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[Session 4, November 25, 1997]

[Begin Tape 7, Side A]

YATES:

BEILENSON:

When we met last time, which was in September,
we talked about the period when you were in the
state senate and today I would like to get your
observations on a number of general subjects.
But first, let me ask you something that
occurred to me since we last met. I read a
1981 article in the Los Angeles Times that said
that after you became chairman of the state
senate Finance Committee you became more
conservative about the merit of your work and
that you began "to doubt the wvalue of some
government programs." Why had your thinking
changed?

I'm trying to recall that quote. But what I do
remember is that perhaps for the first time--I
would hope not, but in a real way, in a serious
way, for the first time--when I became chairman
of the senate Finance Committee in 1975 and

1976, because it was my responsibility as
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chairman to ride herd, as it were, on the state
budget, I became even more careful and
conservative, if that's the right word, about
state spending, about the programs in the
state, and how they spent their money. We had
to stay within a balanced budget. I did feel a
personal responsibility to a greater extent
than I had before, quite obviously. I think at
that time I started looking more carefully than
I had on earlier occasions at the individual
programs, trying to divine, along with the help
of the legislative analyst's office and others
there in Sacramento, which programs were
working well and deserved continued funding,
and which [others] perhaps weren't doing quite
so well as had been intended and therefore
could be cut back or at least not increased.

I remember thinking to myself at that time
or realizing actually at that time that, in
terms of my votes on my own committee, I became
more conservative. That is, I voted against
additions to programs or even starting some new
programs more often than did my most
conservative Republican colleagues on that

committee, who blithely went about as they
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always had, as members of legislatures, whether
it's state legislatures or Congress, tend to
do, unfortunately. They were voting in favor
of programs which they knew had constituencies
back home. It's hard for any of us, no matter
what one's political philosophy, to vote
against a popular program, or to vote against
increasing a program when there is a lot of
pressure on you from providers or users cof that
program back home in your district. But, as I
said, feeling an additional responsibility and
a new responsibility, as it were, as chairman
of the committee, I found myself casting
negative votes on a lot of things that I
noticed I was alone in voting against.

That's interesting.

Part of it also was philosophical to a certain
extent. The longer you're in government, if
you're at all thoughtful about these things,
the more you look back and try to analyze which
of the things you've supported or programs you
have seen develcop during your years in the
legislature have turned out to be successful,
and which ones have not. You get some feel, it

seems to me, if you're careful about it and
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thoughtful about it, about which kinds of
programs tend to work well and which ones
don't. Which ones spend money efficiently and
which ones don't. And you also start wondering
out loud often, certainly at first to yourself,
about the role of government in a way that you
didn't at the outset, trying to figure out--at
least for yourself, at least to your own
satisfaction--what kinds of things government
shoula be involved in, what kinds of things
government is good at, which kinds of things it
should stay away from, either because it's not
its business or because when it gets involved
with it, it doesn't do the job very well.

There are some obvious kinds of things, some
obvious kinds of areas, and others that are a
good deal less obvious. But I started, 1
think, finding myself taking a far more
philosophical and pragmatic bent, 1f that's the
right word, toward a whole series of programs
and issues at about this time in my thirteenth
and fourteenth years in Sacramento than I had
as a younger member of the legislature.

Right, so that actual experience of being there

long enough to see something that you
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authored . . .

It was a mixture of both. . . . Right.

And implemented and . . .

But not even I myself. . . . Just looking
around at all of the various programs that we
were involved in, it was a mixture of both
experience, having now twelve years or more to
lock back on, plus the new responsibilility of
being the lead person, as it were, on the
Finance Committee, which had to process all of
the spending bills each year that came before
the state legislature. The combination of the
two, I think, made me more philoscphical, more
thoughtful, more pragmatic, and I suppose more
conservative, certainly with respect to fiscal
matters and about what it is that the
government can do well.

Do you think your experience, in terms of
having been there a while and making these
observaticns, is typical of most legislators'
experiences?

I'm sure it's typical of their experiences.
Whether or not--and here I don't mean to be
ilmmodest--but whether or not the average

legislator or member of Congress just continues
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blithely along doing what he or she thinks is
useful or necessary for his or her reelection
is another matter. I was blessed. . . . That's
too strong a word.” But I was lucky at that
time certainly, as were most of my colleagues
as a matter of fact, to represent a district
that was fairly secure, in my case a Democratic
one, 1n other cases Democratic or Republican.
Most of us were not at risk of losing our next
elections if we did the right thing, or if we
did the more thoughtful thing, or if we started
being a little more careful and picky about
which programs we were going to support, and so
on. Nonetheless, i1t's the nature of an elected
representative to want to please the people
back home, as many as possible. And as I said
just a few minutes ago, even my most
conservative colleagues, with a very few
exceptions . . .

Right, you said they still vote . . .

. - « tended to vote for programs which they
may well at the outset several years earlier
have not even voted to establish, but once they
became established and once some group of

people back home--voters of theirs,
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constituents of theirs--started to rely on it,
started to like 1it, started to know about it,
found it very difficult to vote against it. I
think, obviously, the longer you're in a
legislature if you think about things at all,
if you're at all thoughtful, you start coming
to some conclusions and thoughts that you
didn't have earlier on because you simply
didn't have the experience. But whether or not
that leads one to change one's vote or to
change one's position on matters is another
thing. In most cases I think it does not.
Right. OK. I'd like to ask you now about some
general topics relating to California politics.
The first thing I wanted to ask you about is
campaigning and campaign finance. From your
own experience of obviously running for office,
how did campaign finance change?

Let me say at the outset that we're talking
about something which, so long as we're
discussing my state legislative days, at

least. . . . We're talking about something
which is now more than two decades ago at the
very end and started fourteen years before

that. As you're well aware, the whole issue of
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campaign finance, all of the problems involved
in the issues of campaign finance reform, were
really somewhat different then, at least in
degree. I mean, they were a great deal
different in degree. I don't know what people
spent to run for Congress in those days. I
think it was relatively little. I do know that
most of us, in running for state legislative
seats, spent a relatively small amount. I
don't even remember anymore how much it was,
but I think it was no more than a very few tens
of thousands of dollars every four years when
we ran for reelection to the state senate.
Now, I suppose it was not true for those who
ran in more marginal or difficult districts.
They must have spent $100,000 or so, but I
doubt very much if it was much more than that.

When one talks about the problems of
financing campaigns and the whole issue of
campaign finance reform, at least in those
days, as we discussed, one has to keep in mind
that we're talking about quite a different
creature than the monster that this has grown
into in the interim. It has gotten

exponentially larger, both in terms of the
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amounts of money involved and the complexities
and difficulties and the importance of the
issue over the past twenty years, especially in
the past five, six, seven, eight years. But
back then it really was kind of a small thing.
I forgot whether or not we mentioned earlier in
cur discussion that early in my first year as
chairman of the senate Finance Committee, I
decided, just on my own, not to accept any more
political action committee contributions, or
PAC contributions. Since then I've never
accepted any, all through my twenty years in
Congress as well.

Why did you decide that at that point?

Well, I decided at that time because I realized
I was feeling. . . . I felt uncomfortable, as
chairman of the committee that handled all the
major legislation through which all spending
bills went, to be in a position where I had
accepted any money whatsoever from any special
interest. So I cut it out. I stopped. But
the point I want to make is that, although I'm
pleased that I did it and it's a gocod thing--
and it was an even bigger thing in later years

when it meant turning down a lot of money--the
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fact of the matter is that it didn't mean an
awful lot in reality at that time.

I'm just making up some numbers. I'm
trying to recall. . . . I doubt very much that
I was offered and accepted prior to that‘time
more than $3,000 or $3,500 per election cycle

by PACs. You know, the [Inte;national‘

Brotherhood of] Teamsters [Chauffeurs,

Warehousemen, and Helpers of America] used to

give each of us Democrats $500, and the AFL~CIO

[American Federation of Labor-Congress of
Industrial Organizations] gave $500 or $1,000,
and the insurance company people gave. . . .

There was a group of them at the time as I

recall which gave maybe $500, and the

California Medical Associlation may have given
some small amount. I don't know . . .

So you're saying that the total from all those
different groups might be about $3,0007?

Right. For me. In a sense my giving up PAC
money at that time meant my giving up about
$3,000, $3,500 per election cycle. Now, I'm
sure some of my colleagues received more money
than that, but I doubt very much it was a huge

amount. Perhaps it was $5,000, $6,000, maybe



YATES:

BEILENSON:

YATES:

BEILENSON:

330

as much as $8,000 or $10,000. I don't know.
Maybe I'm wrong, maybe it was more than that,
but I doubt it very much.

So you're saying that the proportion of that
money to the overall cost of the campaign was
not that much then.

Neither the amount nor the proportion was much,
although again, most of us needed to spend
very, very little money at that time to get
reelected., Most of us didn't need to spend
any. Just being the Democratic candidate in a
strong Democratic district or a Republican in a
strong Republican district was enough. We all
spent a little money to send out a couple of
mailers or something, but i1t wasn't anything
like what people are used to these days. 1
mean, it was just a totally different era. In
any case . . .

So you were saying you made that decision . . .
So I made that decision back then for those
reasons, but the interesting thing to me is
that I didn't thereby deny myself a huge amount
of money. I like to think that I would have
done it under any circumstances, but if I were

denying myself $20,000 or something of that
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sort, it would have been perhaps a more
difficult decision to make.

OK.

So that the whole issue and the whole problem
of campaign finance and the question of
campaign finance reform was different then than
it is now. I remember--I've gone back over a
lot of stuff in the last year or so looking
through old speeches and files of my own since
I've left Congress--that apparently for me
early on in my years in Sacramento, campaign
finance reform had already become a big issue.
I felt as strongly about it then as I do now.
God knows there was much less reason to. I
mean, as I said, I don't know how. . . .
Whatever kind of subtle corruption or not-so-
subtle corruption contributions by special
interests bring, and I'm sure they do, it must
have been awfully small in those days when we
were talking about a $500 oxr a $1,000
contribution tops, but maybe not. In any case,
in looking back at my old talks and my old
speeches, some of which. . . . I have copies of
speeches given to constituents back home and to

various places where I was speaking throughout
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the state. I spoke at some length and with
some passion about campaign finance reform. I
can't imagine how strongly I would have spoken
out even back then if circumstances had been
the same as they are now, because they're much,
much worse now, of course, than they were then.
But apparently from the very beginning the
whole thing bothered me and a few of my
colleagues--Arlen Gregorio in the state senate
and a number of other members--as well. On one
occasion, if I recall correctly, we
successfully got a reform bill to the floor
only to lose it pretty solidly, pretty strongly
on the floor of the senate.

And which one was this?

I don't recall which one it was. We're talking
about more than twenty years ago. I'm talking
about two or three or four different bills
which I had introduced, some by myself and some
with others, in various years.

Well, I have one. . . . I mentioned one off
tape to you, which was this campaign finance
reform act of 1973 which placed a 1id of a
hundred dollars on individual contributions.

But I also had a note about a 1974 bill



BEILENSON:

YATES:

BEILENSON:

333

allowing counties and cities regulation of
campaign contributions.

Was that a bill of mine?

Yes, those were two that . . .

I'm frank to tell you that I don't remember the
specifics of almost any of them. I can only
assume, and I believe I remember, that I did
the same thing then that I d4id in later years
in the Congress. Every couple of years in
Congress. . . . Not every couple of years, but
on several occasions during my years in
Congress I, sometimes alone, usually with a few
cosponsors, would introduce a campaign reform
bill. We varied it often from year to year--
playing with the different provisions, trying
to entice additional support by leaving certain
things out and putting other things in, trying
one way and trying another--simply in an effort
to get the issue out on the floor and out for
discussion where it clearly could be amended,
perhaps could be strengthened, probably not. I
mean, I didn't care so much. . . . I did. I
would figure out each time what I personally
thought was the best way to approach the

subject, and what would end up with the most
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real reform, but understanding that if it ever
got anywhere it obviously would be changed
along the way. It didn't bother me at all
because it was simply, as I sald, an effort to
try to push this issue, which I've so long felt
was at the crux, at the core, of many of our
problems of representative government. That
is, by preventing our government from being as
representative of the people back home who
elected us, who voted for us, as it should be,
and therefore too representative of the people
who contributed large amounts of money to our
campaigns. I simply wanted in any way I
possibly could to try to get this issue before
my colleagues and therefore before the public.
If it ended up in some form other than the one
in which I had introduced it, that would have
been fine with me, as long as it was an
effective kind of reform. We've never
succeeded at all in all of these years, either
at the state level or at the congressional
level. It may well be that next year or in
March of 1998 the leadership of the Congress
has promised to take up some bills and

something finally perhaps will be voted on and
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perhaps even pass. But until this time nothing
really has been done.

What about the Political Reform Act of 1974,?
which Jerry Brown of course--this was when he
was secretary of state--championed and was an
initiative. I do want to get your view on the
intent of that.

[Whispers] Did it pass?

Yes, it created the Falr Political Practices
Commission. It was Propl[osition] 9, [which]
tightened limits on campaign contributions and
spending, established stricter disclosure
requirements, and eventually of course the
courts deemed spending limits as
unconstitutional. I'm wondering, what about
that particular act was effective or not?

The answer is no, to a large extent. I think
it was not effective, and partially of course
because of the constitutional limitations,
constitutional cbstruction, which was thrown in
the way by the U.S. Supreme Court, which of

course also has undone, or undid, to a very

1.

Proposition 9 (June 1974).
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great extent some of the attempted reform at
about the same time back in Washington. I must
tell you that I don't recall much about the
specifics of it at the time back in 1974, nor
whether we ourselves tried that year. . . . I
guess we did. I guess you just reminded me
that we did try that year with a bill of our
own.

Anyway, one point is quite obvious and that
is, 1f you can get this kind of issue before
the public, the public will support it, even
though it doesn't know whether what it's voting
on is terribly good or not, or whatever.

It's interesting that you bring that up. I
had forgotten it. It's just so obvious. One
cannot. . . . At least for the past thirty
years one has not been able anywhere almost,
certainly not in Sacramento or in Washington,
to get a useful campaign finance reform bill
through a legislature. A legislature is used
to working with the rules as they are, and for
all kinds of reasons we can discuss 1f you
want, is not anxious to pass campaign finance
reform, thinking among other things that it

will give challengers more of an advantage. . .
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Not so much of an advantage, but a better
chance of defeating an incumbent than a
challenger currently has.

Why? Because they can't get as much money?
Well, for two reasons. It depends, of course,
on the bill or the proposed reform. If there
are limits to what one can raise, thén instead
of being able to raise perhaps $900,000 to your
challenger's §5,000, you might be limiéed to
$300,000 or whatever the bill would provide
for, which therefore clamps down on your
spending and gives your challenger a chance.

If it provides for matching funds or for easier
ways for challengers or for anybody to raise
money, then it gives your challenger a chance
to pick up money which he or she wouldn't be
able to raise absent this kind of thing.

Even though one could often argue that
reform, in whatever form, will not hurt
incumbents, nevertheless it's hard to sell that
to incumbent legislators who, as I said, are
used to the system, whatever it is, that they
grew up under; they're used to using it and
have been successful under it. They're wary,

to put it mildly, of any change and of giving a
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better chance to pecple who might run against
them. But that's neither here nor there.

The point I was starting tc make is that
you cannot get these kinds of things except
with huge public pressure applied through
pushing by a governor or by a president, or by
whatever, which we've not had in either our
state or in our nation in recent years. But if
you take it to the people as an initiative, for
example as happened in 1974, it'll happen.
This has happened a couple of times in recent
years here in California. 1In fact, it's
what. . . . In 1996, I think two measure
passed, one of which took precedence over the
other. 1It's hard for the public to discern
which one might be better, which one is good
and which one isn't, or whether they're both
good or neither is good. Nonetheless, the
public will support any kind of campaign
finance reform because they can't stand the
existing system. They're absolutely right.
They're absolutely right. But that's the only
way, it seems to me, to get it. It's going to
be awfully difficult to get it through a

legislative initiative in the Congress itself
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unless you have a president out there
campaigning for i1t, which of course would make
some difference.

Then help me understand. . . . What you're
saying is that the real bite, so to speak, for
something like the Political Reform Act of 1974
is the limits on spending. If that doesn't
work, then you're not really getting down to
dealing with reform?

I think . . .

Is that right?

I'm trying to remember whether the court struck
down limits on spending or limits on
contributions. I guess it struck down limits
on spending, right? I think you're correct
about that.

Yeah. Hold on a second, I'm looking at my
notes. I have that spending limits is
unconstifutional.

Right, but not., . . . But you can limit
contributions. You can limit individual
contributions to, let's say, $100. You can
limit political action committee contributions
to $1,000, or whatever, but you cannot limit,

according to the court twenty-some years
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ago. . . . We all keep hoping the new court
will change that. Perhaps it will one of these
days and overthrow that old decision. But you
cannot put limits on the amount of spending
because that's an infringement, so-called, on
free speech or on speech, which I have some
real questions about. They equate money with
speech and I think it's a false equation.

The bite of any particular political reform
act or initiative, or whatever it might be,
depends obviously on the provisions of that
particular bill.

If you, for example. . . . Let's say we
accept the constitutiocnality, at least for the
moment because we have to, of there being no
limits on spending. Nonetheless, you can limit
contributions. What happens of course is that
people. . . . I mean, what has happened at the
federal level certainly is that people have
found ways around those contribution limits.

An individual is only allowed to give $1,000 in
the primary campaign and ancother $1,000 in the
general campaign to presidential candidates,
for example, or to people running for federal

office--U.S. senators or members of Congress.
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So they find ways around it. The president has
and the Republican party has, last year and
many previous years. But it keeps getting
worse every four years by getting so-called
soft money contributions, which are
contributions supposedly not to candidates, not
the president, not to Mr. [Robert J.] Dole, not
to me, not to Senator So-and-~so, but to the
Democratic party of California, or the
Republican national party, or whatever it might
be. That party of course then, instead of
using the money as it's supposed to under the
initiative or under the limits of the current
law for party building purposes, so-called, in
fact sends i1t to various campaigns or uses it
on behalf of various campaigns, on behalf of
the president's campaign, on behalf of Senator
So-and-so's campaign, on behalf of Congressman
So-and-so's campaign. That certainly is not
within the spirit of the law. Perhaps it's
within the letter of the law, but in any case
i1t needs to be changed obviously.

Well, this is tied in somewhat. . . . You
mentioned previocusly or in a previous session

that lobbyists maintained close ties with
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various senators and exerted a lot of influence
behind the scenes. You were talking about the
senate versus this . . .

I was talking about. . . . Yes. I was also
talking about the senate especially in the days
before we arrived, or at least in the days
before the first year or two we were there,
when we overthrew the old guard, as it were,
and instituted some real changes. That is, put
the Rules Committee, which made the major
declisions of committee membership makeup, and
where one sent various bills, to which one
assigned bills. . . . As long as the Rules
Committee was making independent decisions and
not decisions dictated by lobbyists, then of
course you had to a certain extent broken the
real hold over the business of the senate, the
procedures there that up to that time had been
controlled by various lobbyists.

Right, I guess one thing that. . . . I'm not
sure how this connects exactly, but just a few
minutes ago we were talking about the fact that
the money contributed by lobbyists was smaller
in proportion to what it really cost them in

campaigns.
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Why do they have such a . . .

Yeah. So where does the influence come in?
Well, I'm not sure. I think I know, but I'm
not really sure for a number of reasons. Many
of the lobbyists were former members of the
legislature and simply close friends with these
folks. And all of us tend to be. . . . You
know, we tend to favor our friends or tend to
believe our friends or like our friends or at
least grant access to our friends and hear
their point of view and want to be able to do
what they would like done on behalf of their
clients if at all possible, if it doesn't seem
to be in contradiction to our own principles or
our own beliefs. I think--and here I don't
want to make any terribly strong assertions--I
do believe that there was some at least modest
corruption in those days, more so than now, in
the sense that a lot of personal favors were
done by lobbyists for their friends in the
legislature, especially in the senate. Perhaps
moneys paid to them that they were able to use
for their own private purposes, as
differentiated from campaign purposes.

Certainly a lot of favors in terms of gifts or
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trips or entertainment.

At the very most obvious level--and we were
all subjected to this, as a matter of fact,
because there were no limits on it at the time
I was in the legislature--one could go for
lunch virtually every day to one of the
lunchecns that was being given by wvarious
lobbyists or groups of lobbyists and have a
free lunch. It did not affect most of us in
terms of votes or whatever. It was such a
widespread phenomenon that it wasn't deemed or
looked upon as a special favor. It was almost
looked upon as something which was your due.
You could just wander off to lunch at the
Senator Hotel or over at the other hotel, which
name escapes me at the moment, or one of a
number of other watering holes, as they called
them, or restaurants in Sacramento within a
block or two of the capitol building and have
lunch, and say, "Thanks," and leave. The truth
of the matter was that nobody really expected
or believed that that in and of itself brought
a lot of influence.

What it did, obviously, was to bring you in

close personal contact with the lobbyists who
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ran the luncheons, or put them on. They would
hang around and glad-hand everybody. They
became your personal friends, and to that
extent you were perhaps subtly corrupted. You
certainly felt you owed them enough so that
when they came by your office to talk to you
about some pending bill you let them in and you
talked to them. I think the vast majority of
us did not let it do very much more than that.
But the truth of the matter was--it
embarrasses me a little bif, looking back from
this vantage point--was that we were awfully
close personally to an awful lot of these
people, even if most of us were pretty good
about. . . . Most of us Democrats, for example,
were less likely than Republicans to go along
with them only because these were mainly
business interests, whose position most of us
Democrats--again I'm generalizing of course--
were less likely to favor or to vote for than
most of our Republican colleagues. But I don't
think our Republican colleagues were thereby
influenced any more by the fact that they had a
free lunch at a certain place than we Democrats

were. Simply that they were voting their
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predilections anyway. But nonetheless it was a
very cozy arrangement and one which should not
be allowed.

On the other hand, it was a very small,
sort of closed society up there of men--almost
entirely men in those days--both legislators
and lobbyists, of whom there weren't a huge
number the way there are now, who found
themselves thrown together in what was
especially then the even smaller town or city
of Sacramento, especially the downtown
government area, and just naturally congregated
together for sociability both at lunchtime and
in the evenings. Often members would leave
their families at home and they'd come up for
three or fours days of the week and just hung
out with one another in the evenings. If you
went to any of a number of bars the lobbyists
would pay for your drinks.

So you didn't have a problem with that at the
time because it seemed to be . . .

As I said, it's a bit embarrassing. One should
have had a problem with it, but one didn't,
including pecple like me who like to think of

themselves, and I like to believe are, fairly
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incorruptible, at least compared to a lot of

"other people. As I said, it's not a

comfortable feeling looking back on that.

What's also true, and I might as well throw
this in just so people now get a little more of
a feeling for that era. . . . My first four
years in Sacramente, our salary was $500 a
month. We were pailid less than our own
secretaries were in many cases. We also did
not have money to go back and forth home on
weekends or once a month, or whenever it is
that we did. We did have a car rented for us.
If you were within driving distance you had the
use of a car. But you didn't have money for an
alrplane, so if you flew home you had to pay
for that out of your own pocket and you only
got $500 a month gross. So what we did. . . .
Some of us from Los Angeles, as we may have
discussed before, three of us--George
Danielson, Charlie Warren, ané I--for two or
three years running every week drove up and
down between Los Angeles and Sacramento. You
know, just to save money because we had the
free use of a car. So we drove the four

hundred miles north. We would leave Sacramento
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on Thursday afternoon and get home around
midnight or so down in Los Angeles. And on
Sunday evenings we'd leave Los Angeles after an
early supper and get back up to Sacramento at
midnight or one o'clock in the morning after
driving seventy, eighty miles an hour up Route
99, which in those days was not even a freeway.
I mean, it had a lot of cross streets.

That sounds dangerous.

It was dangerous, although only one member that
I can recall was killed driving home in those
years.

But then in '66 of course . . .

'Sixty-six, we had our salaries increased
there-after . . .

Became full-time.

Well, we got paid $16,000 a year, which was
more then than it is now. But nonetheless, it
was more full-time and I think more families
came up there. I'm not trying to excuse any of
this, I'm just saying that especially in the
early days prior to 1967, prior to the 1966
changes, it was a small, insular world of very,
very underpaid, or very low paid, members of

the legislature usually away from their
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families. The soclability, such as it was, was
between members and often lobbyists who would
underwrite a couple of drinks in the evening
and so on, and nobody thought twice about it.
And although obvious, as I said before, there
were some subtle kinds of. . . . Corruption is
toc strong a word perhaps at that time, but
certainly some subtle feelings of gratitude
toward these people who helped make life a
little better for you up .there. It was sort of
expected and accepted as such, and I don't
think people were thinking in terms of "I've
got to vote for this guy because every time I
need a drink he buys me drinks." Most of us
didn't drink anyway, really. I'm kind of
overdoing this.

Was there ever an occasion where you really
felt pressure?

No. No. But I didn't feel pressure because
you kind of set your own standards and your own
tone. From the beginning I and many

others. . . . You know, it was clear to
lobbyists, let's say, or to whomever, pleaders
of special interests. . . . They're not all

lobbyists there. They're often people from
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back home who come up to Sacramento to urge
more financing for some program in which
they're interested or for which they're
providers. Doctors like Medicare or Medi-Cal
programs expanded, because it's more money to
them, or nurses. Teachers want more money for
education because scme of it perhaps will come
to them. First of all, they care about
education. Secondly, it might also redound to
thelr immediate benefit in terms of higher
salaries if the school boards have more mcney
from the state. You set your own tone and your
own standards. It becomes clear very quickly
what kind of a person you are. There are some
members now certainly, but many more in those
days I think, who made it very clear at the
outset that they were interested in any
accommodations they could make with you, and
that if you favor them in one way or another
they'd repay those favors, if only with just
votes, or by introducing legislation, or
whatever. There were a good many of us who
were quite to the contrary, who were
straightforward people, who were open to

hearing arguments and suggesting arguments
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really, and getting information from people on
behalf of or opposed to any particular point of
view on any particular bill or program, or
whatever it might be. Played it just as
straight as we possibly could.

So a lobbyist, if he bought me a
drink. . . . I'm using myself as an example,
but I don't think I had more than two drinks a
week at most. I'm not a good example. But he
knew that he wasn't. . ., . He knew also, 1
suppose to be utterly frank about it, that I'd

be perfectly nice to him when he came to my

office if he wanted to talk to me about

something. But I would have been anyway and 1
think he knew that. I was willing to hear out
anybody on any position on any bill that was
before a committee in which I had a vote, or
committee of which I was chairman. It didn't
hurt him any that I felt kindly toward him
because I could go over and have a meal--along
with every other member of the legislature--
over at the Senator Hotel luncheon once a week
that he and about five other lobbyists put on,
but it didn't buy votes or influence. You

needed more than that to . . .
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There was no particular occasion that came up
where you really felt like somebody tried to
pressure you?

No. You asked that question and I didn't quite
answer it well. It's certainly obvicus to
professional lobbyists what kind of a person
you are. It becomes obvious to them very
quickly. They knew perfectly well that if they
came to me or any of a number of my other
colleagues and suggested such a thing, that
they'd be thrown out of our office, that

we'd. . . . Even if we'd been inclined to be
supportive of their position we'd probably vote
against it just to teach them to not ever try
to apply any pressure to us in any sense
whatsoever. They were welcome to come and talk
to us about stuff and to present information
and make any arguments they wanted, but beyond
that . . .

That's where it stopﬁed.

That's right. Nor could they really apply
pressure. I mean, what could they do? 1In
those days special interests were much less
well organized than now. They couldn't turn

out lots of people to vote against you. They
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couldn't withhold a lot of money from your
campaign because they never gave you more than
$500, or maybe $1,000 at most, and most of them
didn't give you any money at all. So . . .
That didn't change then over time up until you
left for Congress?

Not really.

How they worked, or money contributions?

Not an awful lot. No, I don't think so.

Not significantly?
I don't think so. I think not. Although at
the time, it was perfectly obvious that there

were a handful or two of our colleagues who

were very much in the lobbyists' pockets. It

wasn't because they had free lunches. We did
too.

It was beyond that.

It was something beyond that. Right. Two or

three of them were sent away for bribery or
for . . . What's the wordz

Yeah, I'm blanking on the names.

Well, I'm not going to mention any names, but
in relatively recent years it's happened.

Right.

I think if there had been more vigorous
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prosecution back twenty-five years ago they
could have found a few more. In fact, I was
just recently. . . . I just spent a couple of
days, as we were talking earlier, with some
older former colleagues of mine, and a
Republican, a good friend, who was in the state
senate with me, reminded me of something I had
forgotten. We decided one day to each write
separately a list of those of our colleagues
whom we thought were corrupt. We each wrote a
short list, we compared them, and we found (a)
that we had almost identical lists, and that
(b) there were more Democrats on the list than
Republicans.

Really?

Yes. The reason probably being. . . . First of
all, I suggest that it was pretty obvious to
all of us who the corrupt ones were. There
probably were five or six in the senate and we
all knew who they were, more or less, because
you could tell from the way they were voting
and acting, and who they hung around with all
the time, and so on. It was a small group and
you could kind of figure this out pretty

quickly and pretty easily. But the reason I
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think that there were probably more Democrats
on it relates to something that we were
discussing just five, ten minutes ago. And
that is that with a Republican, we're talking
mainly about business interests, because those
are ones who tend to lobby. I mean, there are
some labor interests and there is kind of
general. . . . But there are a lot of specific
business interests, and the positions that they
espouse are prcbably automatically followed by
most Republicans anyway. You know, businesses
against labor, or businesses against, let's
say, consumers. They would deny that, but it's
probably the truth. Whereas you had to buy a
Democrat to get him or her--him in those days--
to vote for a business interest over what a
Democrat you would think ordinarily would vote,
against a business interest and for the
consumer, or for the working person. They
didn't need to buy Republicans. They needed to
buy Democrats--these business interests,
lobbyists. Most of them of course weren't
involved in this kind of thing, but there were
some who were.

That's interesting. I wouldn't have . . .
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They had the Republicans automatically.

So they targeted those that would help them?
Right. And there were Democratic majorities,
even though slight ones often in those days, so
they had to pick up two or three Democrats in
order to succeed.

Let me ask you now, just to get your
observations. . . . How did financing
initiatives fit into the overall discussion,
when you talk about campaigns and elections?

Do you have any observations on that?

Back in those days?

Yeah.

I don't recall at all, frankly. It was
probably used as a good excuse, since there was
this thing pending statewide, for them not to
take up or to take up seriously our own
proposal. On the other hand, it was alsoc an
opportunity for those of us who were proposing
1t to suggest that if we were to have reform or
changes of our laws, it would be better--
wouldn't it?--1f we ourselves, who know more
about the system than the public in general,
were to reform it, because we have some

understanding of the effects it would have on
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campaigns and on fund-raising and things of
that sort--if it's going to done at all, and it
looks like it may be done by initiative if we
don't act. It would be better if we were to
put some kind of bill together than to have
Jerry Brown come up with some idea of his and
go to the public with it and have i1t accepted
there. But we were not successful In selling
that point of view.

OK, let me move on now. . . . I wanted to get
some general observations focused on California
Democratic politics, obviously, because that's
your affiliétion, but I want to ask you more
generally about California politics. How would
you summarize the sixties and seventies in
California politics?

You're talking about in partisan politics?
Anything. . . . What stands out to you about
that period?

Well, what stands out most is the fact that for
a number of reasons I'm sure, it was a
particularly good time to be in the state
legislature, and it was a legislature which was
generally agreed, amongst those who cared about

and watched such things. . . . It was
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undoubtedly the premier state legislature in
the country. It was great fun and a great
satisfaction. O©One derived great satisfaction
in being a part of it. We had a good speaker
for many years in Jesse Unruh, who helped
professionalize the legislature. We had good
supporting casts, especilally the office of the
legislative analyst, who at that time was A.
Alan Post, who was an extraordinary. . . .
Still is an extraordinarily thoughtful and
helpful person to have around.

[End Tape 7, Side A]

[Begin Tape 7, Side B]

BEILENSON: We had the advantage in those days of having
representatives from the legislative analyst's
office available to us in committee meetings
whenever we discussed a bill, and most
especially when we discussed the budget and its
various compcnents. They had prepared a
summary of the bill, its potential effects, its
poten