy, research has long shown that (as a 

major focus) it is minimally effective and may even be counterproductive.91  

                                            
90 Governor’s Justice Commission, Philadelphia Regional Planning Council, “Outline of 1973 
Recommended Planning Strategy, Nov 17, 1972, Manuscript Collections, Defender Association 
of Philadelphia, Accession 181, Box 4, Folder, “54. Comprehensive Plan, II Financial, 1973-
1974,” TUSCRC. 
91 Thomas Babor, Drug Policy and the Public Good (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), 
256. 
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William Wieland had made the same observation in Philadelphia.  Based on this, 

Jaffe went so far as to curtail funding until the usefulness of various education 

prevention programs could be better substantiated.92 

Overall, the 1973 strategy was treatment and prevention oriented with an 

allocation of 67% for demand reduction and 33% for supply reduction.93  Jaffe 

intended that the focus of drug treatment in the 1973 strategy would increasingly 

orient toward community based approaches.94  State governments could use 

federal block grants at their discretion to address drug control in a manner that 

best fit their unique situation.  Within the strategy, block grants were intended for 

local treatment, which was largely how Philadelphia used them.95  

Philadelphia’s First Drug Control Strategy 

Considering federal and state interaction, and local initiatives, when 

CODAAP published Philadelphia’s Comprehensive Plan for Drug and Alcohol 

Abuse Treatment and Prevention, 1973-74, it represented codification of a work 

already well underway.96  While it matched no previous strategy document or 

                                            
92 United States, Strategy Council on Drug Abuse, Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug 
Traffic Prevention, 1973, 146. 
93 Ibid., 130. 
94 Ibid., 73. 
95 Ibid., 130. 
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recommendation in total, the Comprehensive Plan contained aspects from most 

of these precursors.  Given the interaction of practice and strategy, the document 

drew on existing programs.  But it also pointed toward initiatives that later 

emerged, like a program to promote acceptance of former addicts whom it 

described as being “caught in a hostile or disinterested job market.”97  Like all 

strategies, it was a living document that balanced ends, ways, and means and 

provided a blueprint for the future.  

Existing Capability Gaps 

The Comprehensive Plan was prepared by CODAAP and reviewed by the 

Mayor’s Drug and Alcohol Executive Commission.  The document provided a 

description of the drug abuse problem, Philadelphia’s response, and a strategy 

for moving forward.  The Comprehensive Plan opened by listing “four major 

problem areas” that needed improvement. 

First, reflecting Philadelphia’s previous efforts in Treatment Alternatives to 

Street Crime (TASC), the Comprehensive Plan called for more sophisticated 

means of identifying and referring people to treatment, particularly those who had 

been arrested.  Within this area, one problem that it identified was the distribution 

of services.  While the comprehensive plan noted underutilization of existing 

services, it also highlighted that only 10% of the drug-dependent population was 

estimated to be in treatment.  The strategy stated that the majority of those 

                                            
97 City of Philadelphia, Comprehensive Plan for Drug And Alcohol Abuse Treatment and 
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participating in methadone treatment were black males.98   It further noted the 

social barriers which prevented people in one part of the city from pursuing 

treatment in another.  Given the widespread opposition to drug treatment 

facilities, this was logical.  Second, as previously mentioned, the comprehensive 

plan noted the challenges which former addicts faced as they tried to reintegrate 

into the community. 

Third, as Representative Tayoun, Dr. Spelman, and Dr. Wieland had 

previously noted, Philadelphia also needed to expand treatment for alcoholism.  

While not attracting as much attention as drug abuse, alcoholism claimed more 

lives and wreaked more social damage.  While a strategic approach might call for 

focusing on one aspect of substance abuse, the prevalence of a particular type of 

abuse changed over time.  Alcohol was always an issue and many people 

suffering from substance addiction also abused alcohol.  This demonstrated the 

challenge of poly-drug use.  Public health officials were exploring this dynamic in 

greater depth by the mid-1970s and public health officials still wrestle with it 

today.99  With respect to individuals, addiction itself was the driver and the drug 

chosen was generally based on circumstances.100  And from a resource 

standpoint, maintaining breadth and flexibility of focus also made sense. 

                                            
98 Ibid., 9. 
99 Memo from Deputy Mayor Anthony Zecca to CODAAP Director John Riggan, “Correspondence 
from Robert Anderson, Chief, Division of State/Federal Planning – Re: Proposal for Project to 
Provide Treatment for Poly-drug Abuse,” Feb 28, 1975, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, 
Mayor's Correspondence, Box 9, A3864, 1975, Folder, “Council on Drug/Alcohol Abuse 
Programs,” PCA. 
100 This can be seen in current trends of poly-drug abuse. Increased restrictions on prescription 
opioid drugs have led many people to turn to heroin, which is cheaper. The leading cause of 
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Finally, the Comprehensive Plan cited drug education as an area needing 

improvement.  However, the emphasis was not on actual education as much as 

supporting research, which was congruent with Jaffe’s view at the federal level.  

It called for careful monitoring and evaluation of education.  The plan also 

espoused dynamic assessment and planning to ensure that education and 

strategy matched current trends.  While stating it in different terms, the 

Comprehensive Plan was noting the importance of alignment – internally with 

regard to the application of ways and means, and externally with regard to a 

constantly changing environment.101 

Defining the Problem 

The Comprehensive Plan’s description of the problem provided a concise 

but insightful portrayal of drug abuse prevalence and patterns.  In contrast to the 

standard portrayal of a drug addict, the strategy noted both drug abuse and 

alcoholism was prevalent among the “skid-row derelict, the housewife, the 

working man, the professional, or the company president.” 102  Unlike earlier 

police reports and annual city reports, the Comprehensive Plan specifically 

addressed the racial aspects of drug abuse.  It cited a “brief epidemic of middle 

                                                                                                                                  
death for people aged 25-64 is now accidental drug overdose.  Kristina Sgueglia, Haley Draznin 
and Alexandra Field, “The Heroin Epidemic, and the Antidote for Overdose, CNN, Feb 10, 2014, 
http://www.cnn.com/2014/02/10/ health/heroin-epidemic-naloxone/index.html (accessed Oct 12, 
2015).  For discussion of current trends and poly-drug abuse see also, Tom Frieden, “Heroin 
Epidemic,” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, CDC Newsroom, Jul 7, 2015, 
http://www.cdc.gov/media/dpk/2015/dpk-vs-heroin-epidemic.html (accessed Oct 12, 2015). 
101 City of Philadelphia, Comprehensive Plan for Drug And Alcohol Abuse Treatment and 
Prevention, 1973-1974, 1-3. 
102 Ibid., 4. 
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class junkies,” but pointed out that heroin addiction was still more pronounced in 

impoverished areas inhabited primarily with African Americans and Hispanics.  In 

support of these assertions, the problem description section contained statistics 

that addressed racial composition, income levels, educational attainment, 

overdoses, narcotic related deaths (which included homicide, suicide, etc.), 

narcotic arrests, and Probation Department cases.  In particular, the strategy 

presented both the racial breakout of Philadelphia’s Mental Health Catchment 

Areas and drug death rates.  It showed that between 1970 and 1972, white drug 

deaths increased from 49 to 64 (+30%), while black drug deaths increased from 

135 to 292 (+116%).103  Clearly the situation was still grave. 

A Comprehensive Response 

The Comprehensive Plan noted programmatic developments that led to its 

formation.  Affirming the link between drug abuse, crime, and the efficacy of 

treatment in ameliorating both, it cited the creation of the Division of Addictive 

Diseases within the Department of Mental Health in 1971.  It also listed the 

establishment of CODAAP in January of 1973, and shortly after, the forming of 

the Mayor’s Drug and Alcohol Executive Commission.  All these bodies had 

advisory, planning, and liaison roles.  While other city documents and staff 

products noted the need for greater coordination and cooperation, the 

Comprehensive Plan listed the consequences of this shortfall.  With regard to 

drug treatment, these included competition and distrust, which led to “improper 

                                            
103 Ibid., 5-10. 
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referral of clients, duplication of services, poor community involvement, delays in 

program implementation, and insufficient use of existing community resources.”  

In light of this, CODAAP hired a third party consultant to perform objective 

evaluations.104 

CODAAP also stated eleven goals for 1973-1974.  Of those, ten were 

measures of performance (MOP).  These are measures of activity that should 

reasonably contribute to achieving a desired outcome.  Another way of thinking 

of an MOP is that it often describes ways and means oriented toward an end, 

which is assessed through a measure of effectiveness (MOE).  An example of an 

MOP can be found in item number two, “A significant increase in the number of 

treatment facilities, at the same time bringing services up to an optimal level of 

delivery.”105  As an MOP, this would generally not be considered a good one 

because it was not quantifiable.  But based on the rest of the document, this was 

probably intentional to avoid creating unrealistic expectations.  

Other MOPs included “Establishment of an effective system of funding 

procedures,” and “A significant increase in the professional capabilities of 

program staff through in-service training, workshops and seminars.”  As with the 

previous MOP, both were rather open-ended goals.  In keeping with the 

relationship between MOPs and MOEs, both represented means supporting an 

end.  But while developing effective funding mechanisms and conducting 

additional training intuitively make sense, they are not synonymous with 

                                            
104 Ibid., 11-13. 
105 Ibid., 13. 
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achieving the desired outcome of reducing drug abuse.  Organizations often 

confuse this distinction and conflate increased efficiency or tangible expansion of 

capability with ameliorating the problem at hand.  There are many scenarios in 

which pursuing logical MOPs could have no significant impact on the MOEs they 

are intended to support.   

As it turns out, the only measure of effectiveness (MOE) on the list was 

the first item, and it related to crime, not drug abuse.  It stated, “A reduction in 

criminal activities by heroin addicts directly attributable to the increased 

availability of improved treatment services.”106  This qualifies as an MOE 

because it addressed a desired end.  However, its construction was still 

questionable.  While the first part of the goal related to an end (reduction in 

crime), the second part, “increased availability of improved treatment services,” is 

more properly an MOP (relating to a way or mean). 

While this parsing of CODAAP’s first goal may seem like a purist 

application of Operations Research and Systems Analysis (ORSA) concepts, it is 

telling.  The pairing of “crime reduction (the MOE),” with “increased availability of 

improved treatment services (an MOP),” points to two things.  First, and not 

surprisingly, crime reduction was the lingua franca of drug abuse treatment well 

into the public policy response.  Second, the respective directors recognized that 

program success (and future funding) was contingent on validating the drug-

crime link. 

                                            
106 Ibid., 13. 
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Nowhere within the Philadelphia Comprehensive Plan for Drug and 

Alcohol Abuse did it explicitly state a goal of reducing the incidence of drug and 

alcohol abuse.  It alluded to the idea in other parts of the document when it 

emphasized dealing with the causes of drug and alcohol abuse.  That the 

strategy did not commit to reducing drug abuse as a goal is a significant 

omission.  But it could not have been an oversight.  The framers recognized that 

the local War on Drugs in Philadelphia would be a protracted one.  Also, given 

the limitations of available information and their understanding of complex 

systems, the authors recognized that the problem of drug abuse would only be 

better understood by acting on the problem.  Drug abuse was an endemic 

behavior, influenced by social, economic, and psychological factors that would 

take time to address.  Their omission of quantifiable MOEs and MOPs was a 

hedge against unrealistic expectations.  Successes in individuals could be 

measured through “Cessation of drug abuse, employment, freedom from contact 

with the police, stability of personal relationships, and increased feelings of self-

worth….”107  But how these translated to goals across the larger population 

remained a rather amorphous political-health decision.  Omitting specific 

aggregate targets reflected shaky project management practices.  However, it 

was also a prudent policy decision that would retain strategic flexibility and shield 

a new program from undue political buffeting. 

                                            
107 Ibid., 25. 
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Conceptually, the Comprehensive Plan followed a medical model and 

categorized all activities into one of three categories: primary, secondary, and 

tertiary prevention.  Primary Prevention programs pertained to prevention and 

education.  These items included community and school based initiatives, and 

mechanisms for coordinating them.  Secondary Prevention was intended to help 

those who had only recently started abusing drugs.  This included private 

crisis/counseling agencies and the activities of community mental health centers. 

108  Tertiary Prevention is the mitigation of an ongoing illness with lasting 

effects.109  This aspect of treatment would focus on drug abusers with a 

debilitating addiction and might include measures like methadone maintenance.    

Using this framework, the Comprehensive Plan highlighted planning 

factors within its various subordinate programs.  With regard to methadone 

treatment, the plan asserted that the city’s critical need related to improving 

treatment.  This paralleled earlier observations by Dr. Wieland and the strategy 

indicated that it would discourage grant applications for additional clinics.110  

Along with treatment capability itself, the Comprehensive Plan stated it would 

“develop ways and means of attracting more drug dependent people to 

treatment.”  It also mentioned the need to link detoxification with aftercare.  

                                            
108 Ibid., 17. 
109 While listed in the resource section of the strategy document, tertiary treatment was never 
specifically defined.  Institute for Work and Health, “What Researchers Mean by Primary, 
Secondary, and Tertiary Prevention.” http://www.iwh.on.ca/wrmb/primary-secondary-and-tertiary-
prevention (accessed Sep 24, 2015). 
110 Unlike previous documents, the CODAAP strategy did not specifically mention a 50% target as 
the ratio between facilities and the addict population.  However, its focus on improving the quality 
of care in existing facilities matched the 1968 Republican City Council Strategy. 
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Acknowledging that experimental methods were a way to expand learning and 

manage resources, the plan also mentioned using outpatient detoxification.  

While not optimal, it could be useful in treating new addicts and might serve as a 

segue to further treatment.111  However, as already highlighted by the response 

of African Americans in West Philadelphia to mobile methadone clinics, there 

were serious risks.   

With regard to training, CODAAP planners recognized a dearth of training 

capacity in Philadelphia.  However, the diversity of drug treatment approaches 

made the overhead of sustaining organic (or “in house”) training capability 

prohibitive.  In lieu of developing a training program adequate to the task, 

CODAAP elected to hire a city training coordinator so Philadelphia could 

leverage resources like the National Drug Abuse Training Center in Washington, 

D.C.  Since on-site training was also desirable, CODAAP served as a clearing 

house for local expertise and contracted some services as necessary.   

The framers of the CODAAP Strategy believed continual assessment by 

an unbiased, outside agency was important.  To facilitate this, they contracted 

members of the Medical College of Pennsylvania to evaluate the program.  

CODAAP also leveraged State assets and made arrangements with the Office of 

Research and Evaluation, which was affiliated with the Governor’s Council on 

Drug and Alcohol Abuse.  The analysis from these sources was used to ensure 

                                            
111 City of Philadelphia, Comprehensive Plan for Drug And Alcohol Abuse Treatment and 
Prevention, 1973-1974, 20. 
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quality control and also allow CODAAP to adjust goals, methodologies, and 

allocation of resources.112 

The Way Ahead: Lines of Effort (LOE) 

A strategy addressing a complex problem has subordinate lines of effort.  

These are tasks which may be sequential or outcome based (or both), which 

contribute to accomplishing the larger strategic objective.  As already shown, 

these may fall within a specific department or span disciplinary lines.  For 

instance, by the early 1970s, Philadelphia’s Department of Education undertook 

a drug education program.  However, when it embarked on this project, the 

Office of the Medical Examiner and the Police Department had already been 

waging an information and educational campaign for years.  Their efforts 

complemented each other, but were oriented along the same line of effort – 

education. 

For a given strategy, lines of effort are usually enduring, and in keeping 

with the idea of anchoring, resources associated with a line of effort may become 

relatively consistent over time.  However, based on the life-cycle of a project, or 

in response to changing conditions, some lines of effort may receive greater 

weighting. 

For the 1973-74 CODAAP strategy document, three lines of effort 

received emphasis: coordination, diversion, and aftercare.  All three lines of effort 

were consistently mentioned in earlier planning documents and grant 

                                            
112 Ibid., 23-25 
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applications.  The establishment of a Central Medical Intake Unit addressed 

coordination.  It was meant to track openings for treatment across all of 

Philadelphia’s service providers.  It would also keep centralized records to 

increase efficiency as a patient might migrate from detoxification, to in-patient 

treatment, and then to outpatient treatment or group counseling. 

The diversion line of effort related to the intersection of public health and 

the criminal justice systems.  While some might view these programs as a form 

of civil commitment or coercion, they were ultimately voluntary.  Healthcare 

providers noted that some defendants chose treatment simply to avoid stiffer 

sentencing.  For others, however, arrest created a crisis that actually motivated 

personal change.  “Ways” within this line of effort included diversion after arrest, 

before sentencing, or after confinement.  Two specific means for achieving this 

were the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) program and the 

Accelerated Rehabilitative Disposition Program (ARD).  TASC could channel 

arrestees toward treatment and counseling before arraignment or after trial, and 

ARD generally did so after arraignment or trial.  In both programs, diversion was 

generally for non-violent offenders and based on careful medical assessment.  

Once a person entered the TASC or ARD programs they received the full range 

of treatment options.113 

Because of its perceived importance, CODAP established an Office of 

Vocational Rehabilitation to support the third line of effort, aftercare.  Again, this 

                                            
113 Ibid., 32-37. 
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is an example of a line of effort that spans multiple departments and agencies.  

Job seeking is always difficult and, as mentioned earlier, particularly difficult for a 

recovering drug addict who is also a minority.  CODAAP’s Office of Vocational 

Rehabilitation ran a selective program for patients who met job readiness criteria 

based on previous skills, motivation, stabilized behavior patterns and urinalysis 

testing.  It was a phased program that included a transitional period of supported 

work, education and vocational training, and ongoing counseling.   On the 

employer side of the equation, CODAAP also worked with action groups and 

businesses to inform and shape policy.  One of the strategic tenets of the 

program was the idea of quality versus quantity.  Beyond the benefit to individual 

drug addicts, this was a prudent approach given the need to change perceptions 

about drug abusers as a group.114 

Fiscal Summary 

Along with balancing the focus of ends, ways, and means, a strategy must 

also balance the availability of resources.  The CODAAP Comprehensive Plan 

did this and the strategy’s authors judged funding to be adequate for current 

needs.  However, they also expected the demand for treatment to increase, as 

more addicts availed themselves of the growing suite of drug treatment services.  

The strategy assessed the geographic distribution of services and noted that 

those offered to alcoholics needed improvement.  The plan also expected a 

significant increase in resources between 1973 and 1974 (+58%), which was 

                                            
114 Ibid., 28-31. 
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possible through support from a variety of federal agencies.  Also, state funds 

allocated by the Governor’s Council on Drug and Alcohol Abuse could be used to 

satisfy the matching requirements for federal grants.115 

Philadelphia’s first Comprehensive Plan for Drug and Alcohol Abuse 

Treatment and Prevention was not a cure-all and Philadelphia’s leaders 

recognized this.  As Rizzo’s Assistant Managing Director Carol Conaway 

observed with regard to CODAAP as a whole, “There is nothing very innovative 

about this proposal.  We have all seen it in one form or another many times.  The 

comprehensive approach is, however, one which seems to work in many 

areas…The Furst proposal takes into account that a coordinated effort is 

necessary not only for effective treatment of patients but also for the attaining of 

increased levels of federal funding.”116  As Conaway’s comments imply, the value 

of the strategy would be in both its coordinated approach, co-opting of relevant 

stakeholders, and continuing execution.   

The CODAAP strategy represented a necessary step in the fight against 

drug and alcohol addiction.  It began with a strategic assessment, defined the 

problem, and outlined ways and means to address the issue.  Like any strategy, 

it noted the unchanging nature of the drug abuse and its particular manifestations 

at that time. 

                                            
115 Ibid., 40-43. 
116 Memo from Carol Conaway to Peter Rothberg, “Drug and Alcohol Abuse Coordinating Office 
Proposal,” Dec 15, 1972, RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, 
Box 11, A3406, 1973, Folder, “Council on Drug and Alcohol Abuse Programs,” PCA. 
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Where there was uncertainty, it identified the premises and assumptions 

that influenced choices related to lines of effort and courses of action.  It also 

served an integrating function within the City of Philadelphia, and among 

CODAAP’s state and federal counterparts that would help maintain momentum.  

While just a beginning, Philadelphia’s Comprehensive Plan for Drug and Alcohol 

Abuse Treatment and Prevention was approved by the Governor’s Council on 

Drug and Alcohol Abuse on September 4, 1974.117   

After the Federal Shift – Maintaining Local Momentum 

Just before CODAAP published its Comprehensive Plan, Nixon declared 

the nation had “turned the corner” on heroin in September of 1973.118  In 

Washington, the city’s crime rate dropped 30% in the first quarter of 1972 and 

there had not been a single heroin overdose in September of that year.119  In 

New York City, the crime rate dropped 21% in the first five months of 1972 and a 

New York Times article noted drug related deaths slowed for the first time in 

twelve years.  Finally, crime decreased in 72 of the nation’s largest cities and the 

overall crime rate only rose 1% in the first half of the year, which was the lowest 

increase since the FBI began producing reports in 1960.120   

                                            
117 Letter from Richard Horman to Mayor Frank Rizzo, Sep 4, 1974, RG 60-2.6, Administration of 
Frank Rizzo, Mayor's Correspondence, Box 9, A4863, 1974, Folder, “Counsel on Drug and 
Alcohol Abuse Programs,” PCA. 
118 Richard Nixon, "Remarks at the First National Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime 
Conference," September 11, 1973, Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The 
American Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=3958 (accessed Aug 31, 
2015). 
119 Michael Massing, The Fix (NY: Simon and Schuster, 1998), 124. 
120 Ibid., 124. 
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In Philadelphia, nobody was willing to declare victory, but some indicators 

were positive.  Between 1971 and 1972, narcotics arrests decreased from a high 

of 7,187 to 4,410. (-63%).  Larceny arrests also dropped from 7,469 to 6,259 (-

16.2%).  However, some indicators were negative. During the same period, drug 

related deaths rose from 274 to 356 (+30%).  As a probable indicator of 

increased drug abuse identification and treatment, between 1971 and 1972, the 

number of drug cases being tracked by the probation department also increased 

from 1,410 to 1,985 (+41%).121 

Despite Nixon’s announcement and later personnel changes at the federal 

and local level, Philadelphia remained committed to drug control.122  While drug 

abuse control grants were a small part of the overall budget picture, they were 

flowing routinely by 1973.  Along with producing a strategy to guide future efforts, 

CODAAP was providing programming, planning, and coordination support to 

over twenty public and private drug treatment organizations.  Throughout the 

remainder of the year, it more than doubled the availability of drug and alcohol 

treatment.  CODAAP contributed to starting four, city-wide education initiatives 

                                            
121 City of Philadelphia, Comprehensive Plan for Drug And Alcohol Abuse Treatment and 
Prevention, 1973-1974, 8-10. 
122 President Nixon’s “Drug Czar” Jerome Jaffe resigned and Egil Krogh, White House portfolio 
manager for drug abuse moved to the Department of Transportation. Musto and Korsmeyer, The 
Quest for Drug Control, 123-124.  In Philadelphia, Michael Furst left due to family reasons and an 
opportunity at the World Bank.  He was replaced by John Riggan, who like his predecessor had 
been an administrator at the Peace Corps.  RG 60-2.6, Administration of Frank Rizzo, Mayor's 
Correspondence, Box 9, A4863, 1974, Folder, “Drug Abuse Coordinator-Mike Furst,” PCA. 
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and a monthly meeting of representatives from over thirty drug and alcohol 

programs.  It also was becoming a clearinghouse for funding applications.123 

From 1975 and beyond, Philadelphia’s drug abuse program was 

improving and the city was selected for a state funded drug incidence survey.  

TASC had been rigorously evaluated and although renamed, continued as 

“Program Nexus.”124  And despite Philadelphia’s overall budget woes, Mayor 

Rizzo and his administration were credited for exceeding their matching 

requirements for drug treatment grants.125  Other challenges lay ahead, but in 

MH/MR’s Division of Addictive Services, CODAAP, and Philadelphia’s evolving 

drug control strategy, the city had institutionalized tools to deal with the 

Sisyphean problem of drug abuse.  This was not the final step with regard to drug 

control strategy, or development of an overarching municipal strategy.  In 

accordance with Pennsylvania Act 63 and Governor’s Drug Abuse Council 

guidance, Philadelphia updated its drug control strategy annually.  And in 1978, 

the city published The City of Philadelphia: An Urban Strategy.   It was a realistic 

                                            
123 Seymour J. Rosenthal, “Final Report: Evaluation of the Philadelphia Coordinating Office for 
Drug and Alcohol Abuse Programs (PA 117-72A),” 3-4, Center for Social Policy and Community 
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Philadelphia Coordinating Office of Drug and Alcohol Abuse Program, 1973,” TUSCRC. 
124 City of Philadelphia, Office of the Managing Director, Coordinating Office for Drug and Alcohol 
Abuse Programs, “Program Nexus Annual Report,” 1976, Manuscript Collections, Philadelphia 
Commission for Effective Criminal Justice, Accession 401, URB 41, Box 11, Folder, “93. Drug 
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125 Memo from Anthony Zecca to Deputy Managing Director, Lawrence Campbell, 
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attempt to balance ends, ways, and means, and contained an integrated, broad-

front strategy to align the diverse efforts incumbent in urban development.126  

  

                                            
126 City of Philadelphia, The City of Philadelphia: An Urban Strategy, 1978, RG 60-1.2, Office of 
the Mayor, Box A188, Mayor Reports and Publications, PCA. 
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CHAPTER 10 

CONCLUSION 

Surveying drug abuse and Philadelphia’s drug control response between 

1960 and 1973, in the light of a strategic framework, provides valuable insight 

with regard to how drug abuse (and drug abusers) were defined.  It also shows 

how strategy was formulated and implemented within the larger tidal movements 

of the period.  When the 1960s began, drug abuse existed primarily among 

minorities living in Philadelphia’s most blighted urban spaces.  The City was 

already responding to changing demographics (urban/white flight) and engaged 

in a bureaucratic expansion which sought to improve basic services throughout 

the city.  While juvenile delinquency and rising crimes rates were a concern, 

Philadelphia’s primary policy orientation was on urban development.  However, 

the city was deeply fractured by racial discrimination that affected equal 

protection under the law, access to adequate housing, and economic opportunity 

for African Americans and other minorities. 

With regard to drug abuse, and from the standpoint of complex adaptive 

systems (CAS) and an epidemiological perspective, Philadelphia’s minorities 

constituted a reservoir that represented the City’s acceptable steady-state for 

drug abuse.  Based on media coverage from the early 1960s, the face of drug 

abuse was black.  The only real indicators of drug abuse rates during this period 

were accounts of either drug arrests or drug overdose deaths.  A combination of 

overt racism and the more subtle psychological process of racial othering 
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contributed to a self-perpetuating cycle linking the defining of drug abusers, 

minimal policy focus, and a lack of treatment capability.  Because drug abuse 

was not a top priority, there were few resources applied to it.  Correspondingly, 

there were high rates of recidivism, frequent overdoses, and many arrests of 

African Americans presented in the media.  This reinforced the perception of 

drug abuse as a minority issue and thereby perpetuated the cycle.  The effect of 

this cycle was that drug abuse remained a low-priority policy issue in 

Philadelphia until late in the decade.  As opposed to being seen as a problem, 

drug abuse was viewed as an unfortunate situation residing among those in 

Philadelphia’s social and economic periphery. 

At the federal level, drug abuse gained some attention when President 

Kennedy established the President’s Advisory Commission on Narcotics and 

Drug Abuse in 1963.  Also known as the Prettyman Commission, this group 

generated a seminal report that, like NSC-68’s role in institutionalizing Cold War 

Containment, provided a blueprint for future drug control efforts.  After this initial 

effort, little was done with regard to drug abuse until President Johnson abruptly 

signaled drug abuse’s rising importance through a presidential statement in July 

of 1964.  Johnson’s action was prompted by input from cities like New York and 

Los Angeles, which focused attention on drug abuse because it was a more 

serious issue in those locations than in Philadelphia.   

Despite these federal overtures in the early 1960s, Philadelphia still did 

not mobilize in response to drug abuse.  A little over a month after Johnson’s 
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statement, riots in North Philadelphia rocked the City, and accelerated its policy 

pivot toward law enforcement.  The North Philadelphia Riots sprang from the 

same conditions that contributed to drug abuse: decaying infrastructure and 

schools, lack of services and opportunity, and a real sense of being trapped in a 

caustic environment.  While Mayor Tate’s response to the Riots showed restraint 

and minimized the loss of life and property damage, his narrative did not 

acknowledge the conditions which served as systemic drivers.  Like drug abuse, 

the North Philadelphia Riots were seen as a problem among others.  Statements 

by Tate and other political figures presented the Riots as the work of “hoodlums” 

and instigators from outside Philadelphia.  This was similar to the foreign 

infection thesis associated with drug abuse.   

 By mid-decade, the growing institutionalization of law enforcement 

overshadowed any attention drug abuse might have received at that point, and 

effectively delayed the higher prioritization of drug abuse in Philadelphia until 

1970.  At the federal, state, and local levels, law and order became the policy 

focal point.  Even when the federal government passed the Narcotics Addict 

Recovery Act (NARA) of 1966, it was unveiled as part of a Crusade Against 

Crime.  And it was essentially overshadowed by the earlier Law Enforcement Act 

of 1965 and the later Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968.   

In 1967, the Task Force Report: Narcotics and Drug Abuse (the 

Katzenbach Report) was released.  Its recommendations were mirrored in a 

report generated by Republican members of the Philadelphia City Council the 
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following year.  While this local report initially generated no response, it served 

as a milestone in a conceptual line moving toward Philadelphia’s eventual 

strategy document.  Other waypoints included information gathering visits to 

Detroit and New York City by Mayor Tate and State Representative James 

Tayoun.  Public health officials like Health Commissioner Norman Ingraham, 

Deputy Health Commissioner Leon Soffer, Medical Examiner Joseph Spelman, 

and Director of Addictive Diseases William Wieland likewise collaborated with 

other experts regarding nascent methadone treatment regimes.  By the late 

1960s, their efforts began to bear fruit in the form of grant funded private and 

public treatment programs.  These same people also advanced the conceptual 

thread that eventually knit together Philadelphia’s drug control strategy. 

The War on Crime retained its momentum even as President Richard 

Nixon made drug abuse, and drug interdiction abroad, a higher priority after he 

took office in 1969.  The “rehabilitative turn” was a trend that occurred throughout 

the 1960s, but Nixon strongly supported it because of a real (though 

exaggerated) drug-crime link.  This correlation was largely an unexamined 

premise, which was leveraged by both law enforcement and drug treatment 

professionals to obtain funding and gauge progress. 

Ultimately, what constitutes a problem depends on who has the problem.  

As noted by SODAAP Director, Jerome Jaffe, white drug abuse helped motivate 

a public response, and set conditions for making it more rehabilitative.  By 1970, 

the increase in drug use among whites in Philadelphia was considered an 
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indicator of the problem’s growing severity.  For a short period of time, white drug 

abuse grew more quickly on a percentage basis in Philadelphia, but the 

aggregate numbers of minority drug abusers were always higher.  “White 

involvement,” as Medical Examiner Joseph Spelman termed it, provided the 

impetus for a more active public response.  African Americans and other 

minorities essentially received collateral benefit, as Philadelphia applied more 

resources to drug treatment programs.   

Along with racial considerations, the combination of federal interest, an 

overall increase in drug and crime arrests, drug overdoses, and the availability of 

new ways and means all contributed to raising the political prioritization of drug 

abuse in Philadelphia.  This dynamic demonstrates aspects of punctuated 

equilibrium theory (redefining an issue as an outbreak or epidemic to marshal 

resources for a public response) and the “garbage can” approach to strategic 

decision making (existing ways and means influence what problems policy 

makers choose to solve).  Mayor Tate’s response demonstrated aspects of both 

views.  Given that there were insufficient ways and means for handling drug 

abuse, he was trying to line up resources when, in November of 1970, events 

forced him to declare drug abuse a top-priority sooner than he wished.     

Not surprisingly, once Philadelphia began definitively responding to drug 

abuse, the city experienced growing pains, like inefficiency and poor coordination 

of effort and resources.  Programmatically, Philadelphia developed project 

proposals, pursued grant funding, and incrementally created new organizations, 
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which led to the development of a comprehensive strategy for drug abuse.  Drug 

control grants spanned all departments, but were primarily oriented toward 

progressive means like treatment and education.  On the whole, Philadelphia’s 

response was rehabilitative and its leaders methodically pursued funding.     

Between 1960 and 1970, Philadelphia’s prevailing policy orientation 

shifted from urban development to law enforcement.  This was not a binary shift, 

but more akin to the change in weighting of an overflowing policy portfolio.  As 

the nation progressed from a War on Poverty, to a War on Crime, and then to a 

War on Drugs, problems of sustainability and fiscal exhaustion became 

paramount.  In Philadelphia, some of this was due to poor planning and 

politicians kicking the proverbial can down the road.  But much of it was also 

driven by aging infrastructure, economic change, bureaucratic expansion, 

population migration, corruption, and rising costs.   

Following on the heels of urban development and law enforcement, fiscal 

survival become the dominant policy orientation of the early 1970s.  This led 

Democratic Mayor Frank Rizzo to endorse President Nixon during the latter’s bid 

for re-election in 1972, a move which fractured the Democratic Party in 

Philadelphia.  Rizzo’s gambit paid off in substantial federal revenue flows to 

Philadelphia, but only for a time.  Watergate diminished potential windfalls and 

the requirements of categorical and block grant funding served as an embedding 

mechanism that drove a comprehensive approach in most policy areas.  These 

same grant requirements also served as a reinforcing mechanism maturing drug 
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control entities and procedures.  Despite the political turbulence, funding for drug 

treatment rose steadily in Philadelphia.  And even after President Nixon declared 

victory in the War on Heroin in 1973, the City continued its efforts and remained 

committed to its drug control programs. 

Within this environment, Philadelphia did not arrive at a strategy to combat 

drug abuse overnight.  It was a process that spanned the six years from 1968 to 

1973.  Administrative development proceeded apace and Philadelphia 

collaborated with local, state, and federal stakeholders, from both the public and 

private arenas.  When Philadelphia’s Coordinating Office for Drug and Alcohol 

Abuse Programs produced the Comprehensive Plan for Drug and Alcohol Abuse 

Treatment and Prevention, 1973-1974, it codified a years-long, work in progress.  

Though the strategy did not rectify the larger environmental issues of race, 

stability, and sustainability with which Philadelphia contended, it did provide a 

balanced approach and a starting point for future implementation and refinement. 
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