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For example?

The Los Angeles Times. Your big-city papers, the

[San Francisco] Chronicle and [San Francisco]

Examiner in San Francisco, the Orange County

Register, and San Diego, both papers there [the

San Diego Union and the San Diego Tribune].

The big, metropolitan papers have a kind of a

cosmopolitan outlook. Then you've got a raft of

small papers that are still provincial and

they're really more interested in the local

county fair than they are about what's going on

in Sacramento or Washington [D.C.].

So you feel pretty optimistic that, over time,

the coverage that political affairs--and

specifically, campaign costs--receive in the

state media will bring about a public reaction?

Oh, yes. I'm very optimistic about that.

Because it's like drops of water on limestone.

It's a slow process, but just the inexorable

movement in time brings astonishing results, like

the Grand Canyon.

[Laughter].



VASQUEZ:

HILL:

133

Assuring Public Trust in Environmental Oversight

Bodies

One of the problems that you point out in your

book on environmental issues is the tactic of

stacking boards that oversee pollution problems

and environmental problems. How do you see the

developments in this area in the last few years

in California?

Oh, I think you've gotten almost complete reform

there. Back in the sixties, the standard prac

tice was for polluters to load up these

regulatory boards and dominate them. And they

were able to do it because nobody was looking,

nobody was paying any attention. I wrote a

series of stories in the New York Times. We did

national surveys and asked our correspondents all

over the place, "Please look at your pollution

boards and send us a report on who is on them and

what their business interests are." The results

were appalling. And we printed them. That sort

of attention started snowballing allover the

country.

When you take a regulatory board like the

Coastal Commission and you go to appoint somebody
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to it who obviously is extremely biased, there at

least is a big public flap, some public discus

sion and debate, argument, squawking. Which may

not prevail in the long run; you still get biased

people on these regulatory boards of all sorts.

In fact, a lot of them, by statute, are supposed

to have representatives of certain interests on

there. That way, you limit the muscle that is

exerted by biased interests. So I think you've

had almost complete reform there.

Assessing the Environmental Protection Agency

Since 1970, we've had the Environmental

Protection Agency at the federal level. What is

your assessment of its impact at the state level?

Well, they started out with a great deal of

momentum. Then they got to be very big, very

complicated, and bureaucratic. That set the

stage for a lot of foot dragging when regimes

came in--or were in--in Washington that didn't

want much action. It is awfully easy to get

reform initiatives lost in somebody's in-basket.

But, again, I think you're getting a

pendulum swing. More and more squawking is from

people, saying that, lately, under the Reagan
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administration, the EPA has been too slow. And,

of course, you're getting court actions on the

issue. Which are all for the good, because

judges are reasonably objective about this and

there has been one decision after the other that

the EPA should not drag its feet the way it was

doing. So you've almost come full circle to back

in the early days, like the famous Storm King

case on the Hudson [River], which was one of the

first of the big environmental pieces of litiga

tion; a judge really made the decision that

environmental values had to be preserved.

Here in [East Los Angeles] California, the Capri

dumping site, and we've had a couple of other

landfill cases in Riverside County that have

drawn a lot of public attention. Do you think it

has been that public attention that has forced

government and, specifically, the EPA, to take

action?

Oh, yes. Sure.

Some people are very cynical about progress in

the area of environmental protection, arguing

that the administration of Ronald Reagan has

effectively turned the clock back on efforts to
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do that. In your view of the pendulum swing of

politics, do you think what Reagan has been able

to undo or slow down will be compensated for in

succeeding administrations?

Oh, yes. The Reagan administration and the

[Gerald R.] Ford administration were extremely

backward on this. Ford was a nice guy but when

he was a young fellow in the summers he had done

part-time work as a park ranger. To him the word

"environment" literally meant "recreation." He

didn't understand about pollution. He really

didn't. Reagan is notorious for some of his

cockeyed ideas about environmental problems,

saying that trees give off more noxious vapors

than other sources and, "If you've seen one

redwood, you've seen them all." It would be hard

for subsequent administrations to be quite so

benighted--or myopic.

Comparing Three Recent State Administrations on

Environmental Issues

Compare for me, if you will, the last three state

administrations in the area of environmental

policies: the Reagan administration, the Jerry

Brown administration, and George Deukmejian's
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first administration.

I think the outstanding one, of course, was the

Jerry Brown regime. He in effect spearheaded

the movement against atomic power. He was in the

vanguard of the whole country and the first one

to blow the whistle on the sophistries of atomic

power.

I guess I'm a little less than objective on

that because I thought pretty early in the game

that they [pro-atomic power arguments] were phony.

Jerry recognized that and put up roadblocks. If

he hadn't done that, this darned state, might

be.... You know, there were plans on the

drawing boards for twenty, thirty, or forty

atomic power plants. I think that is the biggest

environmental thing that has happened in all

those regimes. Deukmejian has been very, very

backward on environmental issues. He tried to

torpedo coast zone management. And Reagan claims

to have been progressive environmentally.

And he was in some respects.

[End Tape 5, Side A]

[Begin Tape 5, Side B]
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I guess it was in regard to dam construction

on the Smith River. But at the same time, he

didn't do a great deal that he might have in the

way of putting pressure on the localities to

clean up air, water, that kind of thing.

Profit versus Environmental Concerns

In an argument where there are environmental

concerns on one hand, and the economic well-being

of local communities on the other, how do you see

the pendulum swinging in the state of California?

Broadly?

Broadly. And I could give you a series of

cases. We've heard the argument before, "Yes,

the landfill will probably poison our water

table. And, yes, it will probably emit noxious

gases. But it will bring in more jobs, providing

us the wherewithal to buy new cars, television

sets, etc." And in case after case environmental

considerations take a back seat. Do you think

that is an exception? Or do you think that is

something we are going to be living with?

Oh, I think that argument is going to go on

forever. There's a tradeoff between unbridled

enterprise and money-making, and a pleasant
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environment.

I've written and said many times that the

thing about the environmental battle is that it

can never be won. There is never going to be a

time when we can sit back and say, "Well, we've

won the battle," because there will always be

proposals to do things that will cause environ

mental impairment. Land use, being the base of

the whole thing, is going to be an eternal battle

because there are always people who will be

wanting to develop things and they will apply

constant, steady pressure. It's a case of the

public being aware and saying, "Well, you've got

a nice project there, but it will involve thus

and so sacrifices on the part of the public at

large." When it really comes down to the nitty

gritty, the public has got more votes than the XYZ

Corporation, no matter how you slice it. So if

it really comes down to a hard rock decision, the

public is going to prevail.

Federal and State Jurisdictions over Environmental

Matters

In your writing, you make a compelling argument

that it is the states that ultimately can have
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the greatest impact on environmental control and

environmental concerns, and not the federal

government. At what point should state govern

ment step into that very delicate balance that

you just spoke of?

Well, that problem really came up first with

water pollution. The historic pattern was that

states ran all the environmental aspects of

life. But then on water pollution, the big

problems are interstate problems. I think,

obviously, the federal government should move in

only where a thing is an interstate matter.

Which, of course, applies to air pollution,

applies to water pollution, applies to noxious,

toxic chemical discharges which may cross state

lines. That was the only real reason the federal

government got into the act.

If you leave those areas to the states, you

are going to have a great donnybrook competition

among states to see who can have the lowest

standards and attract industry, and that sort of

thing. And you need the federal government as

kind of a referee. Even on the basic issue of

land use, the federal government has moved into
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the picture subtly in many ways. The issue of

land-use management has come up in congress a

great deal. Every time it has come up, why most

of the politicians, the members of congress, have

shied away from the thing because they know it's

dynamite, it's a red flag, just like the word

planning. But, actually, the federal government

impinges on land use in many ways in terms of

taxes and how defense contracts are parceled out

and how they are allocated. If a billion-dollar

contract goes to Palmdale, that has direct impact

on what happens to the land around Palmdale.

And, again, on the agricultural side, what the

federal government does about agriculture in the

way of subsidies determines a lot whether there

is going to be any agriculture in a given place,

or whether there is going to be so little that

land is more valuable in some other use.

So you think the ability of states to determine

their own environmental concerns has diminished?

Yes. And not all for the bad, at all. But,

yeah, there has definitely been a shift of power.

Is there a balance there that has to be main

tained, between the state and the federal
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government?

Yes. The ideal balance, I think, is for the

federal government to lay down the guidelines.

The limitation of that is that, policies and

guidelines having been set, nobody likes the

idea of little men with badges coming out from

Washington and dictating how something is done

in Buena Park. They don't know where Buena Park

is and they've never been there. They don't

know the community. They are just not in a

position to execute the policies intelligently

and equitably.

That's where the states come in. The ideal

situation is the federal government setting down

the basic ground rules, and states doing the

implementation. If the states have any com

plaints they can be brought out in open forum,

the way it has been going on with offshore oil

development. The law on that says the governor

of the state, in effect, can complain if some

federal proposals for oil development don't fit

in with the state's plan.

The Role of Citizen Action

In your book written in the early seventies, you
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argue that ultimately what will really make or

break the environmental revolution will be citi

zen action. We've had nearly twenty years of the

environmental movement. How would you assess

the success, or lack of success, of citizen

action here in California?

I think it has been quite impressive, the coast

al zone management and the votes for bond

issues . . .

[Interruption]

. . . bond issues for parks, and wildlife

preservation, and that sort of thing. Yeah, I

think there has been high level of public

support.

What has been your biggest disappointment in the

citizen action of the last fifteen years?

I would say the failure to recognize the impor

tance of community planning, so that you've ended

up with development like the horror of Westwood

Village. We're getting recognition of those

problems now, but it is really becoming so late

in the game that it is just going to be that much

more expensive to correct things.

Earl Warren, Pat Brown, and everybody who
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has been involved in water have always torn their

hair, because to get intelligent water planning,

the engineering and all takes so long, you have

to think ahead about twenty years. It seems like

the most obvious thing in the world that the way

to have a nice community--it's so fundamental--is

to get people together and say, "Well, how do we

want this community to look twenty-five years

from now?" Decide on your objective. Then the

next question is, "Well, how do we get there?"

Never in this country, in California or anywhere

else, or rarely, have you been able to get people

together to do that.

When [First Lady] Lady Bird Johnson was in

[the White House], she was tearing her hair about

junkyards on the outskirts of cities. Well, the

way the system works, it is inevitable that you

have junkyards on the outskirts of communities,

because you have a built-up area and, gradually,

the building gets thinner as you go out of town.

Pretty soon, you've got [nothing but] weeds out

there. So some guy comes along and buys a tract

of weeds and goes to the community to get a

permit to operate a junk yard there. So the
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decision is made, "Well, which use of land will

payoff the most tomorrow? Who pays more taxes,

the weeds or the junk dealer?" Well, the junk

dealer obvious is going to. So it seems emi

nently logical to give the guy a permit.

The joker in the deck is that you're dealing

in the short term instead of the long term. But

that has been the criterion for all community

development in this country. The criterion has

been what will yield the most tax revenue tomor

row, not twenty-five years from now. There have

been rare exceptions--which I can't think of

offhand--where people have been sensible enough

to think in terms of twenty-five years ahead.

But it is terribly hard to galvanize public

thinking on that time scale. So that's your

problem. The fact that the environmental

movement has not, I would say has been my biggest

regret.

In California in the last fifteen or twenty

years, what has most mitigated the effects of

citizen action in environmental issues?

Well, there is constant pressure for development,

entrepreneurial activity, which is a counterforce
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that is built into our society just as much as

the desire for pleasant surroundings. It is

human nature to want to build and alter the

landscape. You have constant pressure for

that. People have ideas and want to pursue

enterprises. So you've just got two opposing

forces there.

Twenty-five Years of the Environmental Movement

How would you then characterize the last twenty

five years in California in terms of the public

and business community's reaction to the

environmental movement?

Oh, I think twenty-five years ago in California-

and pretty much across the country--business and

industry were pretty myopic and unenlightened on

their outlook on environmental reform. They

thought it was some kind of passing fad and

wasn't there to stay. They were just brazening

it out.

Well, in this twenty-five years they've

gotten religion; they've gotten an understanding

that environmental quality and public demand for

it is something that is here to stay, that they

have to conform, have to go with the flow. Real
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estate developers now, when they go to put in a big

development, really get socked several ways.

Before, they just bought a piece of land, built a

lot of houses or buildings on it, and then walked

away. Now, when they do that they find a commu

nity is in there saying, "Oh, you are putting up

a thousand houses here, are you? Well, what

about the roads and the sewage and the schools

and the things that you are counting on to

support those houses? Kick in some money for

that. And the parks."

They are having to do it, and are doing it

without any complaint. They are accepting that

as part of the game now. Of course, in the long

run, the public pays because those are just

additional costs of development. But the system

--the developers' orientation and the public's

orientation to it--have completely changed.

Do you see the last decade and a half as being a

time of growth for the environmental movement?

Well, yes, very much so.

Do you think that will continue in the next

decade or two?

Yeah, it will continue indefinitely. It will
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have hills and dales. It has already. We

started out in the early seventies with a

tremendously big spate of legislation, until

we'd legislated about everything. Then we had a

period where the focus was on the implementation

of that legislation. Then we had a period of

sort of consolidation of gains, and a breathing

spell. The environmental organizations, the big

ones--Sierra Club, Friends of the Earth, and

whatnot--all went through a spell where they lost

membership.

What years would this be?

That would have been around 1980, I think. The

original militancy was tempered with more of a

spirit of cooperation, when they realized that it

could not all be a confrontational affair. You

got more done with the two sides, the two sets of

interests, cooperating. So there was a period of

consolidation in the environmental movement. The

organizations revamped their finances, revamped

their management and started thinking more in

practical terms how to get things done, rather

than in confrontational terms.

The latest wave in this evolution has been a
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widening of outlook from local problems to global

problems. You realize this is not just an intra

state thing, and it is not just an interstate

thing, but that if the ozone layer is loused up

too much, we're all going to die, no matter

whether we are in Kansas or South Africa. Or the

acid rain problem, which has become spectacularly

international. The problem of deforestation.

People are starting to realize that if you chop

down half the forests in Brazil, it may well have

an impact on the climate and things far beyond

Brazil.

IX. PARTISANSHIP IN CALIFORNIA POLITICS

Views on California's Nonpartisanship

In Dancing Bear, you characterized California's

rather unique approach to partisan politics, or

HILL:

VASQUEZ:

nonpartisan politics, as true nonpartisanism on

the local level, degrees of bipartisanism on the

state level, and conventional bipartisanism on

the national level. Has that been the pattern

since 1969 here in California, do you think?

Yeah, I think so.

Degrees of bipartisanism on the state level, and

conventional bipartisanism on the national level?
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Well, the California picture hasn't changed very

much in that way. There has been, as you know, a

little effort to chip away at some of the Hiram

Johnson reforms. You've gotten recent court

rulings that [allow] political parties to make

preprimary endorsements. Which, historically,

they didn't. You have to think of California

politics in two boxes: one, the state-level

politics, and the other the national-level

politics.

Why is that?

As far as partisanism goes, I think the partisan

lines in California have become more and more

dim, if anything. But looking at the federal

level, again California set the pattern for the

whole country. We see weak, impotent, invisible

party organizations. Where you used to have

these pronounced, conspicuous, partisan monoliths

at the national level--the Republicans and the

Democrats--the nation has gone the way of Cali

fornia. It has become more and more blurred.

That's why you have this preposterous presi

dential race this year with a half dozen known

nonentities on both sides making fools of them-
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selves. Because the old party structure is not

behind them at all. There is nobody to bring up

likely candidates and put an imprimatur of

approval on them, to cultivate them, groom

them. The national campaign has become a free

for-all, just like the historic California pat

tern. And of course that has kind of boomeranged

back into California so that when you get a

perturbation on the national level--like

[Senator] Gary Hart suddenly jumping into the

pond last week--why then you look at the impact

of that in California. It has thrown all the

Democrats in California, the people who were

nationally oriented, into utter confusion.

What has it done to the electorate?

Oh, at this moment I don't think any great

change.

Some people argue that if you've got a strong

party system, the electorate has a program, it

has something to hold a candidate accountable to;

that if you have a weak party apparatus, the

image makers are the ones that ultimately wield

the power. In some cases, this could be special

interests. Has this been borne out in the last
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twenty years?

Oh, I think so. It has become more so that

way. Twenty-five years ago, campaign management

was kind of a novel thing. You could count on

one hand the people who were really doing it,

were really prominent in the thing. And now

everybody is a campaign manager. There are just

countless ones, conducting polls and tailoring

candidates' pitches by what the polls show.

The Impact of Opinion Polls on Primary Elections

Well, in recent days, we've seen what seems to

be a nexus between the large television networks,

which includes their personality anchorpeople

and state polls conducted at a critical stage

in early primaries. They can make or break a

candidacy. They can affect the ability to at

tract campaign contributions or whatnot. What

does that do for the choice of candidates avail

able to the California state electorate?

The whole process has reached ridiculous

lengths. As if these primaries in New Hampshire

and Iowa had any meaning to them. They really

are just sort of beauty contests. They are like

the preliminary rounds in a tennis tournament--
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something like that--or basketball tournament, or

the early games in a baseball season. They

really are just beauty contests without any real,

substantial meaning. I think the public senses

that. They may listen to all this hoopla with a

little amusement, but I don't think it affects

how they vote in the end.

But can it limit the choices that they have to

vote on, if early in the process, those who

control the money to finance campaigns are

discouraged from supporting someone who slips two

or three points because of some indiscretion

early on in the primary campaigns?

Does it limit their choices?

By the time Californians get to vote in a

presidential primary or, in some cases, even a

senatorial campaign--sometimes California

senatorial candidates do more campaigning outside

of California than they do in the state--there

has been an elimination of sorts.

Yeah.

What about this polling and reporting nexus that

I mentioned earlier.

Yeah, I think probably they have more choice
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really than they did historically. Where a

strong party organization would bring up a

candidate--[Governor Alfred E.] Al Smith or

[Governor] Franklin [D.] Roosevelt, or whoever--

you see these personalities moving through the

chairs in election after election; they get to be

governor of New York, governor of Ohio, or some

thing like that. But as you approach election

time just one figure stands out there. Now you

have this free-for-all, because of party organi

zation weakness. You have television, where even

obscure personalities early in the game can get

some kind of exposure. The public gets an aware

ness of them. You know, tomorrow Peter McDonald,

chief of the Navaho tribe, might announce that he was

interested in the presidency. Or Lee Iaccoca,

or somebody. Bing!, the possibility would be

there.

The Value of a Weak Party System

So you still see a greater value for the

electorate in weak partisanship?

Yes, I think so.

You don't share the fears that weak partisan

organization and discipline open up the political
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process to the manipulation of special interests?

No, I just don't.

[I wouldn't suggest that the country's party

history--or the state's--has all been a big mis

take. But things evolve, and we're in a dif

ferent ball game.

The party system is useful, certainly, when

you have genuine ideological differences. But

when you have no clearly defined lineups of

beliefs, nominal party organizations and party

labels simply become deceptive rallying points

for interest blocs.

Historically, Republican-Democrat was a

rich-poor division. We still have some unseemly

rich and too many poor. But there's been a

convergence of life-styles, and you'd have to say

that the great majority are now middle-class.

The affluent and the poor buy groceries at the

same supermarkets. And supermarkets even in

lower-middle-class areas are putting in gourmet

food departments. There has been an economic

leveling that has vitiated your old partisan

cleavage. It's almost like the socialist economy

in Sweden, where taxi drivers' incomes approach
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bank vice presidents' incomes. I think this

leveling has produced the great so-called

independent vote that has become so important.

There's a tacit bipartisan or nonpartisan

consensus on the main things we want--peace, a

sound economy, less national debt, less govern-

ment spending, better education, etc., etc. But

there are all kinds of views on how you tackle

these problems--and neither party has a slate of

across-the-board solutions. If people don't like

this disarray, they're free to organize again,

any time they can come up with a coherent thesis.

The bad thing is people kidding themselves

that names like Republican and Democratic still

represent effective monoliths of some sort.]*

The Recent Role of Lobbyists

Following up on that, there have been some

significant rules changes in the game here in

California regarding lobbying activities, since

you wrote Dancing Bear. How would you assess

those? In fact, how would you assess the power

* Mr. Hill added the preceding bracketed material during
his review of the draft transcript.
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of the Third House in California politics?

Oh, I think their influence has been lessened by

the exposure of their activities. It hasn't

really been curbed, but there is much more light

of day on their activities. So I think they

probably can get away with less influence than

they could before. At the same time, you have a

countervailing force. That is this money thing,

that the few powerful ones, through money, have a

tremendous amount of influence. Not through

lobbyists buying state senators dinners and booze

and stuff, but just through the legally legiti

mate avenue of campaign contributions.

Going back and forth to Sacramento and traveling

around the state talking to people as part of

this project, one gets consistent complaints or

statements to the effect that Sacramento has

become a meat market; that the accessibility of

public officials to the money of lobbyists is

much greater; that it is more blatant than it

ever was before. It is said that the kind of

fund-raising activities that go on today, while

necessary exigencies of being elected, has really

corrupted politics in California. How do you
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react to that?

I think that feeling is just the other side of

the coin of this business of exposure. People

are just more conscious of this process now than

they were. You go back into history; the

skullduggery that went on--either at the state

level or the federal level--was pretty bad. I

don't think it is any worse now.

You say you get these complaints as you go

around the state. I think that is just evidence

that people are more aware of these things. So

that is a healthy sign. The more aware they

become, the more likely they are to do something

about it. But you take in California in the old

days--I'm trying to think of the name of that guy

who was the lobbyist for the liquor .

[Arthur H.] Artie Samish?

Yeah, Samish. And today there is a guy--I can't

remember his name--that is the lobbyist for the

liquor industry and the race tracks. He's about

number one.

[James D.] Garibaldi?

Yeah, Garibaldi. I think, if anything, he's

probably less influential than Samish was back in
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the good old days.

Well, that's interesting, because that is one of the

complaints one hears from lobbyists themselves.

[Laughter] They say that they are being driven

out of business, that it is costing so much to be

a lobbyist because of the aggressive fund-raising

by legislators.

Right.

It would appear it was cheaper to buy dinner and

a few drinks, than it is to attend one of the

parties or dinners held right before a crucial

vote in Sacramento today.

Yeah, I think that's a trend, too. And it's all

coming down to this question of campaign financ

ing and how we regulate it.

Do you see that being the major push in modern

politics, perhaps something that California will

become the model for?

Yeah. And I think of the electorate being

acquainted with candidates mainly by television

has its own self-leveling mechanism too. You

notice that as soon as candidates start going too

far with their television pitches there is a

reaction to it. Right away, you read stories
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about the campaign managers and the advertising

agencies all having to trim their sails and

change their tactics.

Negative Campaign Advertisements

Give me an example in the last ten, fifteen years

of that; of a really blatant example where someone

really did themselves harm with their own campaign

ads.

You see reports from all the states of this happen

ing. Candidates getting dirty in their denuncia

tions of their opponents and that kind of thing.

I can't think of specific examples in California.

Was it the [Senator Barry M.] Goldwater campaign

where there was the big ruckus about the little

girl picking petals off a flower, a finger on the

atomic bomb?

That was the Goldwater versus Lyndon Johnson cam

paign.

There was an immediate reaction against that and

they had to kill it. You've had things like that

happening in state campaigns in all the states.

Jesse Unruh and a Negative Media Image

I wonder why Jesse Unruh was never able to counter

act the "Big Daddy" image?
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I think in the latter years, he pretty well rose

above that, in his state treasury years. He did

wonders with that, taking an obscure office,

making it extremely powerful. But the "Big

Daddy" image was pretty much from people in the

legislature sniping at him. He was such an

autocrat there and was bound to create a lot of

enemies. I don't think that "Big Daddy" thing

came from the public particularly.

It came from his cohorts?

Yeah.

How do you think history will treat Jesse Unruh

in California state politics?

Oh, I think as a very, very big figure. And as I

said before, he had that weakness that he was a

political technician and he concentrated on

things at the professional political level. But

he never did any building of his grass-roots

constituency.

Do you think it would have been possible for him

to hold public office at the state level--I'm

thinking about the governor's office--if only he

had not had competition from his own peers?

Oh, yes. Yeah, I think he could have if, over
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the years, he had paid more attention to develop

ing grass-roots support, or just developing some

grass-roots familiarity. He was a very familiar

figure to those of us who operated in the politi

cal realm, but I don't think he was well known

among the electorate at large. And to get to be

governor, you have to be.

[End Tape 5, Side B]

[Begin Tape 6, Side A]

Where We've Corne in Twenty-five Years

In 1969, you wrote, "California's government has

proved equal to the myriad problems of assimi

lating"--then--"seventeen million people. It has

used epochal engineering to rationalize the water

supply. It knit the state together by a match

less network of highways. It shepherded the

state through successive economic transitions,

from mining to agriculture, conventional industry

and, finally, aerospace and esoteric electronic

technology. It built the largest state-sponsored

university and college system in the world. And

it pioneered in developing solutions to such

nationwide problems as urban traffic management

and air pollution." How would you assess that
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statement twenty years later?

Well, I think we've come to a point of where the

things that have to be done are not so obvious.

We've come to the stage where we're having to do

a lot of mid-course correcting, just because of

the growth that has occurred.

This great network of freeways, for

instance, has now generated so much traffic that

we're face to face with the problem of what we do to

alleviate it. You get these ridiculous situations

like at Irvine, which is criss-crossed by four or

five major freeways. There is so much traffic on

those freeways that it overflows onto the community

streets of Irvine. To try and remedy that, they

are now talking about building circumferential

highways to drain off some of that pressure on the

freeways. That's kind of a part of an endless

process of putting Band-Aids on top of Band-Aids.

I guess what we're up against is the limits

of growth, and all that implies. You move from

highways over to water, and it's a question now

of what we do about amplifying the southern

California supply. This is where we came in,

with the Feather River Project, only now it is a
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question of what are we going to do up north to

tap off more water. And the dispute starts all

over again, people in the north not wanting to

yield any of their rights to water.

I think the university system has been

rocking along fairly serenely, when you compare

it with the hippie upheaval of the sixties. So

it is probably the lesser of educational prob

lems. But below the university level, you have a

fierce educational problem of not having enough

money to do what a lot of people think we should

be doing. This means not having, apparently,

a very effective administrative anatomy, so

that the kids going into the universities have a

decent grounding. I think the whole lower

educational system has fallen into a state of

disrepair. In your lower schooling, discipline

alone is a major problem, where it never was

historically. How do you preserve enough order

to pump knowledge into kids? It's terrible when

you can't maintain physical order, when you have

disciplinary anarchy. And then you have ques

tionable teaching capabilities, teachers loaded

with so much administrative work that they can't
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concentrate properly on teaching. Where is

California? Somewhere way down the list on the

classroom size.

Close to last in the nation.

Yeah, one of the poorest in the country.

Why did that happen, in a short quarter of a

century? How did California go from the top

echelons in providing public education to the

bottom?

Crime: The Root of Educational Decline

Well, I think it is partly a national problem.

A lot of these problems are national problems.

You've got the disciplinary problem in all the

big cities. It's another big trouble area, and

it ties in with crime. Crime is at the bottom of

your school-disciplinary situation.

When you say crime, I think what you're

really saying is that you have segments in soci

ety that do not concur on standards of conduct

and behavior. That cleavage among segments in

society, caused because they're not all dedicated

to the same standards of behavior. All sorts of

things have been aggravating those cleavages over

the years. You had the black poverty problem,
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being epitomized in Watts. You've had huge

influxes of a1iens--Mexicans, Asiatics, and

people from the Middle East. Not that any of

these people are inherently bad, but they're not

geared into the ethical and behavioral mores

here.

When you don't have people in concurrence on

standards, you have problems and confusion and

trouble. And, of course, of all the places in

country, California has probably had more of

these influxes from outside, or at least more

varied, than any other state in the country.

A Decline in Public Ethics?

But only recently, as a result of a series of

indictments and trials of prominent administra

tion figures, blue ribbon commissions on ethics

have argued that the commitment to ethical stan

dards by some of our highest officials--a pretty

homogeneous group of people, I think you'll admit

--is totally out of balance with the rules of the

game. Ethical standards among public officials,

at the highest echelons of our government, is

very low.

Oh, you mean on the national level?
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On the national level. But it gets transmitted

to the state level quite easily.

Uh-huh.

Some would argue that the model set by the

highest is the model that is followed by the

lowest.

Yeah. Of course, in the Reagan administration,

looking at it nationally, you had this kind of

hands-off, laissez-faire management atmosphere.

It's really a matter of discipline. Discipline

comes down from the top. Whatever anybody thinks

of Reagan, you'll seldom find him stepping forward

and enunciating any standards. I think that is

something that has to be done all the time in any

kind of a social or political group, to keep

things up to scratch. [Laughter] It's the same

with a household, [Laughter] "Pick up your room."

You know, of all the things that Reagan may be,

you don't think of him as doing that.

And yet, few in modern political history have

more insistently articulated the need to return

to the standards of the "American Way" and the

moral standards of Christianity.



HILL:

168

The Reagan Ethical Standard

Reagan has this Norman Rockwell, idyllic image in

his mind of the way things might be. It pretty

much existed in the mind of Norman Rockwell, who

just depicted the bright, nice, kind and sweet

side of everything. Norman Rockwell was essen

tially rooted in the 1920s. But you didn't see

any Norman Rockwell covers about the Teapot Dome

Scandal and all the corruption that went on in

that time.

Yeah, when Reagan moralizes, it is kind of

lofty terms, these amorphous, idealized terms,

where there is no real evident application to

day-to-day conduct. I'm thinking back, for

instance, to when [General Dwight D.] Eisenhower

took over in the European theater and we had the

problem of dovetailing American military people

with the British military hierarchy. They had to

be completely dovetailed. The structure was set

up so that there would be one American officer

and one British officer.

Like all in-law situations up to that time,

there had been an awful lot of nattering and

backbiting and elbowing and outright sabotage--



VASQUEZ:

169

not physical--but organizational sabotage.

Eisenhower stepped in there and did the only

thing possible. The first day in, he said loud

and clear, "We're going to have these merged

staffs. Anybody who can't get along with the

other side, now is the time to get off the

boat." Bing! He said it very loud and clear

and left no doubt that anybody who engaged in

backbiting and political manipulation would be

out on his ear, quick. It set the tone for the

whole operation. Ike was pretty much that way

when he became president. He was more low key

because it was a civilian job.

He wasn't a military dictator at that

point. But you remember when they caught

[Assistant to the President] Sherman Adams with

the grease there? Ike didn't mess around. Sherman

Adams, even though he was a very close friend and

long-time pal, Sherman Adams was out the next

day. But contrast that with all of this monkey

business that's been going on in Washington,

[Michael] Deaver and the WedTech [Corporation]

guy. . .

[Franklin C.] Nofziger.



HILL:

VASQUEZ:

HILL:

170

Yeah, Lynn Nofziger. All Reagan does is sit back

in the White House and say, "Oh, they're nice

people." Or [Admiral John] Poindexter and

[Colonel Oliver] North, a couple of wrongos like

that. So you're right, the thing has to come

from the top down, and if the tone isn't set

there, you get slackness.

California's Diversity and the Difficulty of

Governance

Some people attribute part of the difficulty in

governing California to the diversity, and an

increasing diversity of the state--racial,

ethnic, linguistic, regional. Others see that

diversity adding to the dynamism of what

California is and represents for the rest of the

country. How do you see that diversity?

I think it's both. It's both. And, again,

you've got a case of countervailing forces.

Where you end up depends on how effectively you

deal with the problems that come up.

Probably the biggest difference we've been

speaking of over this span of years has just been

the question of size. And people tend to think

in terms of--it sounds fancy, but the only word I



171

can think of is--"linear extrapolation," "linear

growth." Four is twice as good as two, and eight

is twice as good as four. If you have two freeways

and they're jammed, you solve the problem by

building four freeways. But the fact is that

isn't the way the world is, and people are always

finding that out to their distress.

You run into the law of diminishing returns,

and economies of size come to a crashing halt at

a certain point. In your environmental terms, it

is the carrying capacity of land--you know, how

many elk, bison, cattle, or people can you put on

a given expanse. There's a sociological phenom

enon that I'm sure you're familiar with. I forget

who the sociologist was who first enunciated it,

but it was some fellow with a Russian name, who

pointed out the obvious thing.

If you have two people, you have two

relationships: A to Band B to A. You add a

third person, and you have six relationships: A

to Band C, and B to C and A and so forth. You

add a fourth person, and you really start getting

a complicated web of relationships there. It is

growing more than geometrically; I think it is
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growing logarithmically. The classic case is the

time the bridge tender at the bridge over the

Bronx River in New York that leads to Manhattan

didn't come to work for some reason and didn't

put the bridge down, the trains couldn't get across.

One man who was bollixing up the operations of

about ten million people. In other words, inter

dependency grows.

Heaven knows, we've got enough land in

California to accommodate lots more people living

comfortably. Indeed, as we do nationally. God,

you fly across the country in an airplane and all

you see is vast [Laughter] open spaces. They

weren't settled originally because of climate.

And now, with air-conditioning and things, that

is not a limitation any more. Yet there they

stand, while people are jammed in, often

unhappily, in cities.

So are we back to planning?

Physical room isn't the problem, but the

interrelationships are the problem. You get a

big, tremendous injection, say, of Asiatics into

this society--which was originally Latinos and

Anglos--with all of their different standards and
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criteria that they're familiar with. Everything

in the world, some good and some bad. You've got

some Korean gangs killing other Koreans here,

which doesn't contribute to order. And at the

other extreme, you have Koreans and Vietnamese

and Laotians, and heaven knows what, who are so

eager to do the right thing, that their children

are outshining Anglo children in schools, and

outshining your other established blocs, like

blacks and Latinos. And they are moving into

Anglo neighborhoods and people are getting their

backs up about this. Too many scholarships being

won by Asiatics, and simply because they work

harder.

It's a universal phenomenon. It happened

even in a tremendously homogeneous country like

England, where by and large, the stability of

England has been homogeneity down through the

ages, that you had absolute consensus on

standards. Suddenly, into London and other

parts, you had a great influx of Pakistanis.

They were poor; they took over the menial work.

But, mostly--or conspicuously--they were store

keepers. They stayed open on Sunday, where the
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old-line British would never think of staying

open on Sunday. To the old-line Britishers,

that's unfair competition, and they started

calling them "rag heads," and derogating them in

every way. On the plus side, they have enough

admirable qualities, generally admired qualities,

that I think the other day a Pakistani was

elected mayor of Bradford. Which is almost

inconceivable, you know.

There are p1usses and minuses, both ways.

I think the art of government is the art of

devising adjustments. But how you take a great

mixture of people who don't have the same

fundamental ethical and moral behavioral stan

dards, and try to get them into marching in time

with everybody else, that is the big problem.

In some areas you've gotten conspicuously

deteriorating standards. Black teenagers who

have dropped out of school, maybe before high

school even, stand around on street corners

dealing in dope. How do you tell people like

that that in order to have a nice, smooth-running

society, you have to have the same standards that

I do? I mean, that's even rougher than the
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economic thing, the poverty thing. Or the gang

business. In the Latino population, you have a

stratum of similarly disoriented people. You get

the gangs fighting each other, and a whole lot of

innocent people are mowed down in the process. I

think that's probably the biggest challenge facing

us as a state today: how do you get to those

people and elevate them out of what amounts to

little more than savagery?

Maintaining Faith in Uniform Standards

Representatives of some of these communities

might argue that if you want these groups to

maintain the same standards, you've got to give

their groups the same opportunities.

Right.

Do you see a connection there?

Uh-huh.

And do you feel that there is a problem in that?

I think the root of all of this is outlaw

activity. Everybody hoots at this self-esteem

commission, but I think self-esteem is at the

root of the whole thing.

[Assemblyman] John Vasconcelos's [Commission on

Self-Esteem].
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Everybody in the world is striving for identity.

God, it's a fundamental human urge, probably more

fundamental than sex or food or anything else.

striving for some sort of identity, some sort of

recognition. These kids hanging out in the

streets and putting on funny costumes, drawing

funny graffiti on the walls, seem to me--any

psychologist would tell you--are souls crying out

for recognition. Which is another way of saying,

crying out for support. How do you give them the

recognition, the self-esteem, the support that they

need? How do you get them into the system?

We haven't solved that. I think it's such an

important, big, crucial thing. Again, it's one

of those things that has to be enunciated from

the top.

The conventional wisdom, according to the press

and television is that government has no

responsibility, no role to play, in any of

that. Do you agree?

No. I think it's ridiculous, because the basic

function of government is to maintain order,

[Laughter] if nothing else. That's part of

maintaining order. When you just have out-and-
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out crime running rampant, people start buying

guns to protect themselves, hiring security

services and building houses and apartments with

great barricades around them. Right in this

neighborhood, about December 1, in a period of

about three days, ten cars had their windshields

smashed--and nothing taken from the cars. Just

arrant vandalism. In other words, not by anybody

in the community, but people who were going

through here. They might have been middle-class

Anglo kids for all I know, just out on a toot and

were overexuberant. But anybody who would do

that that systematically has a screw loose

somewhere that needs to be fixed.

You've been an astute observer of California

politics and the California governmental process

for at least twenty-five years. If you were to

succinctly summarize what has happened to

California politics in those twenty-five years,

how would you do that?

Well, I would say that considering this immense

growth that we've had, and considering all the

problems that have arisen--everything from

immigration to nuclear power, and all these
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consequences of growth, traffic and water and all

--considering all those things, that again, we've

rocked along with remarkable stability. It's not

a case of the bear dancing well, but of the fact

that the bear dances at all, the fact that we

haven't had more chaos and all here than we have.

[End Tape 6, Side A]


