California State Archives
State Government Oral History Program

Oral History Interview
with
DAVID R. DOERR

Chief Consultant, California Assembly
Revenue and Taxation Committee, 1962-1987

February 16, March 9, March 23, April 27, May 11,
June 8, August 3, September 21, October 2, 1990;
February 15, March 8, 1991
Sacramento, California

By Carole Hicke

Regional Oral History Office
University of California, Berkeley

TAX REFORM AND FISCAL POLICY



RESTRICTIONS ON THIS INTERVIEW

This entire oral history transcript and tapes are sealed until the year 2023 or
until David Doerr agrees in writing to unseal the transcript.

LITERARY RIGHTS AND QUOTATIONS

This manuscript is hereby made available for research purposes only. No part
of the manuscript may be quoted for publication without the written permission of
the California State Archivist or Regional Oral History Office, University of
California at Berkeley.

Requests for permission to quote for publication should be addressed to:

California State Archives
201 N. Sunrise Avenue
Roseville, California 95661

or

Regional Oral History Office
486 Library

University of California
Berkeley, California 94720

The request should include information of the specific passages and
identification of the user.

It is recommended that this oral history be cited as follows:
David R. Doerr, Oral History Interview, Conducted 1990 and 1991 by
Carole Hicke, Regional Oral History Office, University of California at
Berkeley, for the California State Archives State Government Oral History
Program.



. : - Information [H.lh'l 445-4293
Cahforma State Al‘Chth‘S Document Restoration 916) 445-4293

March Fong Eu ]
1020 O Street, Room 130 Exhibit Hall (916) 445-0745

b - Legislative Bill Service (916) 445-2832
Sacramento, CA 95814 T
(prior vears)

Secretary of State

PREFACE

On September 25, 1985, Governor George Deukmejian signed into law A.B.
2104 (Chapter 965 of the Statutes of 1985). This legislation established, under
the administration of the California State Archives, a State Government Oral
History Program "to provide through the use of oral history a continuing
documentation of state policy development as reflected in California’s legislative
and executive history."

The following interview is one of a series of oral histories undertaken for
inclusion in the state program. These interviews offer insights into the actual
workings of both the legislative and executive processes and policy mechanisms.
They also offer an increased understanding of the men and women who create
legislation and implement state policy. Further, they provide an overview of issue
development in California state government and of how both the legislative and
executive branches of government deal with issues and problems facing the state.

[nterviewees are chosen primarily on the basis of their contributions to and
influence on the policy issues of the state of California. They include members of
the legislative and executive branches of state government as well as legislative
staff, advocates, members of the media, and other people who played significant
roles in specific issue areas of major and continuing importance to California.

By authorizing the California State Archives to work cooperatively with oral
history units at California colleges and universities to conduct interviews, this
program is structured to take advantage of the resources and expertise in oral
history available through California’s several institutionally based programs.
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Participating as cooperating institutions in the State Government Oral History
Program are: i

Oral History Program
History Department
California State University, Fullerton

Oral History Program
Center for California Studies
California State University, Sacramento

Oral History Program

Claremont Graduate School
Regional Oral History Office

The Bancroft Library

University of California, Berkeley

Oral History Program
University of California, Los Angeles

The establishment of the California State Archives State Government Oral
History Program marks one of the most significant commitments made by any state
toward the preservation and documentation of its governmental history. [t
supplements the often fragmentary historical written record by adding an organized
primary source, enriching the historical information available on given topics and
allowing for more thorough historical analysis. As such, the program, through the
preservation and publication of interviews such as the one which follows, will be
of lasting value to current and future generations of scholars, citizens, and leaders.

John F. Burns
State Archivist

July 27, 1988
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[Session 1, February 16, 1990]

[Begin Tape 1, Side A]

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

I'd like to just start this morning by asking you when and where
you were born, and a little bit about your childhood and education.
Sure. Start at the beginning. [ was born in San Jose, 1933, and
grew up in San Jose until the war, when we moved out to the
suburbs in Campbell, and grew up in Campbell. I went to a very
small elementary school. We had thirteen people in my graduating
class. It wasn’t a one-room school, but it was almost; it had four
rooms. Then to Campbell High School; then to San Jose State
College. At San Jose State I was active in a great many things,
including class president, member of the student council, et cetera. I
graduated with a B.A. [Bachelor of Arts] and M.A. [Master of Arts].
In what?

It was called the social sciences, which was interdisciplinary study of
economics, political science, and sociology. And I had two minors,
of which one was history, one was physical science.

You covered the humanities and then you got a little science in, too.
Yes. Which actually served me well when I came up here, because

you have to use a lot of skills working for the legislature. So it was



HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

a good background. After that I did additional graduate work at the
University of California [at Berkeley], in the political science. And
that’s about as far as it goes. There’s only one University of
California. I refused. . .. I hated "Berkeley." It was always "Cal"
when I grew up. You know, UCLA was "UCLA." Davis was "Cal
Aggies."

I guess for purposes of future historians, we have to just make sure
that they know which campus we’re talking about.

Yes, right.

[ applied for a legislative internship program in 1959 and was
interviewed by the panel, which was a group of ten or so
representatives of various institutions. Dean [E.] McHenry was
there, [ know. Others. It was run by a fellow named J. Doubleday.
He was at Berkeley but I believe he’s back east somewhere at some
school. And I was selected. It was sponsored by the Ford
Foundation; they brought up a certain number of interns.

That’s a little bit of background. I don’t know if you want a
lot more or not.

What I'd like a little more background on is how you got interested
in the humanities, and then how you got interested in the Ford
Foundation program.

[ was interested in it from a couple of different aspects. I'd been
interested in politics; [ ran for office in college and had been elected
to various posts. Well, my grandfather [Fred Doerr] was on the San
Jose City Council for twenty years. My great-grandfather [Charles
Doerr] was on the San Jose City Council. My uncle [Robert Doerr]



HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

was mayor of San Jose and also ran for the legislature and lost. So
I had some family background in politics.

Were there discussions of what was going on in your family? Lots
of interest in that?

Oh, yes. Lots of interesting discussions. Three generations of
people in San Jose politics.

Then I became interested in California history and took
California history courses when I was in school. I managed to
acquire a little collection of California history material which I had,
including some books of Franklin Hichborn, who wrote about the
legislature after the great reforms of [Governor] Hiram Johnson. So
that was always interesting. And then [ taught California history in
high school for a year.

So I was interested in California history, I was interested in
politics and government, and had a background in political science.
This looked like it would be an interesting time in my life. When I
came to Sacramento, it was a one-year program; [ came up here for
a year not realizing I was going to stay. I thought I might go back
to finish that additional graduate work at the University of
California. I stayed. [Laughter]

Do you know anything about the background of the Ford
Foundation program?

They had a goal of trying to improve the quality of the state
legislatures, so they thought it would be good to bring up some
people who could work in the legislative process and help
legislators. Also, the goal was to then provide people with an

understanding of how the process worked, who could go back to



HICKE:

DOERR:

teach in the universities or et cetera, et cetera. It was intended to
help the legislature as well as broadening the understanding of
legislature. It was also intended to increase legislative capabilities in
analyzing and dealing with important issues, and giving young
people experience with legislative activities that might be helpful in
future careers such as teaching, et cetera. So it was a good
program, and they paid a stipend which was enough to live on in
those days. It wasn’t a lot. So I decided to make the move to
Sacramento.

[ want to hear about what you did, but before I forget, [ want to
also ask if there was any kind of oversight by the foundation itself,
or foul-up.

Yes, there was. We had, as I say, this person named J. Doubleday.
We'd have maybe weekly--or maybe it was every two weeks--we'd
have kind of a. . . . We'd set aside a morning for what we’d call a
seminar, which would more often or not be either hearing somebody
like [Controller] Alan Cranston, who was in the State Board of
Control, or [ ] Bill Bennett, who was an attorney with the PUC
[Public Utilities Commission]. Various people talked and we’d ask
them a lot of questions, or we'd have discussions among ourselves of
the legislature and what we were observing, and what could we
draw from that; was there anything, any trends, kinds of conclusions
that we could draw? And we had to do a paper for the project, of
some aspect of what we did. [ remember, in my paper, I set out to
prove that state buildings were being designed by the legislative
analyst’s office, curiously enough. Which I think I made a pretty
good case for. My first assignment with the legislature--a study of



HICKE:
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the Division of Architecture--let me go later to the study. And then
at the end of the internship period, we had a retreat at Stanford
where we kind of summed up what we’d learned, and again a
number of legislators came down with us. [Assemblyman] John [A.]
Busterud I remember specifically. Then after that, of course, they've
had intern classes every year since.

So in the early years, I used to know all the interns, and in
later years just the ones that were close to our operation. We
usually had an intern for all the time [ was there. And you keep in
touch with these people. You get to be close. I think they've had a
couple of reunions, where everybody got together from all the
different classes.

Oh, really? Who was in your class?

My class? [Louis] Lou Angelo, who is still working with the
legislature right now. He’s with the Senate. [Richard] Dick Day,
who was a judge in Sonoma County appointed by [Governor
Edmund G., Jr.] Jerry Brown, but he got booted out because people
thought he was one of Jerry Brown’s judges. [ ] Bill Culver, who
did work for the Senate, worked for legislative analysts, worked for
Alameda County, and I think he’s semi-retired. I think [Senior Vice
President, Academic Affairs] Clive Condren still works for the
University of California in the headquarters office. Well, I don’t
know; [ haven’t seen him for a long time. And several others that I
really kind of lost track of.

OK, now let’s find out what you did when you were there. Well,
you told me one thing you did, but maybe you could elaborate on
that a little bit.



DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

When I first came to Sacramento?

Yes, while you're on the foundation.

Yes, this was the first year.

This was ’59.

’59. I came up here in September ’59, which was. . . . This was
really an exciting time in Sacramento, for a couple of reasons.
Because you had for the first time in ’59 a Democratic governor
[Edmund G. Brown, Sr.] and Democratic legislators who were
generally sympathetic to the governor’s programs, which I think
you’d have to go way back before Hiram Johnson’s time to find that
same thing, because in the [Governor Culbert] Olson four years, he
had a legislature that basically was not sympathetic to what he was
doing. So it meant quite a bit of change, quite a bit of activity, and
[ was just coming in on it. I missed the first part of 1959 when it
started, but got to Sacramento in September, so it became familiar
listening to people describe what went on during the first session.
The second thing that was happening, of course, was, in addition to
this, the legislature was just pulling out of the so-called [lobbyist
Arthur] Samish era, so that was still a significant issue.

[ came up to Sacramento and interviewed with [Assemblyman]
Ralph Brown, who was the speaker. He was a brilliant and shrewd
man, but his appearances were deceiving because he was kind of
down-to-earth. Kind of a country-type person. When I first went in
to see him, he had his feet up on the desk and was very casual.
That’s when [ was told about the Ralph Brown rules.

Well, let’s get that on tape.
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Yes. He gave me advice for my period in Sacramento, which I have
termed the Ralph Brown rules, which were (1) you shouldn’t take
more from a lobbyist than you can eat and drink in a day; (2) you
should not speak ill of members of the legislature; (3) and you
should not fool around with the secretaries. You never knew what
the relationships were. That was the surest way to get into trouble-
-fool around with a secretary that a member had his eye on.
How did he happen to tell you this?
I don’t know. We had a good relationship, so when I first came up
here, I started working for him before I got assigned off to a
committee.
Oh, you did?
And I don’t know why. Maybe he just kind of liked the fact that I
was different from the others, in a sense.
How were you different?
I had come from basically a country background. My little four-
room school, and so forth. The first thing he did, interestingly
enough--I didn’t work for him too long because then I got assigned
to a committee--he put me on a project working on lobbyist
controls. Which was very advanced for its time, because we were
still pulling out of the Samish era, and of course that was still an
issue: how do we control lobbying of the legislature? There wasn’t
a great deal in place then; much of it’s come later, and some of
those ideas that have come later were the ideas that we talked
about and worked on during those first weeks [ was in Sacramento.
It was really interesting when you compare then to now. He

had one person who was [administrative] assistant to the speaker
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whose name was [Francis] Frank Ruggieri, and he had two
secretaries, Bette Coffey and Edith MacNair. That was the extent of
his staff. And I was there too. So in view of what we have now, it
was a very different time. We had the office that was right over the
north entrance to the new wing, on the third floor. That was pretty
much the speaker’s office until they redid the Capitol and
refurnished the old one.

So I did that work, which really didn’t get anywhere because it
was just far before its time, so to speak. But I became interested in
that. What I tried to do--and I have it probably somewhere, but I
don’t know where--I tried to figure out who were the Samish
legislators and who were the so-called anti-Samish legislators.

That was not well known?

Well, it may have been well known to members, but it was not
outside of the legislature. I tried to go through a number of roll
call votes, see if I could develop some patterns to identify them.
Even though [ mentioned the Democrats had taken control, it was
not as partisan a place as it is now. If anything, the battle lines
were formed on the good government group versus the Samish
group--the remnants of the Samish group. And Ralph Brown, of
course, was a member of the good government group because they
had gained ascendancy and put him into the speakership.

Who else was in the good government group?

Well, that’s what . . .

That’s what you were set to find out.

Yes. [Assemblyman] Jesse [Unruh] was in the good government

group, I do remember that, and then the person I was assigned to
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was, too. His name was [Assemblyman] Gordon [H.] Winton [Jr.].
And [Assemblyman Robert W.] Bob Crown. But [ have that study
somewhere. I thought it worked out pretty well, because as I began
to observe and hear things, they began to reinforce my study. I
came to the conclusion that the good government group generally
tended to be what you might call middle-of-the-roaders, in both
parties. Your extreme conservatives and your extreme liberals tend
to be the Samishites.

Is that right? What was the connection between Samish and the
extremes? [ mean, why both extremes?

I don’t know. I don’t know. I could speculate that part of it
probably had to do with money. For the liberals, Samish himself, as
I recall, was a liberal, a classic liberal, in a sense, although he
demanded loyalty on things he wanted you to vote for, such as
alcoholic beverage issues to benefit his people. But then he would
help a member of legislature get through something, like on United
World Federalists, or something like that. He would help them do
that. Now, conservatives, [ suspect, were motivated by the
connections to Mr. Samish’s business clients. I mean, I don’t know
of any other way to try and rationalize out why that would occur.
But what occurs to me is that Samish helped out the liberal
elements on the side, but also had big business clients that naturally
appealed to conservatives.

So liberal and conservative weren't the dividing lines; they were
really irrelevant.

In those days it was pretty much. . . . This doesn’t apply to all the

issues in the legislature, because Pat Brown had his programs, and
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of course, those tended to get partisan. But in a lot of the issues
that came up that would be where the Third House would have a
say. The leadership fights during that time were basically between
the Samish and the good government forces. Ralph Brown was in
with the good government coalition. [Assemblyman] Caspar
Weinberger, although he wasn’t there in 1959, in the years before
that, was a member of the good government coalition.
[Assemblyman] Luther Lincoln was too. A number of what we
considered moderate Republicans. [ think one legislator went to jail
in the mid-fifties. So now they talk about it in terms of the
[Assemblyman Joseph] Montoya trial. The last time that somebody’s
gone to jail was during this aftermath of the Samish era in the
fifties. So it was an issue that pervaded the legislative atmosphere
in 1959.

That was quite some time after his decline and fall, though, wasn’t
it?

Yes, his decline and fall were in the early fifties, but there were still
a lot of people that in effect he had brought to Sacramento that he’d
supported. . . . I'd say that this was the tail end of it, 1959, when I
got there, because by the time Jesse Unruh became speaker, then it
came to be more partisan. So Ralph Brown in a sense was the last
of the nonpartisan Samish versus good government types, in terms
of being elected speaker. We got off track here.

Yes, we were talking about Ralph Brown, actually, and what you
were doing for him.

So I did this work on lobbyist control that I'd have to say nothing

came of it, because it just wasn’t ready. . . . Except maybe the
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identification project, which was for my use, not his. But I gave
him some thoughts about it.

You actually did draft legislation?

Yes. And I've kind of forgotten what was in it, but we had
registration of lobbyists and reports and things that came, but they
were still not ready for it at that time.

So then I was assigned to the Committee on Governmental
Organization, which was chaired by [Assemblyman] Gordon Winton,
who was kind of a key ally of Ralph Brown in terms of his good
government group, because he was from Merced and Ralph Brown
was from Modesto. So it was kind of a plum, but the biggest plus
for me was the fact that there was no other staff there. The man
who had been there had been drafted. So not only was I the intern,
I was the chief consultant. [Laughter] So immediately, here I was
in charge of a legislative committee in terms of staff.

The other aspect of it was that Mr. Winton was also the
chairman of what was called a joint committee. We still have those
now, but it was a committee of members of both houses that were
formed. This was the Joint Committee on the Public Education
System, which was established by the legislature in response to
Sputnik. [ remember Sputnik and the cries that, "Wow, the Russians
have this thing that’s going over, and something needs to be done to
improve American education because we’re way behind." So they
set up this big commission. For a citizens commission [Citizens
Advisory Commission], I'd say that was one of the few that ever
really received a lot of notoriety and really had an impact in terms

of the end product.
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This is different from the joint committee?

The joint committee was formed, and they appointed the citizens
commission.

Oh, I see. OK. Citizens Commission on Education, or something?
I've forgotten what we called it. And I gave all that stuff away, I'm
sorry to say. Because that was not related to taxes, it was on
education. I may have kept a few things that were personal to me.
I worked with the government organization committee and did work
there, and then I worked for the citizens committee because [ was
working. . . . It's the same chairman; he was just using me to do
work in both areas.

Who else was on the citizens commission? Do you recall?

It was headed by a dentist from Glendale named [ ] Lawler.
There was an attorney in Sacramento named [ ] Gil Rowland that
I worked closely with because we were on the textbook study
committee. [ don’t remember many of the parties on it. It was
composed of citizens.

Did it do anything?

Oh, yes, it did a lot. It issued a report that was the basis for a lot
of legislation in 1961 that really changed public education. The
CTA [California Teachers Association] was just livid, and they lost.
And it’s rarely the CTA gets beat in the capital, but they lost all the
way along the line. Some of the recommendations that were
adopted, of course, they’ve been reversed. They mandated teaching
of foreign language in elementary school; they mandated that P.E.
[Physical Education] coaches couldn’t become administrators.
Everybody said there’s too many coaches being administrators, so
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the legislature put through the bill to stop that. Of course CTA was
going crazy. In my particular area of expertise, I did the studies for
textbooks for the commission. At that time the state was printing
textbooks and giving them to the elementary schools, and they were
no good. They were just no good.

How did you know this? How did you know they were no good?
Because we went around and talked to the schools. What they did
was used them--I think I put in my report--they were using them for
doorstops and this and that. They’d stack them away and they’d
spend their local money to go out and buy a good textbook.
Because they had this one textbook from the state, and it had to be
printed at the state printing plant. You see, that was the key. It
was a make-work thing for the state printing plant. So most of the
textbook publishers wouldn’t send plates for the textbooks to the
state printing plant for them to print the books.

Why?

Because they wanted to print them themselves.

Oh. Financial or other reasons.

Yes. They wouldn’t let the state print them.

So only somebody who was desperate, without the . . .

Yes. So all the major textbook companies said, "No thanks, we’re
not interested in giving up our plates to you to publish our books."
So schools had. . . . The choice was a narrow choice rather than a
large choice. So we put in the idea that school districts had a right
to not take the state books, have what we called multiple selection
of textbooks from a state-approved list.

This was in ’61?
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Yes. From a state-approved list. So we in effect, the state. . . . Of
course that’s a real old and long-gone issue, but it was really hot
then. And the Sacramento Bee editorialized against me at that time.
Because they were just livid; they could hardly contain themselves.
So I was really upset.
Why? Because local printers would lose business or something?
Yes, it was a Sacramento. . . . We were attacking the Sacramento
industry here, the local printing plant. It was these awful out-of-
state textbook publishers that were trying to put the printing plant
out of business. But we got support of the teachers, and that was
one where we did have the support of the education groups.
[s it always when you hit people in their pocketbooks that they cry
the hardest?
Yes. I published a report on that somewhere around here.
That was well done.
On textbook selection practices. And we got that practice changed.
So part of my time during this initial period was working on
this joint committee. The other part of the time was working for
the committee I was assigned to, which was government
organization, which didn’t have a consultant. Now, that committee
had. . . . This goes back to our Samish discussion. We handled
alcoholic beverage control issues, which was, you know, the Samish
bread-and-butter stuff. So this was in the hands of the good
government group. [ had to get involved in the alcoholic beverage
control issues and meet these people. We also handled horse racing,
plus government organization. As I mentioned, in the beginning of

1960, Governor Brown, who was kind of competing with Governor



15

[Nelson] Rockefeller in New York, decided he had to have a
government reorganization plan because Governor Rockefeller had

one, and produced this big agency plan for California.

[End Tape 1, Side A]

[Begin Tape 1, Side B]
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You were just saying you did a lot of work but it was not adopted?
This agency plan was not adopted. It became a partisan issue. This
was just another layer of the government being imposed on the
bureaucracy. But [Governor Ronald] Reagan implemented it by
executive order in 1967, so it did become law, but not under Pat
Brown.

Well, it must have been a power issue because I think one of the
things it was supposed to do was give more power to the governor?
Yes. So that was part of it. There were various reasons why it
wasn’t adopted, and that was one of them. So our committee at the
time was heavily involved in that.

Then, at the time, we were on a system that we called biennial
sessions. The regular session legislature only met in the odd-
numbered years. The even-numbered year was a budget session,
and then you'd have a call by the governor of the special items he
wanted the legislature to consider, one of which was this agency
plan. We had a number of other issues--and I've kind of forgotten
what some of them were--in 1960. So it did allow some time to
really become familiar with the budget process and watch the Ways
and Means Committee work, because I was still trying to be the

student as well as the acting consultant, as well as consult for the
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education group. This is why I got to watch Jesse Unruh in action,
which is just the best theater that anyone ever had at any time
during this whole process, when Mr. Unruh was chairing the Ways
and Means Committee. There’s a whole series of tales there. I
think this would be the appropriate time to. . .

OK, we’ll stop here.

[Interruption]

OK, so we're going to go back to the Division of Architecture.

My first assignment with the government organization committee
was to study the Division of Architecture from several standpoints.
One was that there was concern that the costs of architectural
services to the state provided by the division were in excess of those
that would have been charged by private architects. Secondly, there
was concern that the quality of the division’s work was uninspiring
at best and was absolutely shoddy at worst.

That was a particular problem with San Jose State [College]?

Yes. In fact, [ eventually took the committee down to San Jose
State to have a hearing on the campus and tour the buildings. The
library was so poorly designed they had to close it, because the floor
was sagging. There were a number of other just total defects. I did
a lot of interviewing in the study; [ went around and interviewed
various state agencies, none of which were happy with the services
they were getting and the costs they were being required to pay.
For architectural design?

This was something you could kind of measure. Usually what they
charge. . . . Private architects usually charged a fixed percentage of

the value of the project, so we could see what the state was
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charging vis-a-vis the value of the buildings they were putting up,
and make some rough comparisons which generally were, the
division was charging more as a percentage of the project than the
private architects were charging. So that was kind of interesting.
Were these architects actually state employees?

Yes, they’re state employees with the division.

It was not contracted out.

No, very few are contracted out. We did find, though, they had a
few projects they did contract out, and they seemed to be all going
to one person, who was not highly qualified--I won’t say
incompetent--who was a former employee and a crony. So we had
to expose what we thought was poor judgment on the part of the
department in doing that.

He was a crony of whom?

Crony of the incumbent state architect and the others in the
department.

Who was the state architect, do you know?

It was a man by the name Anson Boyd, who was the state architect.
He was a typical unimaginative bureaucrat. He has defaced
California with some of the worst-looking buildings ever conceived.
He would have been good working for [Soviet leader Joseph] Joe
Stalin. It’s the style of architecture he’s put up.

Do you know any buildings offhand?

Some of the state college dormitories are good examples. They’re
just dreadful, Stalin-like buildings. No imagination, just concrete
bunkhouses.
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So anyway, as a result of the study, we managed to hitchhike
a provision on the Master Plan for Higher Education.! State colleges
at that time were required to use the services of the state architect
to design state college buildings. In 1960 one of the big issues was
the Master Plan for Higher Education, where the roles of the various
segments of higher education were spelled out. The university
would have its graduate schools; state colleges would be primarily
undergraduate, although they would have some graduate work, but
not the professional schools. Community colleges would serve a
two-year function. Probably most importantly, something that’s
rather interesting is that they put a control on the establishment of
new campuses. Part of that time it was like an arms race. Every
member thought that they had to have a college campus in their
district; you know, that that was pork that they’d bring home. So
there were all these bills to establish all these colleges around in
almost everybody’s district, so they had to put a stop to it. That
was one of the key things of that plan. In fact, a number of the
colleges that were authorized were never built. They had a state
college authorized for San Mateo County, for example. One for
Contra Costa County. Those were never built because of the Master
Plan.

But in any event, when the bill got over to the Senate, on the
Senate floor, we came out with some of the findings that we had
developed in the study and made a major push and got an

amendment inserted which provided that the state colleges did not

!, The Donahoe Higher Education Act, S.B. 33, 1961 Reg. Sess., Cal. Stat.
ch. 391.
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have to use the services of the state architect. So in effect we
booted the state architect out of design and construction of state
colleges and improved the aesthetic quality of California campus life
for generations and generations and generations. This was my very
first study, so I have a soft spot in my heart for the architecture
study.

Wouldn't other state departments want to do the same thing, then?
Get rid of this requirement to . . .

Oh, I think so. Yes. They had a huge fight; it was not an easy
thing to do. Again, the Sacramento Bee just went crazy because it
was a hometown industry being savaged. Senator [Albert S.]
Rodda, my good friend Senator Rodda, just had a fit. He was just
beside himself. He had to vote against it, as I recall--the whole
Master Plan for Education, because we’d amended this rider onto it
on architectural design. So it was not an easy thing to do, and to
get it beyond the state colleges was just very difficult. So we felt
that was a major accomplishment.

Indeed. That really makes me interested, though. [ wonder how
many times people vote against a bill for one very minor provision--
or maybe it wasn’t minor, but one part of it.

It happens, [ wouldn’t say often, but it happens, because something
that’s important to their own district is inconsistent with the bill.
They have to vote against the whole thing.

That’s very interesting. Do you recall what campuses have been
built since then?

There’ve been quite a few since 1960. I think there’ve been quite a

few state colleges built. Because there have been. . . . Even the
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ones that were there had a lot of new buildings added. I know they
have at San Jose, and they have here at Sacramento.
Was that Student Union at San Francisco State built after that?
I’m not familiar with that building.
That’s really unusual in shape. It probably must have been built
after, because it doesn’t sound like your description of what he built.
It’s got a slanted roof . . .
I don’t think too many student unions were built before that, as a
matter of fact, because of the needs at that time. They were busy.
They still had quonset huts on campuses. It was after the war and
they never had enough money to build what they needed to build.
That leads us, I guess, into the Ways and Means Committee.
Well, let me ask about the other things. Was night harness racing
of any importance? That was another one of the issues.
There was a big push at that time to legalize night harness racing in
California, which had not been legalized, so I had to prepare a study
of that. You were in effect in the middle of two very powerful,
competing special interests, which is what happens a lot in
Sacramento. Two groups that have a big economic stake get into a
battle that goes into the legislature. So this was where the night
harness racing people wanted to establish themselves in California as
they had in New York, and of course the thoroughbred interests
didn’t want them here at all because they felt that that would be
competition that would hurt their interests. So I did the study, and
the study was kind of irrelevant to this power politics issue. The
tracks kept out night harness racing for a number of years. Finally
they got in, but it wasn’t at that time.
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What did you find in your study?

[ found basically that where it had been introduced, it had led to
corruption.

So you would have recommended against it anyway? If you’d made
a recommendation.

Yes. I didn’t even make a recommendation. One of the expressions
that goes around the Capitol is: "When the elephants are mating,
the smart monkeys stay in the trees." When you have two huge
special interests like this, I thought I'd just lay out findings and not
try to make recommendations. Which is sometimes necessary for
survival.

[ think the other issue was something to do with athletics sponsored
by liquor interests. Do you recall that one? That was the other one
before your interim committee.

Oh, gosh. I kind of remember that. We had several important
liquor issues, and again, these were sensitive issues because of the
legacy of the Samish era. I've forgotten that issue.

And then one more thing. When Governor Reagan finally
implemented this reorganization plan, what were the implications of
that? [ mean, what were the implications of the fact that Brown
didn’t get it and Reagan did?

It was just interesting that the Republicans who denounced it during
Brown’s time didn’t have much to say because it was their own
candidate, and now governor, who was doing the very same thing.
It was kind of typical of Ronald Reagan. When we get to Reagan
there, I'll have a lot to say, because he was the most duplicitous

person I've ever known. He would do one thing and give everybody
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the impression that he was doing just the opposite. He would rail
about high taxes and raise taxes higher than anybody else in history.
He would talk about economies in government and spend money
like it was going out of style. It was almost like it was a cover:
"Hey, I can get away with all this stuff." In fact, just talk and
telling people we’re going to do the opposite. As I've watched his
career, it’s been pretty consistent; what he’s saying is not matching
what he does. I think this is one example--denouncing this and then
putting it into office, and then telling everybody it’s a big savings
and more efficient and all this thing, which nobody believed. What
it was, it was more patronage. He had more exempt positions that
you could fill at a high level with appointees.

HICKE:  So again, more power to the governor.

DOERR: Yes. The argument was that there are too many departments and
you had to filter the information up through them, but 'm not sure
that was the case.

HICKE:  Was it more of a battle against the legislature force?

DOERR: Well, I think it was more symbolic than. . . . But it had the
patronage aspects. Sounds good to reorganize government--"We're
going to make it more efficient, so here’s something symbolic we
can do," particularly if we’re competing with New York. It is a
political plus to convince the people that what you’re doing is
promoting efficient government.

HICKE:  When in fact you're promoting yourself.

DOERR: Yes, exactly. So I think there was a study that came later showing
that. . . . Maybe it was the Little Hoover Commission--I don’t
remember who did it--that was very critical, and they almost
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repealed the agency secretary concept at one time. But that was a
big issue during that 1960 period.

So we go to Ways and Means?
Yes, OK. Let’s do the Ways and Means now.
This was one that was just a pure delight. It was great theater to
watch Jesse Unruh run the Ways and Means Committee; he was just
a master politician. There was so much levity. A number of the
members had great senses of humor; there was just this bantering
back and forth all the time. Everybody went there, and for three or
four hours were just in stitches.
Who were some of the other members that were in this?
’'m trying to think. [Assemblyman] Bert DeLotto. [Assemblyman
Thomas M.] Tom Rees was, I believe, there. I think [Assemblyman
Jerome R.] Jerry Waldie was there. It's hard to remember the
members of that committee.
That’s OK. I just wondered if anybody stood out in your mind.
One that stands out was [Assemblyman] Bruce Allen. Bruce Allen
was a liberal Republican from Santa Clara County who was very
straight, I guess for want of a better term. High integrity, et cetera,
et cetera. He used to blow his cork all the time in Ways and Means
because of the way Jesse was running the committee. In those days
you did not have roll call votes, so they’d have a voice vote and
there’d be a chorus of nays and a few ayes. Jesse would say, "The
ayes have it! The bill’s out." Or just the opposite. There'd be a
chorus of ayes, a couple noes--"The noes have it!" Bruce Allen
would go crazy, and say, "It's outrageous!" Jesse would look at

Bruce Allen and say, "I'm sorry, Mr. Allen, but my hearing in my left
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ear is just a little weak." The battles those two fought in that
committee that year were just. . . . [t was very interesting.

One of the things that I noticed--and this was what [ was
going to get to--the paper I did concluded the legislative analyst was
doing a lot of design work for state buildings, which was one of the
problems the Division of Architecture was having. As I did my
architecture study, I could see that part of the problem was their
lack of imagination. And part of it was the fact they didn’t have
any guts to stand up to the legislative analyst. But you had a
budget process where you'd budget for buildings in segments. So
the department would come in with a request for half a million
dollars for the new cafeteria at San Diego State [College]. Let’s use
that, because [ remember that was one at the time. So the budget
itself is reviewed by the legislative analyst every year. The
legislative analyst puts out a book, which includes their
recommendations, on a line-by-line analysis, of the governor’s
budget. The capital outlay provisions would say, "We cannot
recommend approval of this item because we have not had a chance
to study the working drawings."

As I began to talk to people about what was going on, it
became clear to me that what the analyst was doing was taking
those working drawings and saying, "I want to see this, this, this,
this, and this. This is the way we need to do it, or 'm not going to
recommend that we could go forward," and the committee was for
some reason backing up the analyst: "Well, we can’t take that item.
I’m sorry, Mr. So-and-so, we can’t take that up; the analyst hasn’t

provided a recommendation yet." So they were able to exercise
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their power of recommendation to the committee to strong-arm the
departments and the Division of Architecture into designing the
buildings the way they wanted to see them designed. Which was an
outrageous misuse of staff position. That’s not what they’re there
for. If anything, what should have happened was they should have
taken issues to the committee saying, "They want to do this, and we
think it ought to be done this way," and allow the committee to
make a decision. But here they were forcing the issue back down to
the staff level and saying, "Well, we just won’t recommend approval
until you do it our way." And they got away with it.

So I wrote this little paper that never was circulated. Nothing
ever happened. The paper wasn't for the legislature. This was for
an academic part of our internship year.

And that went to the Ford Foundation or somewhere?

Yes, it went somewhere. It went to the University of California, the
Ford Foundation--'m not really sure where it went, but I submitted
it as part of the work, to show, based on the conversations and
certain records I'd uncovered in the study, how the budget process
worked. And this really, I think, demonstrated that this was what
was going on.

Did you ever think about publishing it, or. . .

I didn’t. I probably have it somewhere, but I don’t know where it
is. It’s one of those things. Maybe at home. Because I don’t throw
things away. I get criticized for not throwing things away, so I
know I wouldn’t have thrown it away, but I'm not sure where I

could have put it.
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I meant at the time, would you have considered publishing it?
Because it really was kind of important.

Yes, I guess I didn't feel secure enough in my position. Because
here [ was critical of the way the institution was operating. It was
critical of the legislative analyst’s office, somewhat critical of the
committee for letting that go on, and critical of the departments for
not having the guts to stand up and say, "Hell, no," and going to
the legislature and blowing the whistle.

Was this problem ever overcome?

As I got into the tax arena, I lost track of the problem. It could still
be the problem; I don’t know. It would be interesting to look and
see what they’re doing now. This was just a snapshot in time, and [
came to that conclusion. Then I went on to other things and never
came back to that issue.

I remember one issue that just got a huge amount of attention.
[Assemblyman Charles B.] Gus Garrigus, who is now the state poet
laureate, was a member representing the Fresno area. He was
trying to get air conditioning in the dorms at Fresno State. There
was just this huge battle. Jesse wouldn’t let him have them.
There’s some great material on that, that kind of filtered out, giving
people a better idea of how the process worked. Garrigus wouldn’t
go along with Jesse on some things he wanted, so Mr. Garrigus took
the fight to the floor.
Jesse was retaliating?
Yes.

Then there was another issue that . . .

How did that turn out?
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Well, he lost, of course. I think eventually they did get them,
because they just couldn’t operate down there during the
summertime without air conditioning.

That was also the year the Winter Olympics was in Squaw
Valley, 1960, so it was a big event for the legislature, because
Sacramento was the closest metropolitan area. The Olympics was
an issue in the same budget. It was the issue how much the state
should pay for the Olympics, because the state was being asked to
make a sizable contribution. This was touch-and-go for quite a few
months, whether or not the state was going to put up money, and
how much. As I recall, Democrats generally wanted to put the
money up, and Republicans didn’t. But the Republican leader at
that time was [Assemblyman Joseph C.] Joe Shell, whom I consider
one of the unsung persons in terms of California history.

Is that right?

He'’s a very conservative man, but a man of just a tremendous
amount of integrity. He was minority leader, and he went out on a
limb, took the position that the state had an obligation to help out
in financing the Olympics. So it was his stepping forward and in a
sense breaking ranks with his colleagues, of whom he was the
leader, and saying, "This is something that’s important; we ought to
do it," that broke the logjam that year and got the money to the
Olympics. And he then eventually became maybe better known.

He ran, then, against [former Senator and Vice President]
Richard Nixon in the Republican primary for governor, 1962, and in
effect pointed out all the so-called Nixon flaws that everybody’s now

aware of. [Laughter] Here’s this man out there--really out on a
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limb because everybody is kind of conceding the election to Nixon--
running this kind of shoestring campaign because he didn’t have a
lot of money even though he was minority leader. And of course he
didn’t win, but he did get about a third of the vote, which was very
damaging to Nixon. I think that helped contribute to the defeat at
the hands of Pat Brown in 1962. It was the efforts of Joe Shell in
the primary to take the nomination away from him. Anyway, he
was the minority leader in the assembly in 1960.

Can you remember anything else about him?

He was a former football player at USC [University of Southern
California]. Played in the Rose Bowl.

Why is he your unsung hero?

When you've been in the business and watch what goes on, this
integrity can be a rare commodity. He just was unusual in that
respect. Although I'd have to say during those years you would find
a lot more than you do now. There were lots of world-class people
in the legislature in the sixties. In fact, [ would say that was the
high-water mark of the legislature, was the sixties, and maybe the
late sixties in particular. And at the end--I'd say the end of the
decade, it’s been downhill since then. Probably for three reasons,
maybe four.

One, I think Jesse in 1966 put on the ballot the full-time
legislature thing. I think that has had an unintended effect of
putting in political hacks. Two, I still have a belief that there are
men for the times, so to speak. Or women for the times. In other
words, would we be seeing what’s happened in Eastern Europe

without [Soviet President Mikhail] Gorbachev? You might argue,
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well, it would be another person doing the same thing. Maybe not.
But at that time, you just had giants, just giants who could never be
replaced. Jesse would be one, of course. [Senator] George Miller,
Jr., from Contra Costa County, was another. He died in early ’68.
Right. Early ’68. Ill talk about him later, but he’s a giant. Some
of the other people we've been talking about, either gone or close to
gone, like. . . . [Assemblyman John G.] Jack Veneman was another,
who left in ’69. Jerry Waldie.

Then another factor, I think, was reapportionment. Mid-term
reapportionment due to the one man, one vote forced. . . . The
senate used to be representative of counties until 1966, when the
[U.S.] Supreme Court said that you have to be representative of the
people. I think the switch to some extent just didn’t bring the same
quality of people to Sacramento. I think it’s hard. ... In a
metropolitan area where nobody knows who you are, you rely more
on political machines, so to speak, rather than stature of who you

are and what you've done. It’s hard to be visible.

[End Tape 1, Side B]

[Begin Tape 2, Side A]

DOERR:

HICKE:

It’s difficult. There are exceptions, but as a general rule I think that
the stature of the folks that came after was not the same as the
ones who preceded it. You could just go down and look at the
names, and everybody says, "Yes, these were the great senators."
And then, there was a big overturning in the Assembly.

The reapportionment?
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Yes, because the members ran for the Senate seats, you had a wash
of new people coming into the Assembly at the same time. I guess
that would be 1967. A lot of them ran from the Assembly for the
new Senate seats.

So you get a much more inexperienced Assembly but a more
experienced. . .

Well, no, not . . .

Well, not more experienced senators either, because many
experienced seantors were forced out.

Yes. There may have been a lot of factors working, but I've tried to
figure out why; it could be just the change in the times that people
have noticed in our society. The so-called "me first."

Insider trading and that kind of thing?

Yes. There’s a lot more mendacity in all elements of society than
there used to be--at least perceived, anyway.

That’s what I often wonder--is it just that it’s perceived?

So we were talking about Ways and Means Committee, 1960.

Yes. Do you have any examples of Jesse in action?

[ probably do at home. I wish I'd kept a diary and wrote everything
down, which I never did. I used to clip things once in a while, stick
them in folders, but they’re probably at home. I remember one--this
one comes to mind.

At the time, there was a big fight over the state disaster office.
Everybody thought they were a bunch of nuts, because they were
the folks advocating that people go out and build bomb shelters at
the time. So Jesse didn’t like them at all. . . . The disaster agency.
Thought they were a bunch of useless people.
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The whole group of them?

Yes. So he decided one day to eliminate them from the budget.
Which he did. He had it all wired. So-and-so made the motion: "I
move. . . . " "Seconded." Bango! The budget is eliminated to zero.
And that was that. Then [Assemblyman Carley V.] Porter came up
to him and asked him, "What did you do that for?" He says, "I just
wanted to see how they would react in the face of a real disaster."
[Laughter] Which is one of the great quotes of Mr. Unruh.

That is good. That’s terrific.

But there’s lots of things like that going on at the time. I got to
know Jesse better at that time. We worked on some projects and as
we went along I got to really know him very well. That will
probably come later as we go through the sixties, because I became
fairly close to him, had a good working relationship, did special
projects for him, went around the state working on a couple of
things with him.

Just in general, what are your recollections of him? Your
impressions of him?

[ think he was a great person. He had a quality of leadership that
you would see in terms of inspirational kind of leadership. He just
had an aura. People listened to him; he was very smart. Very
smart, but he was tough. He was able to survive in a political
atmosphere to achieve things that have not been achieved since, in
terms of good public policy. We needed to have someone that’s
smart, could inspire others, and was tough enough to get the job

done. He had all those qualities. He made some mistakes, of
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course, like locking up the Republicans one time; I remember that.
[Assemblyman William T.] Bagley slept in the ladies’ room.

Bagley did?

Yes. But he was certainly somebody that we’ll never see his like of
again, [ don’t think. He probably couldn’t get elected these days.
He had that problem in running for governor; he just didn’t have
the image.

Were you involved in the lockup at all? Were you around?

Yes. [ was there.

What are your recollections of it?

Well, it was over the budget. Jesse wanted to get a vote on the
budget. The Republicans were refusing to vote for political reasons,
and he decided, well, the rules say that you have to vote--which has
never been enforced--but there is a rule saying you have to vote, be
called to the bar, enforced. But the rule that they have is that you
close the doors and bring in the absent members; that’s what that
means.

The call?

Yes. That’s routine. They do that every day. So it’s not a question
of doing it. They lock them up every day. It’s a question of having
to have them extend overnight. But he was just trying to get the
budget out. It was just wild, I mean, it was. . . . [ remember
wandering down there; it was like a circus, the decorum. Lot of
people stood out on the balcony. [ remember they could open those
windows. [Points out the window to the Capitol]

That round part?
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There’s a little. . . . See, there’s the granite part and then the white
part. Well, right there is the balcony.

Where the flagpole is.

No, on the north side here.

Oh, OK, in this wing. Yes, [ see.

See, and there’s a balcony that juts out over. . . . And you can slide
one of those windows open and go out on the balcony. So I
remember sitting out on the balcony with members that night, just
listening to the chit-chat. It was fascinating; everybody was just
talking about all kinds of things.

People were angry?

No, it was more like this was kind of an event. [ don’t remember
people being angry.

No?

No. Not at all.

[ guess they had dinner sent in, and so far they. . . . The Democrats
couldn’t go out.

Yes, they had dinner sent in, and there were places people could
catnap. [I've stayed up all night working over there more than once
on projects, so it was not that unusual. But the press thought, "Boy,
this is going to be great," so they played it for all it was worth. I
believe that was at the same period where Jesse and the governor
were feuding, because by that time Governor Brown and Jesse had
begun to split apart. And of course the Brown administration made
sure that all their friends in the press corps gave it to Jesse as best
they could. There was just a guerrilla war going on between the

executive and legislative branches at that time.
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Aided and abetted and probably promoted and finished by the
media, is that right?

Yes. In fact, I can tell you that I knew some reporters were doing
this. Theyd come in and tell either Jesse or Larry [Margolis],
because I saw it happen, "Governor Brown called you a so-and-so."
They would get a nasty comment back and they would take that one
back downstairs.

Oh, you're kidding.

"Do you know what Jesse Unruh said about you today?" "He did?
Well. . . . " So if there was nothing happening between the two
sides they’d go in and promote the fight by making up a quote to
get a reaction, and then taking that reaction down to get the quote
back that they made up in the first place, or close to it.

Oh, no.

Yes. Because it was good copy. It was disgusting in a way, but
that’s the way some people in the press were behaving. I guess
we’re getting kind of ahead of the story here.

Yes, well, that’s OK.

We're still about back in 1960.

Yes, you were just finishing up with your recollections of Jesse in

general, so in 1960 you were still on the Ford Foundation when you

Yes. This was my recollections of Jesse at that period. So I'll have
more recollections of Jesse later.

Yes, whenever.
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That was my first exposure to him, and it was just fascinating, that
period in the Ways and Means Committee. How the committee
operated, and what happened, and the way it happened.
You were still on the Ford Foundation?
Until June. The end of June. But as [ mentioned, the committee
had no consultant when [ walked into it. So early in the year,
Assemblyman Winton said, "Well, you're doing good work; I'd sure
like to have you stay here as the committee consultant after your
internship is up." And I said, "Great! That sounds like fun." [ was
having a good time; I'd had a few little successes here and there in
accomplishing things. That gives you a feeling of, "Wow, I'm
making a difference. This is the place [ want to be." So I decided,
well, OK, I'll just stay here. So at that time, then, I stayed on as
chief consultant. Which is kind of interesting to an extent, because
from the very first day I set foot in the place, except for the few
weeks [ worked for Speaker Brown, until I left, [ was always the
person in charge, on the staff level. I never worked for anybody
other than generally you worked for a member, but they were busy
on so many things they give you a lot of freedom. So I always was
in charge, all the way through the process. Which was kind of nice.
So, that brings us to June of 1967. I'm sure I'm forgetting a
lot; that’s what’s bothering me. Because I know that a lot of things
happened there then. If [ had more time to prepare for this, I could
have looked through my notes or whatever. Probably would have
jogged my recollections of things that happened I'm forgetting about.
[ remember talking to [Assemblyman Houston I.] Hugh
Flournoy, that’s one thing. Hugh Flournoy was a freshman
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assemblyman at that time. [ became good friends with him because
he was really interested in school finance equalization. He'd been
elected in 1959 from the Pomona area. When he first came in to
talk to me about this, [ hadn’t the foggiest notion what he was
talking about. This was such a foreign issue, I said, "What are you
talking about?" Eventually I just had to learn, and eventually I
understood that this was an issue that we'll follow through
California politics for a long period. It was the whole fight about
school equalization--the so-called rich districts and the poor districts.
Those with high property tax bases could levy low rates and get a

lot of money for kids, and the others were just the opposite. So

then we had the Serrano [Serrano v. Priest]’ decision. I testified in
the trial on Serrano. ‘

HICKE: Did you?

DOERR: It was a factor in many of the tax issues that we did through a long
period of time, even up through the implementation of Prop. 13.2

HICKE:  What year was this, do you recall? I can look it up.

DOERR: It was the early seventies. [ remember flying down to Los Angeles
with Bagley. That was the first time I ever testified in a trial. I
found it very frustrating. [ was trying to explain the facts, and they
didn’t want to hear the facts.

HICKE:  Who's "they"? The jury?

DOERR: The judge.

1, Serrano v. Priest, 253 Cal. Rptr. 1 (1971).

2, Proposition 13, the Property Tax Limitation Initiative, was passed in June
1978. California Constitution, Article XIII A.
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Oh, the judge. There was no jury.
I got admonished several times because I wanted to talk. I wanted
them to understand how this works and what was going on. They
said, "Well, you're just here to answer questions." "Well, wait a
minute. I thought you wanted to find out . . ." "No, answer the
question. I'm admonishing you to answer the question." So I'd get
a question from one side or the other. The defendants were . . .
And all you could do was answer.
You'd have to answer. I couldn’t explain and try and educate them
about what we’re doing and what this was all about.

That’s off the subject. I remember Assemblyman Flournoy and
I used to sit down and have quite a few chats about this during that
first year, because he was really concerned. It was not a big issue
until a few years later. It was obviously an emerging one. He was
very interested in it, [ remember that.
Why did he come to you?
I don’t know. There weren’t that many staff people around at the
time, and he just did.
It’s a complicated subject, I think. School financing, and . . .
Oh, it is. Oh, it was wildly complicated. That is one of the fun
things about being on the staff, as I got into the tax area. The
complicated issues are the most fun, because they are complicated,
they give you more of a challenge. It also in a sense gives you
more of an opportunity to do things, because people have to rely on
you more. Because they don’t understand it, and they have to rely

on what. . ..
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Unitary is the ultimate complicated issue. I used to say that
not five members over there know anything about it. We did a lot
of unitary work when [Assemblyman Thomas] Tom Hannigan was
chair. It was about a year and a half after he became chair that I
was sitting in a conversation with him, and suddenly it occurred to
me that he didn’t fully understand it, even though we’d talked about
it for a year and a half. I thought, "Oh, my God." So then I made
a real concerted effort to make sure that he knew exactly what was
going on and what this all meant. And if he didn’t understand it, I
knew that the rest of the members didn’t understand it.

So the complicated issues were the most interesting, were the
biggest challenge.

That’s an interesting viewpoint. I see your point.

Yes. That was one of the reasons why taxes were fun. Still are
fun. Because it is more arcane to a degree, but it has such a major
impact on everybody’s lives.

Yes. Well, how long did you stay as consultant to Ways and
Means?

I wasn’t consultant to Ways and Means.

Oh, I thought Gordon Winton asked you to stay on.

That was Governmental Organization.

Oh, OK.

You see, I first started in Governmental Organization.

OK, that’s right. You were just talking about Jesse Unruh and . . .
[ did do some work with Jesse Unruh; that’s when I got to know
him better.

And I think he was pretty interested in that, wasn’t he?
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Yes. But what happened was, we found a scandal, and so he called
me to come sit with him in the Ways and Means Committee. It was
a night meeting, and it was like a congressional investigating
committee, like [Attorney General Robert] Bobby Kennedy. What
we discovered was the State Board of Education was burning
hundreds of thousands of textbooks. Burning them!

Why? Because nobody was using them?

Yes, nobody wanted them. It was back to the original problem.
Nobody wanted these books, so they just had these warehouses full
of books that nobody would take, schools didn’t want. So they
were burning them, and that was uncovered. Of course there were
just headlines all over the papers around the state. "Department of
Education Burning Books." It just sounded awful.

Oh, yes, I know. It sounds like the Inquisition.

Yes. "Why didn’t you tell us you were doing this?" It was like an
inquisition. They brought these people up and they just worked
them over. I sat next to Jesse and advised him all the way though
this little episode, on the Ways and Means Committee.

And how did that turn out?

Well .

They stopped it, obviously.

Yes. It was on its way out because the system had been changed so
that you weren’t going to have a backlog of unused books. And
that was the problem, because if you ordered from the publisher,
they would send you whatever. . . . The state wouldn’t have the
books, but the state was printing them for all the schools, and they
didn’t want them. What were you going to do? You had them,
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they were sitting there; you had to do something. Of course, Jesse
made the point when we were in the hearings as well: "There’s a
lot of schools in Africa that would love to have these books; why do
we have to burn them? Why couldn’t we have given them away to
these countries that need any kind of books, even if they’re not as
good as the ones our schools. . . . " He really went in and made a
big point about that they should have come to the legislature and
advised the legislature. The legislature could have made the
decision of how they should be disposed of.

[ guess maybe this is the time to say this, because I'm such a
firm believer in this, and it doesn’t happen much anywhere, but that
was an early example of what I would call legislative oversight. I
think one of the very importaﬁt functions of legislature is general
legislative oversight of the bureaucracy. I made that a point in the
Revenue and Tax Committee for all the years [ was there; we were
going to do oversight. But as [ see things the way things are done,
they don’t do much oversight anymore. [ think that’s part of the
legislative function--the legislative oversight of bureaucracy.

Didn’t you tell me, or did I somewhere get the sense that not very
many people were doing it even when you were doing it?

[ don’t think there were that many.people doing it. And I think part
of the reason why they don’t is insecurity.

They’re afraid to find that they’re not doing . . .

Well, in order to do it, you have to know as much or more than . .

Oh, the insecurity of the committee. I see.
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. . . people that you're looking at. And if the staff person, the
members, don’t know, you don’t know the right questions to ask;
you don’t know, even if you have right questions, whether or not
you’re getting the right answer. And it can become a useless
exercise, or worse, you can look stupid. So they’re afraid. You
know that if you have confidence--and Jesse had confidence,
unbounding confidence--that you know what’s going on and you
know what should be going on, then you don’t have any hesitancy if
you believe that’s the appropriate thing for the legislature to do,
which he did and I did. You just go forward and say, "This is one
of our functions. This is legislative oversight."

So did he try to get more of it done?

Yes, he was always pushing for it. Speakers generally were for
more legislative oversight. There’d be occasional meetings with all
the staff: "One of the things we need to do is more legislative
oversight." "Right, yes, yes, that’s a good idea." You'd get memos
from the speaker’s office. "When you’re planning your study projects
this year, be sure to include an element of legislative oversight."
"Right, right, that’s important." So it was always part of the litany
of "This is what we should be doing," but whether we were actually
doing it, I think, was inconsistent. Some people could do it; some
people couldn’t do it for whatever reason.

They needed oversight of the overseers.

Yes. Anyway, back to my. . . . Where were we? 1960. I was just
saying how I worked with Jesse Unruh. One of the interesting
things that happened in the ’60-61 period--I guess we’re moving on
to that?
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Yes.
--is that I had my first intern assigned to work with me. I was an
intern, then I became hired permanently. So the very next one who
was assigned to the committee, which was then assigned to me to
supervise, was Rose Bird.
Rose Bird? This is the Governmental Organization Committee?
Yes. Which also at that time was still Mr. Winton, who was
chairman of the Governmental Organization Committee, but also still
chairman of this joint study of the school system. Because this was
the ’60-’61 period. You see, that went through until the ’61 session,
when that all happened--all the school reform activity.
That’s when they started putting the bills through to . . .
To do the school reform. Because '60 was budget session; there
were only limited subjects on call, and that was one of them.

So Rose came to us in September of ’60.
Was she just out of school?
I think so, but 'm not terribly sure. She was from Long Island, the
north shore of Long Island. Kind of new, as I recall, to California. I
believe she went to school at Long Island University. Could be
wrong. [ think she also had grown up in Arizona. But she was
very interesting to work with, very smart lady. She got in trouble
right away.
Did she?
Yes, this is an amusing anecdote. It will give you an idea of how
things. . . . This time in our history was still a time of Red-baiting.
[U.S. Senator Joseph] McCarthy had been gone for several years,
but people still thought they could get political mileage out of
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Communist investigations or this and that and the other thing. The
legislature had one of these persons; his name was [Assemblyman
Louis] Lou Francis from San Mateo, an assemblyman. Anyway, he
introduced a resolution to honor somebody--I think his name was
Lechner, Dr. Lechner--who, it turned out, had a very racist, anti-
Japanese background. So the resolution was pulled off the floor and
sent to the Rules Committee. So the Rules Committee had a
hearing. And of course, this caught the fancy of the intern class,
because they were. . . . Again, the interns were supposed to partly
work but they were also partly to observe and learn.

So all of that intern group, or a number of them, went to the
Rules Committee hearing, including Rose. Apparently they were
demonstrating; they got involved in the issue. They obviously didn’t
like this guy. So when somebody made a big point against him,
they’d clap. They all got called on the cari}et; it was a major issue:
"Hey, this intern program is in jeopardy." Because some members
just were livid. And of course it depended really on full membership
support. The program was going to be dropped if interns don’t
shape up, "and from now on interns won’t be allowed to do this and
this and this." [ forgot the restrictions that were put on, but . . .
They shut the barn door?

Yeé, they shut the barn door. So you had this group of interns
demonstrating on one of these issues.

Didn’t they give the interns any kind of orientation?

No. We didn’t have any orientation. Other than these weekly
seminars, they just turned them loose. In fact, they did that with

me.
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Although it should be apparent that that’s probably not too
appropriate.

Yes. I got the Ralph Brown rules to live by.

[Laughter] Yes. Not demonstrating isn’t included in one of those,
though. Not part of them.

Yes, I didn’t see that there.

As I mentioned, we were doing the education study for this
committee, so one of the proposals that was always coming up was,
"Hey, we could improve California’s education by installing a regent
system of testing kids and not letting them graduate unless they pass
tests." That’s what New York had at the time. I don’t know if
they still do. So that sounded like something that would be good
for Rose to study, because she was from New York. She’d just come
from New York to California to be in this program, so I gave her
that assignment. And she produced a study which I probably again
have somewhere, saying that that was not a good idea; what we
needed was a system of testing schools, see how they were doing,
rather than prohibiting the kids from graduating if they didn’t pass
the test. In that way we could say, "Hey, this school’s not doing
very well; you need to do this, that, and the other thing to bring it
up to standard." So as a result we have what we have now, this
statewide testing where you see the schools arrayed in terms of
scores.

That’s a result of . . .

Her study and the bill that was introduced in 1961 to implement the
study that she did. She spent most of her time on that as an intern,
although she had others. But that was a big one.
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Yes. Important.

So she has a major accomplishment. And it was after she left us,
she went to law school.

Oh, she went after . . .

Yes, she went after her internship. She went to law school. And
then after that she went to the Nevada Supreme Court to do her
clerking there. Then she was public defender in Santa Clara County.

[End Tape 2, Side A]

[Begin Tape 2, Side B]

DOERR:

She was appointed as director of Agricultural and Services Agency
when Jerry took over. That was ’74, so it would be. . . . She
worked on his campaign in '74, as I understand it in talking to her.
She took that over in ’75, and then in ’77 or 78 she was appointed
to the [California] Supreme Court as chief justice. So that’s pretty
much how she flew through the system. She started as an Assembly
intern and went to law school, went to Nevada, went to Santa
Clara.

During my first year here I had my own office. It was on the
second floor and it had no windows. I had this big mural of the
Grand Tetons. But then Assemblyman Winton changed his office
because he didn’t have a window either; we were on the inside. So
in 1961-- 60 was an election, then ’61 the new members came in
and old members left--there was an opportunity for him to get a
better office. So he moved directly across the hall, which is right on
this north side of the Capitol on the second floor. [Assemblyman
Nicholas] Nick Petris had one of the offices, and Mr. Winton had an
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office, and there was a third staff office, so both of us had to share
that one office, Rose and I. So we had a chance to really get quite
close in terms of just the day-to-day work and philosophical
discussions, of which we had quite a few.

Was that also this period when you were telling me that you sort of
went when the day was over, and just had these discussions about--
how did you put it?--what was going on, and you were evaluating
things that were going on?

I think that came later. Later. I'm glad you mentioned that. You
see, there were few staff, and I think it worked much better than it
does now, with too many staff. We could know all the people. You
knew the people who were the staffs of the Water Committee, all
the committees. We'd all go out to lunch at the cafeteria,
employment cafeteria, and they had an outdoor balcony on the third
floor. We'd sit around and talk about everything that’s going on,
have all this interaction, which you don’t get anymore. When I left
the Assembly, I didn’t know half the people that were there in terms
of the other committees. But at that time we did, so we could work
cooperatively as a team in solving problems. Which was something
Jesse Unruh encouraged them to do. Jesse was great at that; he
believed in bringing staff together as a team to work on problems.
Collecting them from various offices?

Yes. I did that several times. Jesse would bring different staff
people together and said, "This is a problem. Why don’t you guys
sit down and work on it, and figure out what we should do?"

Do you recall any specific things that you worked on like that?

Oh, yes, health care was one big one.
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OK, we'll get into that I guess later, right?

Yes, that was the forerunner of our health care programs.

Since we’re on this general subject, can you talk a little bit about
the implementation of more staff? When that came about, and how
it came about, and what its effects were?

Yes, since we're there. It just evolved. But I think it primarily grew
with [Speaker] Willie [L. Brown, Jr.]. I'd say that’s when you had
this monstrous increase. [ started off as a single staff person to a
committee. The very first year [ was all by myself, this very first
year. Then the next year I had an intern, so in effect there were
two of us--one staff person and one intern.

So it was a 100 percent increase?

But kind of temporary. Then Rose left. I'm trying to remember, I
had an intern the next year and [ don’t remember who it was.
That’s awful. For the next several years I had interns. After the
1963 session, when we started to do the major tax study, we hired
a second staff person to help do that study. His name was Ray
Sullivan. Then I got Jesse to hire a third lady to help me with it,
whose name was Evelyn Love. But then she left after we finished
the study. So we had two staff persons, and then pretty soon. . . .
At that time, when we got the second staff person, we didn’t take a
fellow. And pretty soon we started taking the fellow again. So we
had the two staff people plus a fellow. That lasted until Bagley
became chairman. Then we had a third staff position and had a
fellow. And that lasted until I left. So I didn’t push for more staff.
But you could see in certain other committees, gradually it would

add the second, just kind of crept up, but still, it was fairly
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manageable. I think when Willie became speaker, the staff
expanded substantially.

Legislators were getting staff, too, now, right about this time?

That came. . . . Pm trying to think when that came. No, they didn’t
have any AAs [administrative assistants] or district office staff for
quite a long time after I was there, though I can’t remember exactly
when that came in. But then eventually they got an AA in the
district office, then they got two, and now it’s just a huge
bureaucracy.

OK, is there anything else about your work with Rose Bird?

I might think of things as we go on. I can’t think of anything right
offhand. Then as we went to the 1961 session, education was the
major issue. [ was working on the textbook issue. Then I became
involved in a number of the other issues.

This was the Master Plan for Higher Education?

The Citizens Advisory Commission. We were trying to implement its
recommendations in terms of. . . . It was really academically
oriented, let’s put it that way.

What were some of the other issues, do you recall?

Well, teacher credentialing. Teacher administration. [ think that’s
when the legislature required teachers to have an academic major,
not an education major. Because everybody thought schools of
education were just pap, nobody learned anything.

They were terrible courses. [ never could take any.

So the legislature said, OK, we want academic majors. [ forget all
the reforms that were passed at that time.

You're still on the Governmental Organization Committee?
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Yes, I'm still on Governmental Organization, and I'm working on
Education. Plus I'm doing the work of the Governmental
Organization Committee, which I have to say wasn’t all that great.
What were some of the duties of that committee?
Well, we had committee hearings every two weeks, so people would
be filled in on tied-house. That meant California had laws that
restricted liquor companies. . . . Coors can’t set up a bar and sell
Coors beer like they do in England, where the pubs . . .
Yes, a brew pub.
Yes. That'’s all the way through the industry, with all kinds of
liquor. That’s called the tied-house provisions. They’re not tied
together.
Oh, OK. T-i-e-d.
Yes, tied house.

I think that was when we heard the Oakland bottle bill--that
you couldn’t carry an open bottle of liquor in your car--which I
thought was interesting. We had the different lobbying forces
working with us. We had the department and the enforcement
personnel; we had the liquor lobbyists, obviously; and we had the
Prohibitionist fringe. So we would have these hearings, and the
various elements reacting to each other. I'm sure we did some
important things, but I can’t really remember what we did.
Can you define the subject matter of that committee in general?
Yes, it was liquor, horse racing, general government organization
issues like the agency secretary proposal. Obviously, that proposal
came back; that was reintroduced, more hearings on it, Governor

Brown tried to get it. We defeated it in ’60, it came back in ’61, it
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was defeated again. Lot of talk, hearings. We had those kinds of
activities.

So were the hearings kind of exciting?

Yes, they were exciting. Because this was my first day-to-day
working with the committee, because this was the first full session.
We had the bills there for a whole session. Because the prior
[1960] session was just the budget session plus the special calls.
And we publish the agendas, do the analyses, go over and talk to
the department to find out their views, talk to the industry
representatives who would come in, the liquor lobbyists, et cetera, et
cetera. I guess the bottom line is nothing bad happened.
[Laughter] I can’t remember any major accomplishments. I'm sure
we've had some, but that’s so far back.

How does liquor and horse racing fit in with the Governmental
Organization Committee?

It’s interesting. They used to have a committee--and I still have one
of the old committee reports right up there--a committee that was
called the Assembly Committee on Public Morals.

OK. And this is a report.

That’s quite a bit earlier, but you see, eventually, this committee . . .
Oh, this is ’49.

Yes. This committee evolved into part of the Governmental
Organization Committee.

Oh, I see. OK.

So in effect it was given what they would call the public morals
issues--essentially liquor, horse racing, gambling, all the gambling
kinds of issues.
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Did you have to deal with the lottery requests? Requests for a
lottery?

Yes, we had lottery bills at that time. I remember doing the
analysis on them, which we always turned down because we
thought they were a stupid way to raise money from the poor. In
fact, it never did pass the legislature.

The lottery?

The lottery. It was an initiative.

That’s right.

So we had those various issues . . .

OK, that’s exactly what I wanted to know.

. . . in that committee at that time.

Did you have any part in the hearings? Or would you be
observing?

Yes, I would sit up with the chair and occasionally ask a question,
or I'd be asked a question by a member of the committee--"What is
this? What is that?" or whatever--and I would answer. Then if
amendments were needed, we’d prepare the amendments. This is
pretty standard of what everybody does all the time. You sit there,
keep track, prepare an analysis of the bill, keep track of what’s
going on. You make notes of what people say, you answer
questions, occasionally you comment or ask a question. Do the
amendments, the amendments that are proposed, or you suggest
amendments to fix a problem that somebody has raised--"Hey, how
about this?" "OK, that’ll work." So all those things were new to me
then, but that was pretty much standard operating procedure that [
think most legislative staffers do. That’s kind of the bare minimum.
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Then you really should go beyond that to do a lot of other things
that I eventually got into. But just to in effect manage the
committee work was really a bare minimum.
Did you have to deal with the racing commissioner at all?
Yes, in fact, I went down to some of the horse racing board
hearings--meetings--just to hear what was going on. There was
some issue with the jockeys. I remember getting acquainted with
the jockeys, now that you mention it.

Oh, and one other issue I got involved in was, you might call
ethics. Conflict of interest.
In horse racing?
No, in government organization. We agreed that we were the
committee that would get the bills to establish conflict-of-interest
laws.
Of legislators’ behavior, and that kind of thing?
Yes, or local government officials, those kinds of issues. I did work
on the conflict of interest. In fact, a little later, the next interim, we
had a hearing in Orange County--that’s where I first met
[Assemblyman Kenneth] Ken Cory--on conflict of interest and bribery
and corruption in government. We brought in a man from jail, who
was a former city official. Had the marshals bring him in; he
testified about how he’d gone astray, and what the problems were,
and what laws were needed, and this, that, and the other thing. So
that’s one of the other things we got into, as I recall. Kind of a fun
issue.

Yes, interesting.
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So anyway, 'm trying to think what else happened in the 61
session. Oh, yes. Yes, yes. This was something I didn’t get directly
involved in, but took a great interest in watching, was the
reapportionment. This was the reapportionment year. Jesse played
that like a virtuoso in terms of. . . . [Assemblyman Robert] Bob
Crown was the chair of the Reapportionment Committee, and he put
together the plan that of course Jesse had worked on. This gets
into the next story, so maybe [ should begin with the next story.
What’s the next story?

What happened. . . . It’s really now ’61-'62.

OK. I don’t know how much longer you want to go on, but. . .
Maybe we'll finish with this story, because it’s kind of a big turning
point.

OK. Sounds good.

And it’s something that few staff people ever get involved in. At the
end of the ’61 session, Speaker Ralph Brown is appointed a judge.
The Assembly had to elect a new speaker for the Assembly, so we
had a speakership fight, and I'was involved in the speakership fight.
I was able to see it right from the middle.

Winton was . . .

Winton was my boss.

And he was contending?

He was contending against Jesse Unruh. And I was working for
Gordon. So, I'd hear what’s going on. People would come in, and
there’d be meetings and strategy sessions and the whole thing.
Gordon thought he could win because of two things. One was

Jesse’s reputation that [ described earlier as being sometimes a little
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heavy-handed on the gavel. Members liked Jesse but they weren’t
crazy about that.

He was fairly arbitrary?

Yes. And also Gordon Winton was from the San Joaquin Valley and
was not as liberal as Jesse, so he thought he could put the coalition
of conservative Democrats and Republicans together, which would
be enough to elect him speaker. And he thought he could get these;
in fact, he was confident. But apparently what had happened--and
’m not sure he knew this--Jesse had used the reapportionment bill
as a way to get his votes committed for speaker; he worked with
Bob Crown. In order for members to get districts that they wanted,
they apparently had been required to pledge for Jesse, to Crown,
because people were expecting that Ralph Brown might get a
judgeship. So apparently there were a lot of votes that were
committed in the reapportionment process, on the basis of getting
the district boundaries drawn the way they wanted them, and this
helped Jesse get elected speaker.

After Mr. Unruh was elected speaker, I thought I was then out
of a job; I was convinced of it. Having been on the wrong side of
the speakership, working with Gordon, I felt that’s the usual political
punishment. If you're on the losing side, you're tossed out, as well
as your staff. So I thought this was the end. In fact, I'd lined up
another job.

Oh, really?
Yes.
What did happen to Gordon Winton?
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Nothing. Jesse was magnanimous in defeat. Gordon kept the
Governmental Organization Committee; in fact, then eventually was
appointed to the Judiciary Committee, which is a good committee,
too. Jesse was confident; that’s part of the self-confidence, that he
didn’t feel like he needed to punish him to keep the troops in line.
And then I talked to his staff, and Jesse apparently always
thbught highly of me because I'd worked with him on the textbook
hearings and this and that. He knew what I'd done, so he wanted
me to, of course, stay on, and not only that, he wanted me to take
over two committees. So I was to stay with Winton on the
Governmental Organization Committee, and also take over as chief
staff person on the Elections Committee. Which is how I got
involved in the politics that I mentioned earlier. Probably that’s the
next episode.
OK, yes. That’ll be a good place to start next time.
That’s my speakership fight.
Let me just go back and ask you a little bit more about the strategy
sessions. Is there anything you can remember about how they go
about collecting people and votes and so forth?
Yes. He'd have meetings in his office and ask people to commit.
Apparently--this was new to me then, but now I know that it goes
on--people have committed to both sides.
Oh. That is interesting.
Yes. As it turns out, it was not that uncommon. He was counting
some votes as committed to him that had also committed to Jesse,
because the members don’t want to say no. And of course they

always want to be on the winning side of the speakership, so
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commit to both sides and see how the thing is going, and then at
the last minute you go with the winning side, and say, "Well, I was
always committed."

Which reminds me of just one more anecdote. There was this
assemblyman during this period whom we got to know, who kind of
was the shorthand embodiment for everything that’s happened in the
last thirty years, in a sense, in fiscal policy--at the federal level, at
the state level. His name was [Assemblyman Samuel] Sam Geddes.
He represented Napa County. He was kind of a crusty member, but
pretty shrewd. Pretty shrewd.

It was a lot more informal in those days; there was time to
just talk to people. So we were talking about politics, and getting
elected. The Sam Geddes rule, he says, "The reason I keep getting
reelected--I never have any trouble--I vote for all expenditures and I
vote against all taxes. People love it."

Oh, his constituents love it. Yes, that’s right.

And that’s a parable for public finance for the last thirty years.
Explains a lot about where we are now, doesn’t it?

Yes. So there was insight in that little anecdote which I got at that
time.

OK, that’s a good place to stop. Geddes’s rule.

[End Tape 2, Side B]
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Last time we were just talking about 1961, and you had just told
me about the speakership fight, and you were asked to stay on, to
your surprise.

Yes,

And then you were also asked . . .

Jesse liked me, which was comforting. We got to be. . . . Over the
next four years we grew pretty close. I used to write his--well, not
all of them--most of his tax speeches.

Is that right?

Yes. That he gave around the state; those were written by me. He
loved them. He said, "These are good speeches." So he’d take me
places. Jesse and I went together down to the Commonwealth Club,
where he gave a speech. I rode down with him, rode back with
him. So we became pretty close; it’s probably as close as I've been
to any speaker, in that sense.

Well, tell me a little bit about that. This was even before you were
acting in an official capacity for the Rev and Tax Committee?

No, this was . . .
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Or this was afterward? I'm not sure about what . . .

Well, it came later. It came after he became speaker. [ guess he
had kind of watched what I'd been doing before he became speaker,
so he wanted me to stay on. They not only wanted me to continue
on the Government Organization assignment, they also put me in
charge of the Elections Committee.

OK, that’s the other thing [ wanted to hear about. You said that
involved some politics.

Yes, several kinds of. . . . Because in a sense, the Election
Committee was considered to be kind of low priority. It takes high
priority every ten years; they do the reapportionment. So this was
the time after the reapportionment had passed. In other words,
reapportionment was passed in 1961, so now we’re at the end of 61
going into ’62. That had all been completed.

The redistricting had been done?

Yes. So there wasn’t a lot of work for the Election Committee to
do, so they thought I could do two committees at once. The
Governmental Organization Committee staff would do the Elections
Committee work.

[t was interesting because we worked on some issues. One
thing I had to do was go down to the CDC [California Democratic
Council] convention in Fresno. These were the days when it was a
big deal. It was a really big deal at that time. Now people never
heard of them: California Democratic Council. They were the kind
of organization that brought the Democrats back into power in
1958. It was a citizens’ grass roots kind of organization where

Democrats formed clubs and then they’d go down and they’d have



HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

59

their endorsement convention. These grass roots people would
endorse--there’d be a number of people interested in running for,
say, governor, lieutenant governor, et cetera, all the offices of
Congress, and it was really thought to be very important that they'd
have the endorsement of the CDC. So they’d have this big
endorsing convention. The candidates would go down and present
their platforms, and all the party rank and file would debate and
determine who they wanted to endorse. That usually meant the
others would drop out.

The ones that weren’t endorsed?

Yes, as I recall.

So this was not an official Democratic party organ, but it really sort
of took on that aura.

Yes, it was really a grass roots kind of thing. You don’t see that
anymore; that’s such ancient history. Now the candidates have the
big P.R. firms and TV, and there’s little grass roots in the whole
political process. There’s probably more grass roots activities now in
the Republican party in terms of volunteer endorsing organizations,
as far as I can tell, than in the Democratic party, which is run by
you might call special interests through campaign contributions. No
real grass roots activities, which is interesting.

How did that change?

I don’t know. It just changed.

And why did it change more in the Democratic party than in the
Republican party?

At this CDC convention [ went to, it was to be a watershed.

This was '62?



DOERR: Yes, it was in ’62, and Jesse was feuding with the CDC at that time
because he thought that they were more liberal than they should be
in terms of promoting candidates that could be elected.

HICKE:  So they were divided on the kinds of candidates?

DOERR: Jesse wanted to see more of the official party organization take
over. Not so much the citizen people; he thought they were
nonrepresentative of the party as a whole, that they had too much
power. They probably were nonrepresentative of the party as a
whole because they tended to be more liberal. If you took a poll on
issues, they’d be more liberal and the party would be more
moderate. The Republicans would be more conservative. But they
did have the grass roots organization. That was a very healthy
aspect, to have ordinary citizens go down, meet, and try and
determine who should be a candidate.

HICKE:  Would part of the problem possibly be that Jesse had a certain
amount of control over campaigns and campaign financing, but he
would lose this control--I mean, he had no control over this grass
roots organization?

DOERR: Yes, that’s right. He had no control of the grass roots organization.
He had, of course, begun to do what everyone has done since, but
he invented the idea--in effect, raising money. At least, I like to
give him credit for it; [ couldn’t say for sure whether he invented
the idea, but he really became associated with raising the money
and donating it to other candidates whom he wanted to see elected
in the primaries, et cetera. But the office of the speaker became in

effect the source of funds for various legislative races.
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Would that have been done partly by the Central Party Committee
before that?

No, I don’t think it was done by anybody.

Nobody ever collected funds statewide and allocated them?

Not as far as [ know. Candidates had either raised funds locally,
from their friends and relatives and parents and supporters in their
community, or they’d received money directly from various special
interest groups. We voted to eliminate the practice of transfering
funds at the last election.

One of the things that was stressed to me at that time--and I
still believe it to be true--is that in other systems of government
there’s much more party discipline, such as in England. So the
parties have a platform and they have a program, and they can
implement it. But here the parties were weak. California
traditionally had weak parties; we had the cross-filing that weakened
them even further. With the party structure so weak, we had a
bunch of so-called, you might call them independents. There was no
responsibility to anybody but themselves and their constituents. So
even though the party would put out this platform in an election
time, there was never the muscle to implement many of their
programs.

So with this method that Jesse developed, he was able to
introduce party loyalty simply by the fact he was contributing to the
campaigns. I'd say at that point there was the beginning of what
we now see as a very highly partisan legislature, and it evolved

from that point. I think I mentioned that Ralph Brown was kind of
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a nonpartisan; he was elected by a coalition. Then Jesse started to
put in the party . . .

But would it have been party loyalty, or loyalty to Jesse Unruh?
Well, it was loyalty to Jesse, but Jesse was trying to elect Democrats
and to put across a Democratic program. It’s like any party:
[British Prime Minister] Margaret Thatcher has her program, and
they’re expected to vote for it if the leader of the party takes the
message of the party to the people. So that’s what Jesse was trying
to do, and it worked. It's worked beyond anybody’s imagination in
terms of how that became one of the principal sources of funds for
candidates as it evolved through the various speakerships, although
[Speaker] Leo [McCarthy] never liked to do it that much.

Leo McCarthy?

Yes. [Speaker Robert] Moretti did the same thing. Willie Brown
[Jr.] too. We got off the point. Oh, we’re at the CDC.

Nineteen sixty-two, Fresno.

Yes, with the CDC convention. So it was kind of an acrimonious
convention. One of its decisions was, of course, to endorse Pat
Brown for reelection. This was a momentous election in California;
it was a big thing because he was running against Richard Nixon for
the governorship, who had just lost the presidency. I think I talked
about my friend Joe Shell.

Yes.

Because he ran against Nixon in the primary, and that really
weakened Nixon, so even though Pat Brown wasn’t too strong, he

was strong enough to defeat Nixon on the basis of the fact that
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Nixon had had primary opposition, he’d lost the presidency, and he
just didn’t run a good campaign.

I remember one of the things in that campaign that sticks out
in my mind are the activities of [Richard] Dick Tuck, who was--I
think he was director of Transportation, but Brown had him
appointed to a lot of jobs. He had a real creative mind, and in a
sense he was doing things good-naturedly. He introduced the Nixon
crowd to what you might call dirty tricks, [Laughter] which we saw
reflected some years later. He would play all these dirty tricks on
Nixon during the campaign.

One time, Nixon was campaigning in Chinatown, Los Angeles.
So Dick Tuck got a bunch of signs painted in Chinese with the
question, "What about the Hughes loan?" One of the issues was
that Howard Hughes had loaned a lot of money to Nixon’s brother.
So here are these signs in Chinese that say, "What about the Hughes
loan?" Dick Tuck hired these Chinese guys to stand next to Nixon
with the signs. Nixon’s smiling, and. . . . [Laughter] Because he
doesn’t know what the signs say. And everybody’s laughing in the
crowd. [Laughter] When he found out about it, he was just
furious.

Another time--it was in San Luis Obispo--Nixon was. . . . They
still did campaigning by trains in those days, which is another thing
you’'ll never see again. So Nixon was on the back of this train
giving a speech in San Luis Obispo. He had just started a speech,
and Dick Tuck had a conductor’s hat on, and was dressed up as a

conductor. He waved to the engineer, "Ready to go!" and the train
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pulled out of the station while Nixon was on the back of it trying to
give this speech.

There’s a series of them; I don’t remember them all, but one
after another, these gags that were played on Nixon by this funny
man who was just hilarious. Nixon was furious. [ could just see
where that idea would stick in his head, you know--we’re going to
play tricks on my opponents. And he would use that, much to his
demise, many years later. But it’s possible that’s where he got the
idea, where it all started.

Were you involved in this campaign?

No, I wasn’t involved in the governor’s campaign.

OK. Anyway, we got ahead of our story. We’re still in Fresno.
Yes, we're still in Fresno. If I had had a chance to look through
some of my papers [ could probably recall more of what happened.
I enjoyed it immensely from just watching the friction, watching the
grass roots kinds of activities, but also recognizing Jesse’s concerns
that these people really weren’t representative of average Democrats.
They had pre-primary endorsements. You’d have three Democrats
on the ballot, and they would endorse one, and he would win
because he was endorsed by them. So in effect they were trying to
short-circuit the election process. So you kind of have mixed
feelings. It was a very healthy thing in one sense, although it was
antidemocratic in another sense.

Who are the people who stand out in your mind?

Well, Alan Cranston was the founder of this organization. He was
at that time still the revered leader of the organization. Joe Wyatt,

whom I met many years later, curiously enough, from Pasadena, was
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the president at the time. He was just a dynamic fellow, very
intelligent. I met him at a school boards convention many years
later, because his wife was on a school board, and we had a chat
about the old days. A number of the state legislators went to this
convention, of course, because nobody felt that politically they could
afford not to go. Jesse didn’t go, though.
Jesse didn’t go?
No. They booed Jesse. Jesse was this evil person to them.
I've forgotten, how did you happen to go?
Because [ was consultant to the Elections Committee.
Oh, I see. OK.
Because this related to pre-primary endorsements, which was one of
the topics we were supposed to be studying, as it related to the
electoral process. Should we outlaw pre-primary endorsements, et
cetera, et cetera. [ was basically down there to keep an eye on
things for Jesse, and to write a memo. I'm sure [ did, but I don’t
remember what I said or where it is. You know, what happened,
who was doing what, et cetera, et cetera.
Do you recall who was doing what? What was Cranston doing?
I know that one of the speakers was Henry Gonzales, from San
Antonio. He became a congressman. He was a fiery liberal, and he
just brought that place to its feet. It’s so many years ago, I have
forgotten about a lot of the little political things that were
interesting.

I remember [Senator] Hugo Fisher--he’d carried the education
reform bills in ’61 that made the CTA [California Teachers

Association] mad--was there. And I spent quite a bit of time with
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him because we had worked together on the education reform bill.
We'd sit up all night in hotel rooms and talk about politics and this
and that. I guess like any conference, half the conference is the
formal agenda--you go down to the civic auditorium--and half of it is
the informal talking to people and this and that and the other thing
that makes it such a good time and so interesting.

Did the conference-at-large vote on the candidates?

Yes, they endorsed Governor Brown for reelection; they endorsed the
ticket that they wanted to see. There were some fights--I can’t
remember--floor fights on certain candidates, but I don’t remember
the details. I first got acquainted with [Richard] Dick Nevins at that
time, with whom [ worked closely later because he was on the tax
board [Board of Equalization]. But he was a very staunch, pro-club-
type Democrat, as I recall.

Anyway, it’s a kind of an interesting phenomenon of California
politics that kind of came and now it’s gone. Another part of the
political process was a formal party structure which was in the law,
which they’ve always had. That was the meeting of the Democratic
State Central Committee. There were ways to get appointed or
elected to that. I know legislators made some of the appointments;
they may have made them all. I don’t recall if there were any
elected independently. But anyway, it was a body that’s charged to
draft the party platform, so they meet in the Capitol. The CDC
convention is way in the spring. It’s in March or April, because it
has to be well in advance of the primaries--maybe in March--so they

can take a stand and get who they want in the primaries. The
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central committee comes after the primaries, and it’s the people who
win the primaries, and their appointees, who come to Sacramento.
During this process I'd become friendly with Don Bradley and
Van Dempsey in particular, who was Don Bradley’s assistant. They
were running the official state party.
The central committee?
Yes. They were the professionals; they were in charge. There was
a party chairman. But they were the staff people. So I got
acquainted with them, and they began to trust me. They were, of
course, primarily, I think, working to get Pat Brown elected. But
they also wanted to have everybody working together--including
Jesse--in a united campaign effort. Van Dempsey asked me to help
write the party platform. And I had to talk to a number of people,
so I did. Maybe he thought that would help keep Jesse Unruh from
taking shots at the platform.
[Interruption]
You were just writing the program for the platform.
At that time--I think I mentioned before--there were very few
legislative consultants. So I knew everybody and we worked
together, went out to lunch together. The effort to draft a platform
was organized so the various consultants would have input in terms
of what they’re familiar with--the issues and what the stand should
be. This was more of a collective effort. I got to advise delegates
on the platform as it was being discussed. I don’t know if Pat
Brown ever knew that I did that, because he was grumpy with me

for several years, which we’ll get to. In fact, I found this morning
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his transcript of the press conference where he directly attacks me.
That comes later.

But then I got on his good side. [ was on the list of sponsors
for his eightieth birthday in San Francisco.
Really? Oh, good.

So things turn around. He liked me later.

The thing I remember most about the central committee
meeting was this hard battle on the floor of this conference, in
effect between [Senator] George Miller [Jr.] and Jesse. They didn’t
get along at all. And I admired George Miller, too; I think he was
one of the greatest legislators of all time, and so was Jesse.
Anyway, they didn’t get along. So Jesse had [Assemblyman] Tom
Bane running the meeting. He was chairman of Rules [Committee]
at that time, and still is. There were some efforts by folks on the
floor to try and add or embellish what was programmed to happen,
and of course Tom just gavels them down like Jesse would have on
the Ways and Means Committee. And then Miller was just furious,
so there was this huge battle on procedure--"You're not democratic,"
Senator Miller charged.

Between Miller and Bane?

Yes, and then Jesse. It spilled over into the press and the meeting
got a black eye over this heavy-handed use of the gavel. Just
gaveling things down, ignoring people. It was too bad.

Whose side was Miller on? He was the one that was against Tom
Bane, so then Jesse . . .

And then against Jesse.

So then Jesse was supporting Bane?
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Well, Tom Bane was one of Jesse’s lieutenants.

Who won? Was there a winner?

Jesse won, as [ recall, and lost in the press. He won the day.

He won the fight and lost the war.

Yes, that makes sense. [ was think it was Art Hoppe who first
called him Big Daddy in one of his columns.

Is that right?

But he may have been called Big Daddy by his. . . . No, I think it
wasn’t Art Hoppe. Art Hoppe just popularized that in his column. I
think that came from his friends, earlier, who would call him Big
Daddy. Cat on a Hot Tin Roof was a movie that was popular, I
think, in the late fifties. The character was Big Daddy. So they

kept referring to Jesse as Big Daddy. And initially, Jesse accepted it
as a fun nickname. But then it got out of control when they started
putting it in the press. Here’s this big, heavy person smoking cigars;
that this is Big Daddy; it’s like Boss Tweed or some evil person.

And that got played up through all this period; it never left our
immediate perception. It was accepted as part of a private group,
but when you're running for statewide office, it’s not good to have
Big Daddy as your nickname. People are antipolitics.

Tell me just a little bit more about the platform-writing committee.
Did you start out with a draft? Somebody’s draft, or you drafted it?
We drafted it. We just had some chats, and we knew what the
issues were because we'’re all working in the legislature. We knew
what all the state issues were. We generally knew what Jesse’s
views were. We knew what the governor’s views were. There were

suggestions from interested parties.
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Who worked with you on the draft?

The various committee consultants in the various committees. We
were all about the same age and we’d come to the Capitol roughly
at the same time.

And did you try to incorporate all these different viewpoints, or
meld them, or . . .

We just put down what we collectively thought the members would
want the position to be, where we thought they stood on the issues.
Assuming they wanted the same thing?

Yes, assuming they wanted the same thing, we would write it so it
would come out so it would sound like the same thing.

If they didn’t want the same thing, you would try to word it so that
it would be acceptable?

Yes. That worked out OK. We were kind of working behind the
scenes to patch things up, to make things go smoothly.

Sounds like an exercise in diplomacy.

Yes. Of course during the same time period, [ was with the
Governmental Organization Committee. There wasn'’t a lot going
on, we started looking at conflicts of interest. In fact, we passed, I
think, some bills on conflict of interest.

What kind of . . .

[End Tape 3, Side A]

[Begin Tape 3, Side B]

HICKE:

DOERR:

You were looking at conflict of interest for government officials.
Yes. I remember writing a report and making some

recommendations. We had a hearing down in Orange County,
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because there was just a lot of corruption down there in local
government. We brought a man out of jail who had been convicted
of taking bribes for land-use decisions, and had an extensive
discussion of the issue. The interesting thing--why I bring this up--is
that this is where I first met Ken Cory. He was working for
Assemblyman [Richard] Dick Hanna as a field person down there, so
he did some of the fieldwork for us.

On this issue?

On this issue. He knew the politics of the county and who we
should be calling in terms of witnesses, what the problems were,
where the worst abuses were taking place. So you know, he helped
me set that whole thing up.

You picked out Orange County because they were having the
problems and it was sort of a microcosm of what you might have to
look at?

Yes. That was when I first met him, and we became good friends
for many years. Still are. That’s where--as far as [ know--Ken got a
start in politics.

What was he then?

He was just out of school and joined Assemblyman Hanna’s staff.

So he was on the staff.

Yes. In some fashion; 'm not sure exactly what it was. Then he
came to Sacramento in 1963 and he became consultant to the
Education Committee. Or Rules Committee, one of the two. [I've
forgotten which one.

What came out of this investigation?

We introduced some bills. The legislative aspect wasn’t significant.
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After the election was over, most of your work in the Elections
Committee was over, is that right?
Yes. In 1962, the governor was reelected. The Democrats were in
strong control of the legislature and the governorship. Then that
brings us to 1963, which was a big turning point. One more point,
because it will help. The chairman of the Elections Committee was
[Nicholas] Nick Petris at the time. So I'd been working with
Gordon Winton on the Governmental Organization Committee and
with Nick Petris.
[ have one more question about Jesse. Did he have any thoughts or
indicate anything about wanting to run for governor at that time?
Oh, sure.
In ’62, we're talking about?
Yes. If Pat Brown hadn’t run, he probably would have run,
although he knew that Pat was going to run. But he thought that
he might be the candidate in ’66. He worked hard for Pat. . . .
[Pause] Then he got sabotaged later on, which we’ll go into, as far
as he was concerned. Probably; I think he was treated a little
shabbily myself.

So we come to 1963, and this is when I moved to Rev and
Tax Committee.
Let me just ask you about your impressions of Nick Petris before we
move on.
This is how I got to the Rev and Tax Committee: it was through
Nick Petris, because he was my chairman for the Elections
Committee. He was satisfied that [ was doing a good job. He liked

me, and we worked well together. So he became appointed
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chairman of the Rev and Tax Committee, and then [ was asked to
go with him. So I'm now the consultant on the Rev and Tax
Committee, the chief consultant. Nick is a great guy. Just
marvelous. Intelligent, idealistic, very fine person. Nice to work
with.

OK, well, we can do two things. We can either start out with your
first years with the Rev and Tax Committee, or you can start back
and give me the historical perspective on California taxes, which I
mentioned once before.

Yes.

[ have a chronology here that I worked up myself. I don’t know if
it’s going to be of any help to you. [Takes out chronology] The
period from 1850 to 1910 was the era of the property tax.

Yes, well, the outline of California’s tax structure was prepared for a
committee study.

That’s where I got it. [Laughter]

Here is Governor Brown’s 1963 tax program.

OK. Do you want to start on that, then?

Yes. Because it’s kind of interesting. It will shed some light on the
things. I'm not sure [ know the exact sequence of all the things
here. I think this was the Lockup year, when Jesse locked the
Republicans out.

Yes. I have that date someplace but I don’t remember it myself
exactly. [July 1963]

I think it indirectly involved this.

It had to do with the education bill. That was the sticking-point.
Yes. But they were really furious about this tax program.
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Do you want to start with that, then?

Yes. Now, this was sort of an exception to my general rule of
California politics--that every ninth year you have a tax increase.
That’s the Doerr Rule of California politics?

Every eighth year, when a governor goes out of office, the budget
goes to hell, and then when the new governor comes in, a tax
increase is proposed to balance the budget. The last budget of the
prior governor has gone out of balance, due to a number of factors.
They may have inflated the revenues--whatever happens, the budget
goes out of balance. The ninth year you have to come in and have
a tax increase. So all the major tax increases we’ve had have come
every ninth year. You know, you just take them. The 1959 Pat
Brown program, the ’67 Reagan program, the first Jerry Brown year,
the first [Governor George] Deukmejian year, and the first Wilson
year. Those were the years. You could almost put that as a rule--a
rule of California politics.

But although this was an exception to the rule, it is related,
because a tax increase was proposed the year after a gubernatorial
election. So here’s 1963, and the governor feels like he needs more
revenue, for whatever purpose, and I've forgotten exactly why.

He had implemented a lot of new social programs, such as the
Master Plan for Education and things like that.

Yes. So anyway, for whatever reason, the current revenue stream
wasn’t adequate. So Governor Brown brings in a program. There
are several provisions in it.

Was it introduced as a bill in the legislature?

Yes. Petris introduced them. I am required to work on these bills.
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Oh, so it’s a series of bills.

It’s a series of bills. Because this was before I invented the single
bill. Il talk about that. I kind of invented the package. That
comes a little later.

Omnibus bill?

The omnibus tax package. Prior to when I did that, all the bills
were introduced separately. So we had A.B. 1946,' which was a
change in how corporation taxes were paid, to bring them to
current--more current. A.B. 1945% was the proposal to adopt
withholding. This issue is one that’s huge. You couldn’t imagine,
nowadays, how big the issue of withholding was in the sixties.
Provoked quite a reaction?

This was one of the big political issues of the time: whether or not
the state should have withholding on its personal income tax. Now,
we didn’t, of course, at that time. Then there were a couple other
minor provisions--an insurance tax quarterly payment system, a
change in the gift tax. But the big element was withholding,
because taxpayers paid the state at the time a lump sum. But the
tax rate wasn't high at the time, and of course, incomes weren’t so
high, so it was not a huge amount, but anyway, taxpayers did pay it
in a lump sum.

Who wrote the governor’s tax program? Who drafted it?

That year? [Chief Financial Economist W. R.] Ralph Currie in the
Department of Finance prepared it. Nick agreed to carry it, so I had

1. Citation not found.

2, Did not pass.
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to work on it in terms of the legislative strategy, and the
Republicans were just dead set against it. This would make it easier
for the state to raise taxes. They didn’t like withholding one iota.
There’s probably a ton of information around about what they were
saying about it. It was a difficult issue because a lot of the
Democrats didn’t want to vote for it either, because they thought
politically it was too hot.

Too much control by Big Brother?

Yes. And of course the governor desperately wants this. I'm kind of
shortening the story a little bit. So Jesse goes out on a limb; he
really cashes in his political chips to get this through for the
governor, OK? So the bills pass the assembly and go to the senate.
How did he get it past. . . . Oh, you said he just sort of ramrodded
it through with his prestige in calling in the chips.

Yes. At that time it was a majority vote bill, so it went through.
When the program goes to the senate, and it gets to the senate
floor. . . . One thing I might mention is during this period of time,
when it was first introduced, at that time it was just before Martin
Huff became the executive officer of the Franchise Tax Board. So
they had this person [John J. Campbell] who was in charge who
was just dragging his heels. He viewed this proposal as an attack
on the Franchise Tax Board for not collecting taxes. Because the
governor says, "If we put in withholding, we’ll get in all this extra
revenue." "What do you mean? You're implying we’re not collecting
the money that’s owed. You're implying we'’re not doing our jobs."
So you had this administrator dragging his feet and not cooperating.
After he retires--it’s either '63 or ’64--he goes and Martin Huff comes
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in and turns things around. So he wasn’t helping at all, and I don’t
know to what extent he got to people in the senate.
So the senate turns the governor down and defeats the bill.

HICKE: Because of the Republican . .

DOERR: Well, the Democrats.

HICKE: And some of the Democrats also?

DOERR: Yes. The governor’s so-called friends in the senate. So what
happens is then they send the governor an unbalanced budget,
which is not too uncommon these days, but at that time it was kind
of a big thing. OK, we don’t have the revenues to pay for what’s in
the budget, but here it is. So the governor says, "Well, 'm going to
have to cut things out of the budget."

What actually happens, [ don’t know. Some of this material is
in Jim Mills’s book. I don’t know if you've read that. A Disorderly
House.! This is one thing I think he missed. I believe actions
subsequent to the failure of the withholding bill were a factor in the
deterioration of relations between Jesse and the governor, based on
some of the time I spent with Jesse. Jesse really worked hard to get
the withholding bill through for the governor. He had called in his
chips, been a loyal leader of the party and the assembly. Then he
goes down to talk to the governor after this happens about "What
are we going to do?"

When he gets down to the governor’s office, he sees the same
senators who sabotaged the governor’s program in the senate, sitting

with the governor, helping him work out the list of cuts that are

1. James R. Mills. A Disorderly House (Berkeley, California: Heyday
Books, 1987).
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going to be made in the budget. And Jesse is shut out. And Jesse
just figures that is so outrageous, that he’s been loyal and these
guys have sabotaged him, and they’re the ones down helping the
governor make the cuts and figure out the strategy and not him.
He was just livid, furious.

From that point on, relationships became more strained.

The governor cut a number of items out of the budget with
the advice of the senate leaders, and then he put out the list, which
is this list, which is an extra copy.

Supplemental appropriations . . .

He calls the legislature back--"T'll put these back into the budget if
you'll pass the revenue program for me to fund it." So the
legislature comes back and passes the corporation acceleration part
of the program where the corporation tax was paid sooner, and I
believe some sales tax adjustments were made to bring in some
revenue.

So then he did put these back in?

Yes. Because the legislature did pass some bills generating some
revenue. They didn’t pass withholding. It did not pass. But one of
the other things the senate decided at that time to do--because they
were kind of looked at as the bad guys for the original opposition--
was to initiate a comprehensive tax study. Instead of a joint effort
with the assembly, the senate decided it’s going to have a separate
tax study. Jesse then decides if the senate is going to have a tax
study, the assembly is going to have a tax study too. As a result,
we launched into a big study; a lot of tax policy changes stem from
that.
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That’s this twelve-volume . . .!

Yes. It came about as a result of the failure of this governor’s
original tax program and this fight between the assembly and the
senate. There’s a couple of other issues that were interesting in the
’63 session. I'm not sure if that’s when we had the Lockup, but I
think it was. It was during this period.

We can check that.

Because I remember [ was down on the assembly floor at the time,
watching this going on, and people sleeping, and I think
Assemblyman Bill Bagley sleeping in the . . .

He was in the men’s room, I heard? Or something, sleeping?

[ think he was in the ladies’ room.

Oh. [Laughter]

That’s what sticks in my mind, but . . .

That would make a better story than sleeping in the men’s room,
that’s true.

But you see, there was only one lady legislator at the time; that’s
[Assemblywoman] Pauline Davis. It was called Pauline’s potty. It
was off the floor. It was a special room; it was different than just a
restroom because there was only one person using it, so it was kind
of fixed up. It was more of a lounge. As I understand it, having
never been in it.

Probably had a day bed or something in it.

!, California Assembly Interim Committee on Revenue and Taxation,

Assembly Interim Committee Reports, 1963-1965 (Sacramento: California
Legislature, 1965).
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But a couple of other interesting things [ do remember from the ’63
session. Part of the ’63 session for me was a learning experience in
terms of tax policy, because [ was trying to learn more about tax
policy, although I had some college economics.
State tax issues aren’t exactly the same as what you learn about in
college, either.
There were two issues in particular that I recall. One was the Du
Pont bill. This was when I got acquainted with [Assemblyman
Philip] Phil Burton, who missed becoming speaker by one vote in
the House of Representatives. He ran against [Congressman James]
Jim Wright for majority leader, as I recall. Wright won by one vote.
Anyway, Phil Burton was assemblyman at that time, and he
was larger than life, in a sense. He had an overriding presence. He
was smart, but he was sort of abrasive. Not too many of the
members liked him at all. The issue in this bill was the [U.S.]
Supreme Court had ordered the divestiture by Du Pont of its General
Motors stock. Or was it vice versa? But anyway, General Motors
and Du Pont had this relationship, and the Court said that there was
violation of free trade because General Motors was buying things
from Du Pont rather than on the open market, et cetera, et cetera.
The Supreme Court ordered a divestiture, so the question was, when
they spun off all this stock, was a tax owed or not?
To the corporations or the stockholders?
The stockholders. Was this a dividend? Instead of a dividend, you
got a share of stock which you could sell, which in a sense is
somewhat the same thing as money. The tax officials in Washington
ruled that it was a taxable dividend. Congress passed the bill to
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make it not taxable, saying this was a tax-free reorganization,
became unfair to people. The receipt of the new stock was not
something they did on their own volition. This was forced on them
by the courts, so this shouldn’t be taxable.

So it only applied to this one transaction?

Yes, it was the Du Pont bill. So then the bill is introduced in
California for the same treatment for California tax. This bill
became a huge issue. And Phil Burton decided that he wanted to
get into this. I developed background material on the bill. After
reviewing the material, he decides that he is going to fight this bill.
He’s going to fight against this bill?

Yes. He thinks this is wrong; he believes it is just a rip-off by these
stockholders and not fair taxation. So he’s going to try and stop
California from doing this. He was smart, and he was energetic. I
never saw anybody with more energy. He was always working on
something. He knew the welfare system inside and out. All these
provisions in welfare law nobody understood, he understood, and he
could do things on the floor and could get things through before
anybody knew what they were doing.

But he wanted to work on this issue. As [ recall, the bill got
out on the floor--went through our committee and got out on the
floor. By then it had become a big issue, and people were talking
about it and there were articles in the press.

Which got out on the floor? The bill to . . .

The bill to grant the exemption to the Du Pont stockholders. 'm a
little hazy on what exactly happened to the bill, to be honest with
you. [ think it may have passed. I know it didn’t become law. It
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may have been that Governor Brown vetoed it. [ think that’s what
happened, although maybe it was stopped somewhere in the
legislative process. But I definitely know it didn’t become law. So
California taxed the stock distribution while the federal government
didn’t. The outcome was due to Phil Burton making it this big
issue. He was calling union representatives that he’d worked with
all over the state, having them intercede, so he had all this union
pressure coming in. He knew how to work the system.

But why was he so interested in this?

Because he thought, from his liberal perspective, that was a rip-off
by special-interest, high-income people that was wrong. It just
struck him as wrong; he wasn’t going to permit it.

This was really a good education, seeing how you could work
the system. [ adopted some of the things that [ learned from Mr.
Burton at that point, such as how you go outside the system to
work the system. What I used to call later on, when I would do it,
lobbying the lobbyists, so to speak. Instead of lobbyists lobbying
legislators, legislators are lobbying lobbyists to get them to take a
position which will influence the legislature as a whole.

Oh, that’s interesting.

So that’s when I first learned that so-called technique, which was
invaluable many times. Many, many times. So I can thank Phil
Burton for that.

I remember when the bill came to the floor of the assembly.
I'm pretty sure it passed the assembly, because he had a bunch of
funny amendments that he was trying to put in the bill. The first

one was--and these were actually put out on the floor--was to title
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the bill. So he said, "I move the bill be amended to title this bill
"The Aid to Needy Du Pont Stockholders Act.™ [Laughter] There
was a series of amendments like that he put on the floor, just to
embarrass people, which was again strategy I learned from him in
terms of what you could do in a floor fight other than just argue
against a bill flat out. You can use the amendment process to make
a lot of points and dramatize them more than you could if you just
stand up there: "This is a bill that’s wrong because of A, B, C, D,
E." People, they don’t listen, they don’t understand. But if you
have five amendments and each one has to be debated, you get your
points home really much more effectively than if you just stand up
and make a speech against it.

HICKE:  Oh, yes, that one you just mentioned makes the point very clearly.

DOERR: Yes. I learned that from him at that time. As you’re immersed in
this process, you're trying to learn all the time. I was there for
quite a while and I worked on many bills, but I continued to learn
from the process. That was an education. I remember sitting in Mr.
Burton’s office; he called the oilworkers’ union official in Martinez or
Antioch or Pittsburg, somewhere along there, to get him to put
pressure on whoever he had influence with. He comes up and pats
me on the back after this is over, says, "Boy, you really did a good
job on this. I really am very pleased." Considering his reputation,
this surprised me. '

[End Tape 3, Side B]
[Begin Tape 4, Side A]

HICKE:  You were just saying this is a little out of character for him.
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Yes, he rarely praised anybody. He just had his mission, and he set
his goals.

So maybe it was even more impressive when he . . .

As his career went on and people recognized more how he operated
and thought back on this episode, I thought he was a very
interesting person. My colleagues on the staff also had concluded
that he was brilliant, smart, abrasive. If he was less abrasive, he’d
probably become president. But how far can you get with his skills
but with his personality?

So a little charm would have taken him a long way?

Yes, well, he clearly would have been speaker of the House of
Representatives. He lost by one vote. A lot of people there didn’t
like him. From what we heard, he had the votes counted. He had
commitments, but when it went to a secret ballot there were
members who stabbed him in the back because they didn’t like his
personality. He would have been speaker, and possibly from that he
would have run for president.

Did his amendments have an effect? Were they effective?

Well, they didn’t pass. On this bill.

But he made his point.

They were for debating points. The end result was the bill didn’t
pass, and it was stopped somewhere because of this tremendous
pressure he built up through his amendments and through his
lobbying the lobbyists. As I said, I think the governor vetoed it
because of all the pressure that Burton had built up among the folks
that were the governor’s constituencies--the unions, et cetera, et

cetera. That was an interesting little episode; it was 1963.
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Another thing that happened in '63 which was interesting
because it relates to subsequent events was passage of a bill called
the Uniform Division of Income for Tax Purposes Act,’ which was an
apportionment system for corporate tax purposes. Later on people
talked about it in terms of the unitary issues.

So this was the beginning of the unitary system?

In terms of the legislature, yes. Before that there had been some
court cases and administrative actions, but this was a statute.
Legislature bought into this system by passing this big act. I
remember working on that bill; [ spent quite a bit of time on it.
Tom Knight was the president of the California Manufacturers
Association. Of course, their support was needed before this bill
could pass. This again was a Petris bill.

I was going to ask you how it came about.

The Franchise Tax Board gave it to Petris.

And did they get it from other states?

Yes, several states, as [ recall, had done that. I couldn’t tell you
which ones. Several states were trying to adopt the same system, so
the corporations all over the country would have the same rules to
follow so you wouldn’t be taxing more than 100 percent or less,
which is still a goal but it's nowhere near reality. State systems are
all over the map. So many businesses pay--if you take their U.S.
income--they’ll either pay taxes on a lot more than 100 percent of
their income, or they’ll pay a lot less. Because one state will

determine state income by one formula, and another in a different

1. 1966 Reg. Sess. Cal. Stat. ch. 2.
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way. This was an attempt to try and get some kind of
standardization. It was also the first bringing into California law
this whole concept of unitary apportionment.

Tom Knight was with the CMA; he was the head of the CMA
at the time. Bill Sprague was their lobbyist. I think Mr. Knight’s
initial reaction was to be concerned about this proposal, so we just
had long discussions. He was not sure it was a good idea. But
finally he acquiesced, sent a telegram that they were OK on the bill,
and with that, the bill went roaring through because there was no
other opposition.

So you had to negotiate with Tom Knight?

Yes.

What was his objection?

Some of the problems we've heard about since, that this was giving
too much power to the Franchise Tax Board to fix the amount of
corporate income. This was going to bring income into California
that was for tax purposes that wasn’t earned here. He was
concerned about these things, but he didn’t quite know, and nobody
was quite sure at that time, how this was going to work. |
What it does is basically allocate a corporation’s income to various
states.

Yes.

But it was going to bring in more income to California than it had
been getting before?

No. We argued, and the analysis on the bill, [ believe, said it was
not going to do that. [Inaudible]

So it was basically to make life easier for the corporations.
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Yes. That was our argument. My work on this bill was the start of
my history with the unitary issue.

One other interesting bill at this time was a bill Nick Petris
carried. This relates to Phil Burton again. Nick Petris decides, at
the request of labor. . . . This was very interesting. Organized labor
came in and said, "We’d like to have you introduce a bill to prohibit
local income taxes." Nick says, "Fine," so he put the bill in, we push
it through, and it’s signed, prohibiting local income taxes.! That’s
still there; it’s still in the law. So California doesn’t have local
income tax. Labor had been looking at the taxes in Pennsylvania
and Ohio where a lot of communities levy local income taxes. They
didn’t like those; they thought they were unfair, et cetera.

Didn’t anybody object?

Yes, Phil Burton objected. So he was furious because at the end of
the session, of course, labor puts out their report cards. You often
see these in the paper. Well, of course, labor had that on their list
this time, because it was one of the bills they were sponsoring. Mr.
Burton had voted against it because he thought there should be
local income taxes. So the labor report card ranks him down on it.
So he said, in fact it’s the first and last time he’s ever not been rated
100 percent by the AFL-CIO in terms of his voting record.

But that was also one thing that he was unsuccessful in fighting?
Yes, because labor was for it, and the Republicans just were all for
it. Today that would never happen.

That’s a strange coalition.

1. A.B. 661, 1963 Reg. Sess. Cal. Stat. ch. 812.
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Yes, it was very strange, the politics of that. Nick Petris was the
author, he was the chairman of the committee. You had the
Republicans and Democrats going along, and labor in favor. There
was no way that anybody could stop that.

Another example of a position taken by an organization that
was puzzling occurred in 1973. In 1972, as part of S.B. 90,' the
schools won a cost-of-living COLA [Cost of Living Adjustment]. I
thought, well, that’s pretty significant for schools. Then the very
next year, I'm attending a meeting down in the Department of
Finance where we’re trying to work on a so-called "trailer" bill to
S.B. 90 with a lot of changes. And at the meeting the lobbyist for
CTA, named Oscar Anderson, of San Francisco, is trading away this
COLA that they’d won for a declining enrollment adjustment. It’s
like getting twenty-four dollars’ worth of junk jewelry for selling
Manhattan. [ thought, "This guy’s crazy, that’s not in his
organization’s own best interest." But of course, the Department of
Finance was anxious to make the trade. Here’s CTA and the
administration both agreeing. So the legislature passed the change
and the CTA gave away their COLA. That was in 1973. They
finally got it back again much later, but after they lost significant
inflationary adjustments.

Why did they do that?
That’s what I'm saying. People don’t always act the way they’re
supposed to act. Once in a while you see that. TI'll never forget

that; I thought that was the strangest thing I'd ever seen. And it

1. S.B. 90, Property Tax Relief Act of 1972, 1972 Reg. Sess., Cal. Stat. ch.

1406.
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turns out--because then with inflation in the Carter years, schools
would have received a great deal of additional revenue--one couldn’t
believe that they’d traded their COLA away. So of course their
apportionments were held down. Eventually they did get a COLA
later. But much later.

After the big inflation.

After the big jumps in inflation had passed and they’d lost out. But
they had only' themselves to blame. I would have never done that if
I'd been representing them. I’'d have told them. But people don’t
act the way they’re supposed to act, and this is another example of
what happened in 1963 when labor supported this prohibition
against local income taxes.

Another interesting thing about that 1963 bill is that it’s never been
changed.

Right.

How do you account for that?

Well, it’s part of the tax revolt now. Nobody wants the cities to
have the authority to levy income taxes.

Back to the COLA, do you think trading it away was this one
person’s decision?

I don’t know. The CTA relied on Oscar Anderson to give them
advice on school finance. However, some school administrators

were also concerned about declining enrollment.

[Discussions omitted]

Getting back to 1963, one thing Jesse told me at the time was
that he had his influence in the Republican caucus. I don’t know

how widely that’s known. Because he’d do favors for certain
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Republicans. So he told me once that he got the Republican
minority leader elected to his post. He pulled the strings for the
Republicans he knew to have that happen.

Who was that?

His name was [Assemblyman] Charles Conrad. Nice guy. He was a
movie actor. A bit player.

I've never heard that.

And interestingly enough, Conrad was a real conservative person.

At the time of the Lockup, Jesse thought his friends in the
Republican ranks would stay with him. You see, a lockup is
something that happens all the time, every day. A "call of the
house" is routinely applied to bills that do not have the votes to
pass on the first roll-call. When a "call" is applied to a bill, "The
sergeant-of-arms will close the doors and bring in the absent
members." It’s done a thousand times a year; they lock the doors
and bring in the absentees. So in a sense, the Lockup started out
no different than any other call. The bill didn’t have the votes and
a "call of the house" was moved. Usually, proponents of bills in call
go around and work some of the members, and Jesse would bring a
few in and talk to them, and they’d switch votes, and bills would
pass.

So when the Lockup started, there was no idea that members
were going to be locked up for overnight or anything. It was just
another bill, it was routine, lock the doors.

So it started out as a perfectly standard procedure.
Yes, it was standard procedure. That’s one thing people didn’t

understand, because it got interpreted as this was intended and Jesse
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was this Machiavellian person that was in charge of this. Then
there was another provision--it’s either in law or in the rules--that
said you could require a person to vote if they didn’t vote. As I
recall, it wasn’t that they were voting no; they weren’t voting. So
that came into play. Members were required to come and vote; they
can'’t just sit there and not vote. The rules require you to vote. But
as it started, it was started as any other bill: the bill didn’t have the
votes, so proponents put it on call to see if added votes could be
obtained. And Jesse thought, because he’d influenced the election of
the minority leader, after a while some Republicans would vote for
the bill.

But [ think--and this is what I heard, so part of this is just
what I heard, and how true it is, [ don’t know--that the so-called
Young Turks in the Republican caucus decided to make this stand to
in effect try and take over the caucus, to gain the upper hand,
which they did.

The Republican caucus.

Yes. The more moderate Republicans, so to speak. In retrospect, I
think some of the greatest legislators that ever existed were in this
group.

Who were they?

[Assemblymen] [Robert] Monagan, [John] Veneman, Bagley,
Fluornoy, et cetera. That whole group. Alan Pattee. The whole
group, the so-called Young Turk Progressive Republicans who were
not philosophically close to Charlie Conrad.

So this was the beginning of that struggle for control of the

caucus. This is what I was hearing, so whether this is true or not I
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don’t know. So that Jesse’s Republicans couldn’t afford to back
down because it gave the other Republicans an opportunity to say
that they were stooges of Jesse. Which of course made Jesse mad.
So he said, "Well, we’ll make them stay here until they vote."
Jesse went out to dinner and I guess he got pumped up. And I
went back to my office for a while. Then I went up and watched
the members. Nothing was going on, except the press was having a
field day and there was a lot of posturing by the Republicans. It
was a brilliant strategy.
On whose part?
The Monagan, Veneman, Bagley group. Now, I'm not sure that
those are the reasons. That’s what I was hearing secondhand.
As a power struggle between and among the Republicans, really.
Yes. Jesse wasn’t able to cash in his usual Republican votes, which
then made Jesse really mad. He just got furious. So he decided to
force them to sit there until they voted. And of course, some of his
advisors probably thought, "Well, maybe we ought not to do that,"
as [ recall. Bobby Crown was in there a lot, and [Assemblyman
Jerome] Jerry Waldie, and others whom he relied on, that he
wanted to do it. Some of that’s still kind of hazy now. That was
my impression of what was going on.
What about the aftermath?
Well, it was a disaster for Jesse, because now he became in the eyes
of the public Big Daddy. He’d locked up the Republicans, this was
an abuse of power, et cetera, et cetera. It left this indelible

impression in people’s minds, that he was a politician, a heavy-
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handed, crass person, from this one episode that I think he never
lived down. It was too bad.

That was an interesting day and night.
What happened on the Republican side?
Well, they took over.
The Young Turks?
Yes. And then Monagan eventually became speaker. The whole
group did a lot of good things for California when they got in
control. But that comes later in the story.
Are there any more things about ’63?
I’m sure there are. Let me see from this. [Looks through file]
This Brown tax bill, I believe, increased inheritance taxes,
corporation taxes, but no increase on the severance tax on oil.
That was the ’59 program.
Oh, that was ’59. OK.
That’s when he first became governor, he put through tax increases.
That was part of the tradition, the eighth-year tax program.

[Discussions deleted]

[End Tape 4, Side A]

[Begin Tape 4, Side B]
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You've got a newspaper article?

Yes. [Looks over article] The call girls scandal of '63.

"Call Girl Probe Hits Moral Tone of ’63 [Legislators?]"

Yes, I remember that quite well, as a matter of fact. Not that [ was
involved in it, but I remember all the talk about it. I guess it was
run through the El Mirador Hotel. At the time, the El Mirador was
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where much of the action was after a legislative session. It was on
14th and N. Street, across from the Capitol. It’s now a retirement
home. They had a bar at the top which overlooked. . . . It had
really a nice view, and a bar downstairs that looked into the
swimming pool. So you'd always find some legislators there. Jesse
went over there occasionally. A lot of political functions were there.
[ met [Senator] Hubert Humphrey at the El Mirador. That came
later.

People have commented on that. There’s a great similarity--at
least there was at the time--between him and [Senator] Milton
Marks. The senator. In terms of looks and everything else.

What else happened in ’63? Anyway, the call girls.

You were telling me about the call girls.

Yes. So this was a big deal, because this was going on.

What was going on? They were hanging out in this hotel?

They were hanging out in this hotel, and there were some folks who
were supplying call girls to members as a tool of lobbying. So this
hit the press, and it got a lot of coverage.

Yes. According to this article, Chief Deputy Attorney General
Charles O’Brien was investigating. The police chief was involved?
Oh, he disagreed. "I don’t agree at all that call girls were operating
openly," he said. Was anything done in the legislature, or was it
just strictly a back-room issue?

It got in the press, and nothing ever came of it in terms of
indictments or anything like that. But as far as [ know--and there’s
a lot I don’t know--I didn’t really ever hear much about the use of
call girls with respect to legislation after this. If it went on, they
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did it very secretively. So even though this didn’t result in anybody
going to jail or anything like that, it did, in effect, end the practice,
at least as far as [ know. One person used to say, "This is
ridiculous." The practice ended because as things evolved here,
there was too much free competition. Legislators didn’t have to be
provided with call girls.

They could get them easily on their own, is that what you're saying?
Yes, there were enough of them in the Capitol that were willing to
do that for free without any strings attached. Which is . . .

The market was saturated?

Yes. Which to a certain extent is true. Was true. Probably still is
true. I mean, there was a lot of activity going on. It’s one of the
things you. . . . I'd like to see a study done sometime, but it’s
amazing, the number of members who come up here and then
subsequently get divorces. It's always struck me as kind of an
occupational hazard of being a legislator.

[ guess the rationale for that early on was that they couldn’t bring
their families up. They came up for shorter periods.

Yes. Then they went out and wined and dined, found girls, and
then the wife hears about it.

But you're saying that that continued even when it became a full-
time legislature and people started moving here?

Yes, there’s always been a lot of that.

It would be interesting to compare that as an occupation with
others.

Yes. So I think that it may be the scuttlebutt that this went away
because they didn’t need call girls. There was more than a germ of
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truth to it that there was a lot of other activity. But anyway, that
was kind of one of the things that was overlaying the ’63 session.
That was gossiped a lot about.

Was there starting to be more staff now?

No. Most committees had one consultant and one intern in ’63, and
that’s what we had on the Tax Committee, as I recall. In fact, my
intern was named Paul Baker that year. He’s a tax attorney now in
Monterey. So the staff was still small; everybody knew each other.
And that was again still an advantage in terms of working out
problems that overlapped committee jurisdiction. The staff had not
started to expand. [Inaudible]

Were there any particular things that you found that you had to
work on? You said you were learning during this session.

Yes.

At the end of the ’63 session, the assembly decided, in
response to what the senate was doing, to do a major tax study.
Jesse had started earlier, and I'm not sure when this started, a
program of regular contacts with the University of California. We
had a big dinner at a place on Seventh and O that’s now a savings
and loan, but it was a restaurant at the time; I've forgotten the
name of it. Several people came to Sacramento from the university
with the idea that the university and the legislature were going to
work together in terms of the university providing information. This
was one of Jesse’s big ideas. There was a lot of research going on
at the university, and the legislature could benefit from the ideas
that were generated. This relationship has continued intermittently

since that time. In the ’74 to ’76 period, we had another intensive



HICKE:
DOERR:

HICKE:

97

relationship. We had dinners with folks who come up from the
university, like [Professor of Economics] George Break, et cetera, et
cetera. Then we had dinners at the UC Faculty Club during the
early eighties that were sponsored by [University of Southern
California Professor of Law] George Lefcoe. Senator [Alfred E.]
Alquist also sponsored retreats for his fiscal committee. But the
whole groundwork was kind of laid in this period with Jesse.

So as a result of that meeting in 1963, we decided to have a
little tax conference, just for Assembly Rev and Tax and Ways and
Means Committee members who were interested. Jesse was there,
Nick Petris, and we had the key legislative folks in the leadership.
The university brought people from the various campuses. George
Break was there, as was Harold Somers from UCLA, Malcolm
Davidson from Berkeley, and Peter Gordon, among others. They
gave presentations about the tax structure. We met at the house
which is now where the president lives. He didn’t live there then.
At Cal?

At Cal. That house. We stayed overnight there. I remember
staying up in the upstairs bedroom, on the southeast corner. We
began formulating ideas about what needed to be done with the tax
structure, and thinking we really needed a comprehensive review of
the tax structure. This pre-dated the committee’s 1963-65 tax study.
It was a kick-off, in a sense. It was important in more ways than
one, because it gave us some ideas of what needed to be done. And
we heard all this wonderful discussion.

Was that where the people in the university sort of convinced the

people in the legislature that there was the sales tax had always
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been thought to be regressive, but that discussion turned around the
thinking a little bit on that.

Yes. This was a real good discussion. Senator Alquist said at a
dinner during a Senate fiscal retreat at the Morrison Library [at UC
Berkeley] in 1989 how he likes to do these retreats every year so
that senators can study an issue and have the benefit of the
academic people. He always refers back to this meeting we had in
’63. Because he was on the Rev and Tax Committee, at that time.
Yes, [ was going to ask you about that.

Yes, he was a member. So he went to that; he was a freshman
member, I believe. It must have impressed him so much. So that
idea lasted from that point until now. He said, "This is because I
went to this thing that Nick Petris set up." He said, "Dave Doerr
had a part in working this up and getting things put together." So
anyway, the upshot was this was really the start of the tax study
that we conducted.

That gets us into the next phase, which was the tax study.
That comes after the close of the ’63 session, lasting until 1965.
That activity really consumes that whole period of time, because it
was a major effort.

At the UC seminar [ met a professor named Harold Somers
from UCLA. I admired that man; he was easy to get along with and
understood everything. We hired him as our consulting economist
to help us with the study. I did the coordination from the
legislative level and he did it in terms of bringing in academics and

reviewing material that was coming in. He played a major role. He
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was our chief academic person on the study. I worked with him a
lot.

Harold Somers. . . . I've quoted his advice for years.
Remember I told you about the Ralph Brown Rule?

Yes.

[ have the Harold Somers Rule. Every time I get a new staff person
to work with me, I say, "You have to learn some of my rules." One
is the Ralph Brown Rule. The second is the Harold Somers Rule.
This rule comes about from concerns and pressures of writing
reports. And it works. It worked with my daughter’s wedding,
even. So it works in all cases.

Because [ was just petrified during the study. I was still
young, trying to manage this huge study, a heavy responsibility.
And, you know, I want everything to be perfect; everything has to
be perfect. I'm sweating bullets for two years. So he’s always,
during the study, calming me down. He says, "Don’t worry." We
did the property tax piece of the study. We farmed out some of the
other pieces. A fellow I'll come to, named Ray Sullivan, and [ wrote
the property tax study, which was a very huge study. So I'd have
these discussions with Harold Somers: "Oh, my God, what about
this? We need to cover this. How are we going to cover that? We
need to cover this." And then he’d make the point, "Don’t worry
about it, don’t worry about it. What you'’re going to do is fine.
What you don’t put in there, people will never miss, because they
won’t know that it should have been there in the first place."

Generally, what you don’t include, people don’t know that it
should have been included, so they don’t miss it. That’s what I call
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the Harold Somers Rule. That’s maybe an obtuse explanation, but I
mentioned my daughter’s wedding. She was so petrified that things
weren't going to go exactly as planned. I kept telling her, "Nobody
will know if they don’t go according to plan because nobody knows
what the plan is except you."

Excellent point. That's right.

I said, "So don’t worry about it." If somebody makes a mistake,
nobody will know it’s a mistake because they won’t know that it
wasn’t planned in the first place. I said, "This is the Harold Somers
Rule." You see, [ always taught that to my staff, saying "Don’t
worry about. . . . " They would be doing a bill analysis. They'd be
very worried about "'m going to miss a couple of points here." I
said, "Once you get the analysis out, nobody’s going to notice what’s
not there. So you don’t have to worry about it."

That’s an excellent point.

I've used the rule with the Cal-Tax [California Taxpayers’
Association] staff. They’re worrying about a conference and how
well that’s going to go. I said, "By definition it’s going to go well,
because people don’t know anything else. They won’t know that
you invited So-and-so and that he didn’t come. All they see is
what’s there, and so it works."

That’s a nice opposition to Murphy’s Law, which says that
everything that can go wrong, will.

Yes, it’s exactly opposite.

I like that much better.

Yes, it’s the Harold Somers Rule. So God bless him. He saved me,
probably from getting an ulcer and a lot more with a nice little rule
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that was just based on common sense. And he had a lot of common
sense to help us through this thing, as well as the academic talents.
He was a professor of tax?
No. In fact, he was the head of the department down there:
Economics and Social Sciences. He was also a lawyer, so he was an
economist and lawyer. He actually did some teaching on the side at
Yale Law School. But very unpretentious. So that’s how we got
acquainted with him, at this seminar. We hired him to do the tax
study.
That seminar had a lot of far-reaching consequences.
Yes. The seminar spawned all these other activities over the years.
That’s again giving credit to Jesse, who wanted to make this
happen. He thought it would benefit both the legislature and the
university. |

We had a series of these meetings in the seventies that John
Cummins used to set up, and I really thought it benefited both
parties a lot, because we did a lot of what you might call pure
research. After the tax study and as [ went on into the seventies, [
got more and more interested in doing studies. We had access to
data that university professors didn’t have. I could go in and get
the Franchise Tax Board records and say, "OK, we can use this to do
this, check this and that." So we were able to bring to the seminars
a lot of information that was just right off the firing line, so to
speak. It was very academically oriented.
They had facts to back up their theories?
Yes, as we got into this relationship. Now, this started in 63 at the

first seminar.
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Yes. Nineteen sixty-three sounds like quite an exciting and
important year.

Yes. It is appropriate now to review the 1963-1965 tax study.
Because that’s really important. [ think I should talk quite a bit
about the tax study: how we organized it, what we did. I
mentioned I invented the omnibus tax bill as part of the study.
Yes.

That came out of the tax study. And then one other thing--because
this goes into the tax study--right at the end of the '63 session, I
met this very interesting man, whose name was [Phillip] Phil
Watson. He was just elected assessor of Los Angeles County. He
was elected in ’63, so when he came up to see me towards the end
of the ’63 session, he was new and [ was new.

I went to the assessors’ conference in 1963 for the first time.
Watson was telling me how he used the Max Rafferty campaign
organization to help him get elected assessor. He had the same
constituencies. But anyway, he was a reformer in his own right,
because he somehow had got wind of the hanky-panky that was
going on by some assessors.

This was what was going to be the scandals?

Assessors’ scandals. So he was telling me. . . . He was feeding me
information: "You should check on this and check on that."

So you knew that you could. . . . You saw that coming?

Yes. And as you see, when we got into the tax study, we
concentrated on the property tax. We wrote the property tax piece.
Then we came out at the end of the study with a laundry list of

property tax reforms which we thought were essential. We had no
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proof of any wrongdoing, just what I'd been picking up from Phil,
plus a lot of his ideas for what we should do to reform the system.

At the Los Angeles airport in 1964, we had a big meeting to
discuss property tax reforms we wanted to adopt, and we put them
into our bill which came out of our study in ’65, which was the
Petris bill, which didn’t pass. But then the assessors’ scandal became
public, and all these reforms passed in ’66.

So the irﬁtial tip-off regarding the assessors’ scandal came in
these meetings I had with Phil Watson in ’63 when we were both
kind of new kids on the block in terms of tax. He was a brand-new
assessor, I was just the first year as consultant to the committee.

We developed an omnibus bill out of the tax study, including
all the suggestions for property tax reforms, none of which was
immediately adopted after the tax study, because our bill was killed
in the senate, partly due to the feud between Unruh and Miller. But
they--all but one, I think--eventually were adopted. So they’re all on
the books now. It took from ’65, when we made the report, to '79
to get all basic suggestions we made into law. So it took fourteen
years.

Never give up hope?
Yes. I saw it through from beginning to end. So I tell people. . .

[ use that as a story.

[End Tape 4, Side B]

[Begin Tape 5, Side Al
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Members get discouraged when they don’t get a bill passed. I said,
"Well, wait a minute. Let me give you this story. We had this tax
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study, we had all these wonderful reforms; it took us fourteen years
after we did the study and had the research supporting what we
wanted to do, and then it took time to get the political process to
act to eventually accomplish what we wanted to get done. So you
don’t need to necessarily give up hope that because what you're
trying to do now doesn’t pass. You may have to wait ten years."
And I use, of course, the same story for unitary reforms. We had
the first big unitary hearing and study in ’79. It took us to '86 to
get that done. Seven years. So these things don’t happen
overnight.

Another thing to remember to avoid ulcers?

The Harold Somers Rule. ‘

Yes. It’s not going to happen immediately.

Yes. Which goes to this. [ know I'm leaving things out, but what
I've left out, nobody’s going to miss.

Oh, I know, but. . . . That’s true.

Because they won’t know that [ knew it in the first place, to put it
on the tape.

But if you remember any, but when you're looking at the transcript,
you can add a note here and there.

When I get some more free time.

[End Tape 5, Side A]



105

[Session 3, March 23, 1990]

[Begin Tape 6, Side A]

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

Last time I think we talked about starting this time with a little
background and historical perspective on California taxes.

Yes, I think we did. And then we’ll start talking about the tax
study.

And then the tax study is next. I don’t know if you want to see this
chronology I did from your tax study, but you probably know it by
heart. [t starts at ’53.

What do you have?

There are some other things I added into it. I think yours actually
starts back in the 1850s, doesn’t it?

Yes.

So that’s the place to start.

This is going to be a thumbnail sketch of how the tax structure
evolved. In the past we've talked just about tax structure from
1850, but I thought since California was here before 1850, maybe
we’d go back a little further and start during the Spanish and
Mexican period, since we were California then. Basically, during the
Spanish period there were just taxes on imports and exports. In
1817, there was a 12 percent tax on imports.

This was collected by the local . . .
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By the Spanish governor.
. . . Spanish governor?
In 1820 it was reduced to 6-1/4 percent. That was still with the
Spanish. I think the revolution was 1821, wasn’t it?
Yes, that’s right.
When the Mexicans threw out the Spanish?
Right. Mexico declared its independence.
Besides these, the Spanish had a few other things they gained
revenue from: from the sale of indulgences, the tithe from settlers
who had been in California more than five years, from a tribute of
one fanega of corn levied on each settler from the postal service,
and from sale of tobacco, which was a government monopoly.
Well, now, those first things would have gone to the church, is that
right? The tithe and the . . .
'm not sure about that.

Anyway, the figure for 1821 was. . . .the total receipts were
about $35,000 in taxes.
[Laughter] Things have changed, yes.
Yes. The Mexicans took over; in 1822 they levied an import duty of
25 percent and an export duty of 12 percent. An anchorage tax,
tonnage duty. And in 1823 they enacted some taxes to build and
repair highways, support schools, and defray costs of legislation. So
there was an export duty of 6 percent, a tax of eight to ten dollars
on every barrel of brandy, a tax of four dollars on every barrel of
wine, a . .
On exported, is that what we’re talking about?
[ think this is just a consumption tax.
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Oh, OK.

A slaughter tax of one real on each head of cattle or sheep killed,
and two reals on each hog killed. So you see, in a sense some of
the things that were taxed way back when are still intact. In fact,
the taxes on brandy are lower now than they were in 1823 during
the Mexican period. And they were spending it on some of the
same things that we are spending money for: roads, schools,
general government administration.

Yes, that has a very familiar ring--roads and schools.

Yes.

Those would have been horseback or wagon roads in that time.
Yes. Not paved roads, but just roads for wagons and horses.

I wonder, maybe city streets?

Yes.

Anyway, then when California shifted to control by the United
States, we went on taxing property. In 1850 the first legislature
imposed a tax of fifty cents per hundred dollars of assessed
valuation.

Property?

Of property. And that always went to the state. You had to set up
county assessors then to value property. [ don’t know at the time
how property was valued, whether it was valued at its full cash
value or whether the assessors were valuing at some lesser ratio.
But let’s assume that it was valued at full cash value, at a 50
percent tax rate; that’s in a sense a 1/2 percent rate. Now, the
most recent studies we have right now of Prop. 13. . . .of course,

we have a 1 percent rate, but the average value is about half of its
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full cash value. So the actual property tax now in terms of burden,
assuming they were assessing at full value in 1850, would be the
same as it was in 1850. So the more things change, the more they
stay the same.

They also, at the first legislature, imposed a $5 poll tax, a
$240 foreign miners license tax, duties on the sale of property at
auctions, a $2 yearly military commutation tax.

Was that to get out of the military?

Yes, to get out of service. Well, that sounds like a good investment
for two dollars. In 1851 they added a gaming license tax, which we
have again in the form of a lottery. In 1852, a business and
occupations license fee. In 1862, a 2 percent insurance premiums
tax, which is now 2.37. So it’s very close to what we started with.

Now, from this period, for about the first sixty years, let’s say,
property tax was the mainstay. Essentially, it was the same level as
it is now, so you can assume it was, in terms of the structure of
government, generating relatively a lot more money, it seems to me.
Costs were so much cheaper, [ would assume. I don’t know for
sure, but it was apparently adequate for the time. And it was the
mainstay for state and local government.

The percentages were higher of revenue from this form of tax . . .
Oh, yes, that was the mainstay of the whole revenue system. But
see, it was administered by the county assessor but spent for state
purposes. So this created a tremendous amount of problems,

because why should the counties keep the assessments up? They

could lower their assessments, vis-a-vis some other county. They
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would have to pay less of their statewide share than somebody else.
So the system set in a tremendous incentive.

Sort of a price war.

Yes, to undervalue, because you'd get a better deal, because the
statewide tax rate was a fixed amount. [ have a note here that in
1864 the tax was $1.25 per hundred of assessed value, which is 1-
1/4 percent--which is a higher rate than it is now--at the end of the
Civil War. As the rate goes up, of course, you get more incentive
than to reduce the values and try and shift the burden to other
counties. So this created a huge problem for the state.

So in 1870 they set up a State Board of Equalization, which
was set up by statute and I guess had some constitutional
difficulties, so in 1879 they set it up by constitution, which it is
now, it’s a constitutional body. But you see, for the purpose it was
aptly titled at the time. It was designed to equalize the assessments
in the various counties because of this problem of the assessors
undervaluing property. And it was indeed the State Board of
Equalization’s responsibility to protect the state’s tax base.

That makes sense.
And it worked along those lines.
How did they do this? By supervision of the . . .

. . counties, and issuing orders. They were authorized to issue
equalization orders to raise the assessment levels in counties, based
on the ratio of assessed values, the full value, and the comparison
between counties. Which is a function then they did from 1879
through 19. . . . Well, they had the authority though 1978. I'm not

sure when the last equalization order went out; I'd have to check
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that. It was some time before '78. They issued orders nearly up to
now, because you continued to have the problem throughout history
that counties would underassess.

Later on, when we got rid of the statewide property tax, it
wasn’t the problem of the statewide property tax, it was the way the
school formulas worked. State aid was based on local property tax
capacity, and of course if you had less capacity due to low
assessments, you got more state aid. Unless the state came along
and jacked up your assessments to make them equivalent.

So you had that problem continually--from the early days when
you had a statewide property tax through the end of the 1970s--for
school aid. And then Prop. 13 changed all that. So we don’t have
a Board of Equalization in the classical sense, because that function
stopped with the passage of 13.

By the start of the twentieth century, there began to be
agitation. You kind of can put the tax structure into four periods--
well, five, if you count the Spanish and Mexican periods. So that
was the first period. This was the second period, which was the
property tax period. And the third period began with people being
grumpy about taxes. There were a number of tax studies in the
1900 era, around 1900. So they did a lot of discussing.

Was that part of the Progressive movement?

Yes, the Progressives. The so-called separation of tax sources. The
state would relinquish the property tax of the local government, and
what they would do in lieu of that would be to adopt an increase in
the insurance tax, impose a franchise tax on banks and corporations,

and a gross receipts tax on utility companies in lieu of property tax.
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Could you elaborate on that separation of tax sources a little bit?
Yes. The state turned over the property tax to local government.

It was a state tax, but it was turned over to the local government?
Yes, it became a local tax.

Oh, OK.

This was when the property tax became the local government tax.
In 1911, for example, 70 percent of state revenues came from
property taxes. In 1913 the property tax share dropped to 44
percent.

This is the state share?

Yes.

OK. And the rest of that then went to the counties?

Yes. But see, what the state did keep was in effect the taxation of
railroads and utilities, but they did it on a gross receipts basis. They
didn’t pay a property tax under this plan, so the locals taxed certain
properties and the state taxed others.

Then this led to problems. In 1921 it got out of kilter.
Probably one of the fiercest tax battles in legislative history came in
1921 on the King Tax bill.! Franklin Hichborn has almost an entire
book on this legislative battle. The argument was that, well, the
utilities under the gross receipts tax were paying a lot less than they
would have paid had they been subject to property tax. In other
words, in effect the two systems got out of alignment; so there was
a fight to bring the utility taxes back to the level they would have

been.

1.

"King Bill," (1921) 44th Leg., Second part, Cal. Stat. ch. 22.
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Hichborn discovered this?

No, he wrote about it. It appears to be one of the biggest tax
battles in California history, this big fight. It was first defeated; it
was reconsidered. They had to get a two-thirds vote. They finally
brought it across so that the bill passed.

Do we know what the bill was, or any way of identifying it?

The King Tax bill.

Yes, you mentioned that.

I don’t have a bill number, unfortunately.

OK, well, we can probably find that.

Then in the twenties, with the car becoming a more important
feature of life in California, we had the registration fees, the gas tax,
and truck taxes imposed in the twenties to help defer the cost of
providing roads for the vehicles.

Registration fees and then gas taxes?

Yes. This was the tax system that the state operated on, so this was
the third period, the separation of sources, which would have lasted
through the teens, the twenties, and into the thirties. Of course, the
Depression hit, and this created a lot of problems, so in the thirties
you had the next major revolution in taxes.

Is that the Riley-Stewart?

First you had the Riley-Stewart Plan, which was designed to reduce
property tax burdens. The state took over more of a share of the
public school cost.

It reduced taxes but it took over more responsibility?

Yes. Schools were fully funded by the property tax, and this started
the state’s participation in funding of schools, so the property tax
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rates could go down. It also gave the utility property back to the
local roll. Put them back on the property tax and repealed this
gross receipts tax. To do this, they enacted a sales tax.’

That meant that the income from the property tax on utilities now
went to the county.

Yes, like it does now. It’s a property tax.

Instead of to the state?

Yes. Because during this period, between 1910 and 1933, utilities
were exempt from property tax and paid the gross receipts tax to
the state. That was pretty much a major state revenue source.
Now it went back to part of the property tax, enabling burdens on
property taxes to be, along with the assumption of school costs, to
be less so that people could hold their property during the
Depression. There was concern that people were being taxed off
their property, because they were having trouble making payments.
They couldn’t pay the tax.

Yes. So it was in response to the Depression, and they enacted the
sales tax.

That’s to make up for this lost income from the state?

And to fund the schools. You may have heard from years later,
"California enacted a sales tax to fund the schools. Schools
shouldn’t be on the property tax." This belief stems from this
argument. People were calling the Riley-Stewart Plan the state plan

to use sales tax to fund schools.

1.

Retail Sales Tax Act of 1933, 50th Leg., 1933 Cal. Stat. ch. 1020.
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Then California enacted in 1935 the personal income tax,’
which had rates from 1 to 15 percent, depending on income, which
were higher rates than we have now, interesting enough.

So you had in the thirties, these major state taxes, and you
had adjustments in other taxes--alcoholic beverage taxes, et cetera.
That pretty much then brought us into the fourth phase . . .

Let me just interrupt. The Franchise Tax Board: didn’t that come
into being somewhere along here?

Well, it didn’t come into being until later. As I recall it, there was a
franchise tax commissioner.? You see, the franchise tax started,
remember, some time before, so they just took the income tax into
that program. And at some point here--I'm not sure I can pinpoint
when we established the board--but there was a scandal with the tax
commissioner so that they had to change the structure and they
created a tax board. It was due to the scandal, which usually causes
change in government structure. It probably in the long run doesn’t
mean anything.

On the other hand, maybe we need a few scandals occasionally, to
get changes?

Yes, at least it changes the faces. It may not change policies.

Oh, I see.

So this is the thirties, then. We started at the beginning of the, you

might call it the modern tax structure with the sales tax and income

1. Personal Income Tax Act of 1935, 51st Leg., 1935 Cal. Stat. ch. 329.

2. Office of Franchise Tax Commissioner created by 48th Leg., 1929 Cal.
Stat. ch. 13.
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tax to fund state government. We already had motor vehicle and
the other little taxes. The property tax went off to local
government, in total. We pulled up much more of the school costs
of the state. During World War II they reduced that 15 percent tax
rate down to 6.

This is the income tax?

Yes. Because they didn’t need the money.

But this whole period from the mid-thirties, the tax structure,
you can see it change in relative amounts, but the idea was pretty
much the same through the last of the thirties, the forties, and the
fifties. So that was that structure.

[ would say even in ’59, when Governor Brown came in and
pushed through his tax program, it really didn’t change the basic
structure very much. They added a cigarette tax--a three-cent-per-
pack cigarette tax. The income tax went from 6 percent to 7
percent. They raised the bank and corporate tax from 4 to 5-1/2,
and doubled the tax on beer. If you look at these global changes,
those are tinkerings. Those are incremental changes in an existing
system.

It is open to debate how long this period stretches. It started
in the thirties with what [ call the era of the diversification of the
tax structure. So we have the property tax, separation of sources,
the diversification. So that’s the fourth era, counting the Mexican-
Spanish era.

Then the fifth era: there are differences when we should start
this era. This I call the era of property tax reform and relief,
because it could start from when we did our study, it could start
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from Prop. 13, which really completed the property tax relief effort,
in a sense. But that was another upheaval in the tax structure,
which was comparable to the 1910, the 1933-1935 changes, and
then you have this huge change coming about in 1978 which had
been simmering since about 1965.

OK, so you've got a period of fermentation there.

Yes. With the culmination with an epoch-type action. So those are
the five eras: the Mexican-Spanish era, the state property tax era,
separation of sources era, the diversification of the tax structure era,
and then the property tax reform and relief era, which is what we’re
still in primarily right now. There haven’t been any major changes
in the tax structure since passage of Prop. 13.

That really clarifies the historical picture a lot.

Yes. And we'll talk more about it. As we get into the tax study, we
begin to see how this new era evolved. Did it start with the tax
study? Did it start with 13? It started in a sense with the tax
study, but it culminated with 13. When we actually try to put a
starting date on it, it’s just up to how you want to look at it--at the
start of the agitation or the culmination of the changes.

So that takes us through how the California tax structure
evolved in the different periods. It’s a really broad overview, but I
think it’s pretty . . .

It’s very helpful in looking at the present situation and the recent
past.
You get the feel for change and how things evolved. And how

things stay the same.
That’s good. Thank you.
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So I guess now we go back to the tax study.

Right. Do you want me to pull that down? You know it by heart.
I know it pretty well, but maybe it would be nice to have a. . . .
What we're getting right now is a box that holds a series of reports.
Yes, it’s nice to have them all boxed together in a slip case.

At the last minute, we didn’t know how we were going to put these
out. Harold Somers said, "Let’s put them in a slip case like this; it’ll
really make it a lot more attractive." That was one of the things
that just sold it, among other things: just the packaging, that you
never had with this kind of report issued in this way before. You
always just had them floating around in little pamphlets.

It has how many pamphlets?

There are twelve volumes in the study that fit together in this little
slip case.

It makes a wonderfully easily carried-about package.

Yes. So I will begin to talk about this, because this is how I got my
reputation in taxes: doing the study. In 1963 I was an unknown
quantity in terms of taxes. I'd worked on other things, but nobody
knew quite what to expect. As we got into this tax study, people
took a look at it and thought, "Wow, this is really pretty good."
We've had good reviews. People tell me they still have it and they
still use it. It’s lasted for a long time, so that’s good. We wanted to
do a study of the tax structure, to see what should be done to make
it better, but also to try and put out material that was easy to
understand so people could understand what the tax structure was
like and how it worked. So it would be a useful tool.

Whom did you see as a consumer? Legislators?



DOERR:

HICKE:
DOERR:

118

One is legislators, because they’re just average people. They aren't
technicians in taxes; so for them you’re writing for an average
audience and you want them to understand it. And then people in
town, people in organizations. The various groups that follow
legislation. And the academic world, too, to a degree.

I think we went into how this study came about before.
We did.
The senate wanted to do a study, and the assembly felt that it had
to respond in kind and we had to do our own study. I think we
talked about Harold Somers at some point before, how we got
acquainted with him, and he became our advisor.

So then I guess after the end of the ’63 session we said, "How

are we going to do this?" And that was the first step.

[End Tape 6, Side A]

[Begin Tape 6, Side B]
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The first thing we decided to do was to take stock of where we
were. We did this through research, through help from the tax
agencies and through a committee hearing. That was to go through
what I've just gone through in terms of how the tax structure
evolved and what it looked like in 1963. That’s the point of
departure. So we did that. [ remember having the hearing at the
Oakland Airport, which was the first hearing on this.

Who came to that?

All the members of the committee, and then there was a large
audience of interested parties. It was a preliminary look at the tax

structure, of what it was at that time. In organizing the study, we
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did it on a three-pronged basis. We’d have the committee hold
hearings on specific topics to get input. At the same time, we had
research done which was embodied in a lot of these books.
Statistical research?
No, just policy research on all the various taxes. What we did was
we interviewed a number of academic people and we contracted out
for certain studies. After this preliminary work, we knew what we
wanted to have studied, so we talked to. . . . And of course
Professor Somers knew all these people, and he did a couple of
studies himself. He did the sales tax. A lady named Corinne Gelb
did the income tax piece. Alice Vandermeuten did the fees and
licenses. The alcoholic excise taxes on cigarettes and alcoholic
beverages, Ellis Austin. Financing local government, Wilma Mayers.
Insurance tax, Sylvia Lane. Capital gains, death, and gift taxation,
Harold Somers did that one. And he did the corporate income tax.
So for most of them, you see, we contracted out for the academic
studies as well as doing the hearing process.
Did you just have a free hand to go ahead and do whatever you
wanted to?
Yes, fortunately the Rules Committee gave us a free hand, which in
retrospect, I think, is really surprising, because they let us go ahead
and do what we wished to do. And they didn’t know whether we
were going to be able to pull it off; in fact, they were somewhat
worried at a couple of points.

The biggest one, the biggest volume in the whole study, and as
far as 'm concerned, the most important, is the one we did

ourselves. This was written by me and my associate, Ray Sullivan.
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And what’s the title of that one?

Property Tax.

Yes.

At the end of 1963 [ had an associate in the office named Ray
Sullivan who had just graduated from Cal. Again, I didn’t know
who he was. He was a friend of Nick Petris’s law partner, who was
[Edward] Ed Fitzsimmons. So I didn’t know whether he was going
to be any good or not, but he was really a quick study and had a
good mind, and it worked out very well. He was very helpful on
the study in terms of analysis and research, et cetera.

So while all these other studies were going on, we were doing
the property tax study and going through just nuts and bolts--how
the base rates exemptions, the problem with the county equalization
assessment practices. So we got all into the problems with
assessment practices, and we got into tax burdens and the fact that
property tax was inequitable in terms of . . .

The equitability of it.

Yes. All these various issues, and then special problems with
specific kinds of property. So it got to be a very large report as a
result.

What kind of guidelines did you set for the reports, both yours and
the others?

They just evolved, really.

What was their agenda?

To thoroughly look at the tax and how it worked and what the
problems were, and that’s what we did. It may have been really

just pure luck this came out as well as it did.
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I don’t think it could hardly be pure luck. [Laughter] I disagree on
that one.
There was a chapter on property tax and land use, for example. It
was going into the whole issue of how the property taxes were
affecting land-use decisions.
Oh, interesting.
So there’s a lot in here more than just a list of assessed values. We
went into the welfare exemption to see who was getting the
exemption, what kind of standards were being set. We had the
Businessmen’s Art Institute getting one, all kinds of weird ones.
Under welfare exemption?
Yes. "The members received instruction of paintings at a cost of a
hundred dollars a year." Including fifty dollars from the Los Angeles
Dodgers. [Laughter] It went into the nitty-gritty. It was fun; it
was very time-consuming, as you can see.
Was it mostly talking to people, or library research?
Yes, a lot of talking to people. This was when I first went down to
my first assessors’ conference. I remember that well. This was held
in November of ’63 at the Ambassador Hotel in Los Angeles. So I
went down to see who these people were that were going to be
studying. And I'd met Phil Watson earlier, at the end of the
legislative session, because he was a brand-new assessor. So I knew
a few people, and then I just started getting acquainted with all the
assessors. What I'll describe continued for a few years, but then
eventually it ended.

It was an incredible event. I mean, it was something out of

Arabian Nights. They had all these hospitality rooms like I'd never
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seen before. And they had this reception which was just the most
glittering. . . . All the food, and wine, and music. . . . it was just so
overwhelming. I thought, "Wow!" Because here were the assessors,
who were . . .

They hosted it?

No, they didn’t host it.

Who hosted it?

All the people who were being assessed.

Oh, OK.

So you had a situation where they were treated like royalty. The
assessors were treated like royalty because of the absence of
standards, which we got into as we went into the study. And all
the things that were going on, they were just absolutely. . . . it was
not like a democratic government. They were autocrats that had
life-and-death power over the property tax bill. [ mean, that was it.
They weren’t checked.

So anyway, that helped us get started, to talk to people at
these kinds of meetings to see why this was happening, what was
going on, doing research in the property tax issues. Just pulling it
all together and putting it into a report.

How long did this take?

This took about all of ’64. About a year to do the study.

That’s really amazing, I think, for what you came up with.

So we're spending this year doing this. Going out in the field, and
studying records, and this and that and the other thing. One of the
things we did here, you have redevelopment in here [Looking at

outline], what was going on with redevelopment. We compared the
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taxes in Berkeley--this was fun--with the taxes imposed by Alameda
County.

You mean city taxes?

Yes. You see, at that time, some cities had their own assessors,
strange as that may seem right now. That’s a stupid government
policy to have two separate assessors assessing property, but we did.
We went into timber tax, went into taxes of trailers, personal
property tax problems. Economic and psychological limits of the
property tax.

Oh, that sounds like a good one.

Which is kind of the issues we have today, in talking about
problems with the elderly.

What happened when you compared Berkeley and Alameda County
to each other?

You saw these grave distortions between. . . . The city of Berkeley is
at this level [hand held high], and Alameda is at this level [hand
held low], and what’s going on here? Why is this such a difference?
So of course we came to the conclusion that these folks had to go.
Let’s see, here’s differences in assessment, city of Berkeley versus
Alameda County. These may not look so big now because the
assessments were smaller, but at the time . . .

Percentage is what you . . .

So we just showed. . . . And it’s the same property, you know, with
these grossly different values, and there wasn’t any uniformity at all.

Just a lot of things we had to go into, so it took a lot of time.
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Here’s one [tax] that’s almost double in the city. It’s just
somebody’s private home, it looks like. Sixteen twenty-six Francisco,
and it’s $9,860 city assessment and $5,750 county assessment.

Yes. That made no sense. We stopped that in a hurry.

[Looking through list] In general, the city assessors seem to be
higher.

Except they were lower on a lot of property, too.

Well, OK, 'm coming to some where they were lower now. Yes.

So if they were uniformly higher and had a lower rate, then it
wouldn’t be so bad, but it was just . . .

It looks like on the residential property they were higher, but on the
commercial property they tended to be a little bit lower.

Anyway.

Well, for the people doing the other reports, did you evaluate the
reports before they were printed?

Yes. We had meetings and discussions of what they were getting,
finding, and what they were . . .

All along?

All along. We monitored it, and of course Harold Somers was very
helpful.

We’d been spending a good deal of time on this, so let's move
to the end of 1964 now. And a couple of things: one is that the
assembly leadership, Speaker Unruh and Bob Crown and Tom Bane
and some others, were getting nervous. We had started the study in
’63, they had invested their own political reputation on the project.
And they didn’t know what was going to come out?
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They didn’t know what we were doing. We could have been
incompetent and the thing would have fallen apart. Of course that
was partly our fault, because we were keeping Nick Petris, who was
the chair of the committee, informed. We weren’t keeping anybody
else informed. Everybody was really nervous; so they decided they'd
better have a meeting and find out what’s going on.

By this time--this was towards the end of ’64--while we had
been working on all these studies, we’d been kind of doing our own
evaluation too of what recommendations would be appropriate.
We're getting the feedback and the information coming and trying to
decide what to recommend.

So we sat down and discussed. . . . basically Ray Sullivan,
Nick Petris, and I decided this is what needs to be done. So we put
this program together, which we called "The Program for Tax
Reform in California."

OK, that’s one of the volumes.

Yes, this is the last one.

It must be, yes.

Which was the culmination of the others. Jumping ahead a little
bit--they loved it. I mean, they just absolutely loved it.

Tom Bane and Bob Crown, or everybody?

Everybody. Jesse just thought it was excellent. It became known as
the Unruh-Petris Tax Bill. Or Petris-Unruh, however you want to
call it. It was A.B. 2270 as it got introduced. But at this meeting

in late 1964 we laid out the recommendations. We won friends for

1. A.B. 2270, 1965 Reg. Sess. Did not pass.
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life, because we gave them a very impressive, a solid program; it
was based on a lot of research. But it had a lot of political sex
appeal and it tried to deal with the major tax structure issues.

For all they knew, you'd been in Acapulco all year.

Yes, they didn’t know what we were doing, and here we walked
into this meeting. I remember the meeting was in a motel room at
the San Francisco Airport that they had rented. We just walked in
and they didn’t know what to expect. We laid out the summary of
what we were all about, and they were very impressed. And also,
after that, we had a meeting of the committee.

The Rev and Tax . . .

. . . Committee. I don’t know what the name of the hotel is now; it
was the Hyatt for some time. It was kitty-corner across from the
L.A. Airport, at the corner of Sepulveda and Century, up at the top
of the hotel. We spent two days going over all the things we'd
found with the committee, who thought again this was by and large
something that was really outstanding.

Can you outline in general what you recommended?

Yes. Because this is the key now to our fifth epoch or era. Of
course, since we’d been spending much of our time on the property
tax, we decided that’s where much of the reform was needed. The
reform was in a sense in two areas. [t might take too long to go
into one of the areas.

Well, let’s do it.

One of the primary goals was to reduce property tax burdens. That
was probably politically the most sexy part.

People were already starting to think about that?
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People were feeling that property taxes were going up and they
were too high, and they were worried about the future. This was
just a tremendous political issue. I believe this was the start of the
issue of property tax relief. Now, this Johnny-come-lately came
along in 1978 and stole our issue. [Laughter] We'd started this
issue fourteen years before that.

But didn’t that come along because the legislature wasn’t able to
solve the things that you said should be solved?

Yes. We didn’t get this bill passed, but we started the issue. Jesse
would go to meetings, I'd go with him. He went all over the state.
It was a huge political issue.

One of the things that I read somewhere was that Jesse saw it as a
statewide issue but Pat Brown didn’t.

We had fights with Pat Brown and with the senate. Getting back to
the assembly-senate battles, I think that was one of the factors that
caused the defeat of Pat Brown in the ’66 election. In my view,
that’s one of the reasons he lost to Reagan, although he probably
lost because Reagan was a new face. Reagan adopted the property
tax relief issue after he saw what we’d done in ’65 and ’66 in terms
of all the publicity and newspapers and how Jesse was using it. The
Republicans thought, "Hey, this is a great issue." Pat Brown had
been absolutely negative all the way through.

Why?

[ don’t know.

Whatever happened to the senate study?

They put out a study that nobody paid any attention to--it was
nothing. It was just a series of reports that didn’t say anything or
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recommend anything. These were good studies from data
development standpoint, but there was no program.
You're pointing to the studies that were done, but the important
thing was the recommendation.
Yes, and the program that we put together. What we proposed was
a major reordering of the state tax system. I just went through it. I
mentioned that our primary emphasis was property tax, but we did
other things too. The two aspects of the property tax--one was to
reduce the burdens. So we had a series of recommendations to do
that. And then the other part was to clean up the mess in
assessments. So we had a long shopping list of assessment reforms
that had to be made in response to what we believed the assessors
were doing'_ and what we’d been getting feedback on. This is going
to lead to another very interesting story.
The assessors’ scandal?
Yes.
Oh, OK.
We’'d developed the reforms before the scandal hit publicly, so when
it did hit they were all ready. So we had the assessment reforms
and we had recommended reducing property taxes. We
recommended major reduction of property tax rates through state
assumption of a lot more of the cost of schools.
So this takes the burden off the counties?
Off the property taxpayer by reducing property tax rates.

We recommended exemption of household personal goods,

which were taxed at that time. People don’t remember that. They
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used to come around and assess you for your furniture and stuff in
the house. So we said, "That has to go."

Was that a cause of a lot of disequilibrium or inequality?

Yes, people didn’t like that at all.

We recommended we exempt solvent credits, which were being
taxed, which was a funny kind of tax on receivables of business.
Solvent credits?

Yes.

What is that?

It was kind of an intangible. It was a receivable of business.

Oh. A bill due, money to be coming to you?

Yes. Why those were ever the subject of property tax, I'll never
know. We also recommended for the low-income, senior citizens a
circuit-breaker, where there would be a state program to refund
property taxes based on income.

Why do you call that a circuit-breaker?

Well, that’s what it’s known as.

It cut the cycle of their taxes?

Yes. The taxes got to be a burden.

Because the state was paying it back anyway, and it helped aid . . ?
They didn’t-have to pay it, the state paid it. And we recommended
the exemption of business inventories from tax.

Why was that?

Because we felt that was bad for the state’s economy for a variety of
reasons. One, it was being passed on to consumers in the form of
higher prices. Businesses were stopping what they would bring into
California, warehousing in Nevada, taking stuff out of the state that
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was movable on the lien date, disrupting economic cycles. For a
variety of reasons.

It was too much of an interruption to normal business?

It wasn’t a good tax. A lot of the academic work we looked at that
had been done before by people who've studied property always said
taxes on personal property are very bad taxes from all the standard
criteria that you measure taxes. So we took steps, in effect, to
eliminate the two biggest personal property taxes--one on the
household goods and furnishings, and the other on the inventory.
The only thing we left in place was the tax on business equipment
and machinery and things a business uses. Not sales, because those
taxes would tend to be paid by business, not passed on. The tax on
the merchandise is like a sales tax only it discriminated against
merchants who didn’t have a big turnover of their goods.

Did you study whether these were progressive or regressive taxes?
Yes. All that was done.

And you recommended elimination of the more regressive ones?
Yes. So we had all those property tax features. This was a major
effort to reduce property tax burdens, both by reducing rates and by
saying a lot of things shouldn’t be subject to tax at all. I might add,
all this has come to pass. It didn’t happen then; it took fourteen
years, but it did happen. So we have the tax structure now
generally that we originally recommended, in a sense, although the
one thing we didn’t have was Prop. 13’s assessment provisions. We
had reforms in assessment practices; we didn’t have an acquisition

value assessment system. But we had the rates going down, we had
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the inventory exemption. We started the inventory exemption in
1968, after this recommendation.

Agitating for the bill?

No, we started agitating in 1965 with A.B. 2270. In 1968 the
legislature first exempted 15 percent of inventory value from
property tax.

Oh, they started.

They started, but it took three years. People gradually became
educated and said, "Well, that makes sense." Then it was a bill by
[William] Bill Lockyer--Senator Lockyer now--in 1979 that fully
exempted inventories from property tax. It had been inching its way
up. It went from fifteen to thirty to forty-five to fifty, and finally to
100 percent. So between the time it started and the time it was
finished, it took fourteen years.

When people sometimes come to me and say, "Gee, we can’t
get this bill passed," I say, "Well, wait a minute. Let me tell you
about how things happen." Then I say, "Look at the inventory
exemption." We started with this major study, couldn’t get
anywhere, took three years to even get people to say, "Yes, it’s a
problem." And then it took fourteen years from start to finish to do
what we’d recommended. So things don’t happen overnight.

If the legislators would say, "We can’t possibly get this through 100
percent" cutting out this tax, would you then recommend, "We'll get
through a little bit," or something like that?

Yes, you start the education process.

With the idea of doing this gradually?
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Yes, you have a goal. It’s important to establish goals. These were
goals that were established. We established these as a program, but
they were essentially goals that we established for a better tax
structure.

The other thing about this--and I'll go into some of the other
features--but one of the things that was totally different, too, I like
to think we invented the modern tax bill. I have a copy of the bill
here; that’s why this is so thick. All the provisions of the package
are in the bill.

How many pages is that bill?

This is the bill part.

Oh, OK.

This is one bill. Two hundred and thirty-eight pages.

That’s what [ wondered. Oh, gosh. [Laughter]

So what we did, we took all the proposals that we wanted to
change, and we put them in one bill. Now, that’s the way things
are done now, but prior to this time, they’d never been done that
way. In other words, when Governor Brown had his tax package in
1959, each segment had its own bill; so it was like an "a la carte"
system. You're going, "I like this one and this one, and I don’t like
that one." You can pick and choose, which is what the legislature
did at that time; you didn’t get this full package through.

We said, "No, these are all interrelated and this is a proposal,
so we're going to structure it as one bill." Take it or leave it, so to
speak. But it won’t work if you pull it apart. See, a portion was
changing assessment systems, a portion was income tax.

So you in effect started this new way of handling the . . .



133

[End Tape 6, Side B]

[Begin Tape 7, Side A]

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

HICKE:

DOERR:

So from this time on, all your state major tax proposals were
integrated into one bill. So when 1967 came and Ronald Reagan
decided he needed a tax increase and a tax program, that was one
bill.

And then they started doing that with other bills, too, making them
more comprehensive?

Yes. Then gradually it’s become more of a practice in other areas.
Even the ’63 Brown tax program which I described before was in
individual bills. You had the withholding bill--that was one bill; the
bank and corporate acceleration was one bill; the insurance
acceleration was one bill. There’s no reason why those shouldn’t
have all been one bill. But I was just thinking, you know, they
always did it that way.

Let me interrupt you again here. When you have all these
recommendations for lowering taxes, did you come up with some
way to make up for that income loss? Or was that not part of your
goal?

Yes, well, that’s when we get to . . .

You're getting to that. All right. Ill just have patience.

[ think maybe yve’ll save time if I wait on the property tax
administration provisions until we get to the assessors’ scandal.

All right.

Because a lot of that becomes more relevant.
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So we also at this point, remember, we did an income tax
study. Our researcher--Corrine Gelb--came out with a strong
recommendation for conforming a number of the California tax
provisions with federal law. This was the start of the conformity
movement, which now is in full fling.

Conformity of state personal income tax laws to federal personal
income tax laws?

Our study concluded that it makes no sense not to conform with
federal law from administration, from policy, et cetera, et cetera, et
cetera.

The goals for conformity were to . . .

Bring the state and federal tax bases closer together so that
taxpayers wouldn’t be confused.

But also so that some policy considerations of what taxes are used
for would be in line with the federal policy?

Yes. It shows a nice summary here. Ms. Gelb looked at that policy,
and thought that that’s what. . . . [Looking through report] There’s
predictability and control over revenue, power distribution. In her
study, Ms. Gelb analyzed that issue and concluded the state really
doesn’t have a lot of power, which we've argued ad infinitum. That
state tax incentives don’t really do much.

Not so much of a policy issue here.

Because California tax rates don’t change people’s behavior very
much by putting in state tax incentives. The federal impact is larger
and controls behavior.

I see. So the major thing, then, was just for the ease of the

taxpayer?
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Yes. So that was included. And then as you mentioned, we had to
have some way to finance this pfogram. So what we did was we
proposed to raise the cigarette tax by a nickel. We advocated
certain sales tax reforms, which was equipment leases, taxation of
occasional sales of auto and aircraft. There wasn’t very much. We
really didn’t touch the sales tax much. We recommended a major
change in the income tax--first of all we recommended withholding.
Then we dropped the personal exemption, narrowed the brackets,
and raised rates. Now, all that was done in 1967 with Reagan’s
bill, but we recommended it. That’s basically how his bill looked.
So our plan generated a lot of money from the income tax by
making those changes--raising the rates, narrowing the brackets,
reducing the exemptions. We increased the bank and corporation
tax rate, we increased the inheritance tax on inheritances over a
hundred thousand. And then we raised the sales tax rate by 1
percent.
So what was it then?
Three.
So you would raise it to four?
Yes. So we had all those things. It was well over a billion dollars
in new revenue.
You estimated how much each one of those things would bring in?
Yes. At that time, which was a billion-six-o-nine. Which was in
those days a lot more than a billion is now, but still, a billion is still
a lot.

And how much would the tax cuts have cost? Did that balance
pretty . . .
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Pretty much, yes. Pretty much balanced.

Were some of those recommendations made by people you talked to
and academics?

Yes.

Tax collectors?

It came out of the study in terms of all the various. . . . We studied
withholding and thought that was a good idea. All these things we
looked at. We studied the sales tax and came to the conclusion that
it was not regressive. This was Dr. Somers’ study. This was a
breakthrough in the analysis of the sales tax. Because you've
probably heard now that the sales tax isn’t considered as regressive
as it once was.

Yes, it used to be considered . . )

And here’s what he did. He looked at it slightly differently. There’s
a lot in here; I don’t think I can even find it, but as I recall, the
difference was you were trying to measure ability to pay. What is
the measure of ability to pay? And what had been distorting the
thing was that measuring it by pure income, of course, showed to
be regressive. But he took a different look at it.

He was looking at the ways that the individual’s income was
measured, rather than the way the tax was computed?

Disposable receipts. That’s the way he was looking at it.

Which is after tax?

They’re net resources, you might say. It relates to who is in the
low-income group, and that was always what was distorting all
these statistics. There were a lot of people that have ability to pay
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with low net income that are be counted as low income for
statistical purposes.

Are you talking about the size of the family that they’re supporting?
No, the people. . . . A lot of them are retired people that have a lot
of . -z

Oh, I see. Assets.

They have a lot of assets. I mean, they have a lot of money.

They have assets but not much income.

Yes, a lot of money.

Right, OK.

Dr. Somers showed the impact of the sales tax using taxpayers’ net
resources.

You've got a bar chart here.

The line rises for quite a while and then slightly declines.

What page is that on?

That’s on page 48. But it shows that the sales tax is proportional at
all income levels, slightly dropping at upper income levels.

It also strikes me that there’s a difference between the kinds of
products that people buy.

Yes. Well, that’s the other thing. The two factors that he used in
the study in a sense were breakthroughs in the whole study of the
sales tax. One was that if you count people’s resources, then you
get a much different curve; two, you've got to factor in the
exemptions. He’s got a chapter on that. "The Key Role of
Exemptions in the California Sales Tax." Because what do we
exempt in California? We exempt food. We exempt housing: it’s

not subject to the sales tax. We exempt utility services: they’re not
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subject to the sales tax. We exempt medicines: not subject to sales
tax. We exempt services such as doctors, et cetera, et cetera.
Barbers cutting hair, you name it.

So you pull all those out. Those are the things that make a
sales tax much more regressive. So you pull those out and you look
at resources. You get a different picture. It was startling to people
when this came out. This study was a whole new way of thinking
about the sales tax. The Democrats would never before have
touched a sales tax increase. Here’s Jesse Unruh and Nick Petris
saying, "Well, based on our studies and looking at the overall
burdens, this is fairly flat." We have a progressive income tax
component as I described, with the changes in rates and brackets, et
cetera. We're reducing a very regressive tax (the property tax) each
year. You have to look at all your components together.

That’s very interesting. Amazing.

So this was the study, and it just captured everybody’s attention
because of one, the backup material; two, because of the
comprehensive nature of the plan; and three, because we hit a
sensitive issue: the property tax. Nobody really at the state level
talked much about property tax relief I guess since 1910, maybe,
when California made the property tax a local tax.

The bill was introduced. Of course, it passed the assembly. It
was very controversial; [ mean, very controversial. The governor
absolutely didn’t like it. I remember we used to go down and have
meetings with the governor and [Director of Department of Finance]
Hale Champion. They’d just rant and rave. "Now, how could you

do this?" The governor even attacked me at one of his press
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conferences. He didn’t like these consultants working for the
Legislature at all; they were just muddying up things and it’s better
for the administration to propose legislation.

You were clearly cutting out some of his territory, or what he
thought was his.

Yes, we stepped on toes.

But you said you got on his good side later on.

That is an interesting story. In 1966 the state was facing a very
serious fiscal problem. I hate to say this because this is somewhat
embarrassing. The governor is desperate to find a way to get some
money to balance the 1966-1967 budget. He was thinking about
raising taxes, and of course, knowing he was running for reelection
against a strong Republican challenge, he wasn’t sure he wanted to
do that. He invited the Democratic legislative leadership to a fiscal
summit in Palm Springs. We all went down to Palm Springs. It
was a two-day meeting. [ got to get acquainted with him there.
Everybody was wringing their hands. So I just innocently said,
"Well, you don’t have to raise taxes. Just change the accounting
system."

Oh, so that’s how that got started. [Laughter]

He loved the idea. He went back and worked on it and came up
with accrual accounting.

That’s when they started accrual accounting?

Yes, after that meeting in 1966, the governor proposed this accrual
accounting system to balance the budget. They balanced the
budget. It was considered a gimmick.

Had you thought about this before?
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Congress and the state has done this periodically up to this year.
No, I hadn’t thought about it.

It just came out from . . .

Yes, I was just sitting there and it came to me after listening to
people moan and groan, "We can’t raise taxes." "Well, here’s what
we could do," and everybody. . . . Hale Champion had a little plan,
and the governor’s talking about that, and people were stewing
about it.

Talk about world-shaking ideas!

Yes, I just kind of threw it out. Just saying, "Well, you can do this."
The governor brightened up. From then on, he thought better of
me. My suggestion led to the solution of his most serious problem.
I should think so; you saved his life. At least on that occasion.

At least he thought my idea saved his life at that time. Also in
1966 we'd passed the assessment reform bill, which was a major
property tax reform bill supported by the governor. There were
many administrative reforms in this bill. Nineteen sixty-six. In ’65,
we couldn’t get these reforms passed as part of A.B. 2270. Then the
assessors’ scandal hit. So in ’66 the governor had to have a
response to the assessors’ scandal politically, right?

Yes.

Well, here it was: this terrible bill [A.B. 2270] that he’d been
attacking the year before. We had a ready-made plan to reform the
assessment system all ready, so we pushed that through. I still have
a picture of ;he bill signing ceremony in his office. It’s hanging in
my room. Included are the people that worked on the bill with him.
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He signed the picture with a nice inscription, "To Dave, with Thanks
from Pat Brown."

So with the accrual accounting idea and with the assessment
reform legislation, I believe he had positive feelings towards me.
From then on we always had a pretty good relationship.

Well, we want to get into that a little more, but let’s go back to this
bill. What is it? A.B. 2270.

The Unruh-Petris Tax Reform Bill. Let’s see, I think this document
has the date of introduction. [Looks through papers]

It was introduced on April 6, 1965, with Petris and Unruh as
the lead co-authors. But we had quite a series of other folks that
were co-authors of the bill: [Assemblymen] Alquist, Waldie, Crown,
[George] Danielson, [Mervyn] Dymaly, [Charles B.] Garrigus,
[Lester] McMillan, [Charles] Meyers, [John P.] Quimby, [Byron]
Rumford, [Leo] Ryan, and [Vincent] Thomas, who were considered
the assembly Democratic leadership at the time. Jerry Waldie, I
think, was floor leader. Bob Crown was chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee. Obviously we had the votes to put the bill out
of the assembly, and we did.

But you said it was controversial, even in the assembly. Is that
right?

Yes, it was controversial with some assembly members, the governor
and with the senate. The senate hated it. The senate’s position at
the time was that this was a local problem. If property taxes were
too high, that was a problem of the supervisors and councilmen.

That was their problem; they should reduce the taxes. They
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imposed them, they should take the heat for them, and it’s not a
state problem. Basically that was their position.

How do you account for the difference between the assembly and
the senate?

Well, that’s what they believed. And they believed it strongly.

So we got the bill out of the assembly, and the senate
wouldn’t even consider it. It almost refused to acknowledge its
existence.

Oh, really? They didn’t have any hearings or queries?

Well, they finally did. The pressure built that they were being
unreasonable, so I guess they decided that they had to have a
hearing. So they had a hearing at three in the morning, and
nobody knew about it. Of course, we didn’t even know what was
going on.

Three in the morning?

So we complained, "You didn’t even tell us there was going to be a
hearing." They said, "Yes, we did. We slipped a notice under your
door at one o'clock." [Laughter]

Was this the Senate Revenue Committee?

Yes, the senate committee.

Do you know who was the head of that? I can look that up. [J.
Eugene McAteer]

Who was the head of it then? [William] Bill Smelsley was the
consultant at that time. They’d done their study, and of course they
had no program to offer.

In those days, you know, they didn’t have the procedural rules.

When I used to work for the legislature, people would come in and
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say, "How does the institution look now, compared to how it used
to look?" And of course I always defended the legislature, because I
worked there. At present, the legislature’s reputation is at a low
ebb, for a variety of reasons. You have a lot of money, so much
money involved in so many decisions.

But there is one bright spot in the difference between then and
now. In the old days, there was no procedural democracy at all.
They had limited notice, they had few recorded votes in committee.
Now the legislature has all these procedural safeguards. You have
committee analyses that are public that you didn’t have then, that
are generally impartial. You have notice requirements, you have
committee voting recordation--you have all these reforms, so it’s a
much more open process. And I'll defend that.

But one thing that’s happened is the money has become such
an overriding consideration. . . . [ remember that Jerry Waldie,
when he first ran for the assembly, Jesse gave him a check for
$5,000 and that’s all he needed. That was his in a race for an open
seat. There was no incumbent. Now they have to raise half a
million dollars when they don’t have any competition from an
incumbent. It’s changed a lot in that sense.

So anyway, A.B. 2270 was killed.

It died, anyway. [Laughter]

It died, yes.

So how did you feel about that?

We were devastated, because this was our big, big effort. And of
course Jesse was. . . . By that time it was war between Jesse and
the assembly and the governor and Hale Champion. Hale Champion
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tried to discredit A.B. 2270 in the assembly Ways and Means
Committee. Jesse never forgave him for this. He came in with
revised revenue estimates to try and show the state had more
revenue so we didn’t need the taxing parts of A.B. 2270. So people
were reacting to that. Well, it turned out to be wrong, because
later on they found out they had a revenue shortage. They were
doing everything they could to try and discredit it, the governor did.
Hale Champion was unpopular with many members of the assembly.
Of course, Jim Mills talked [in his book] about some of the episodes
that he had with Hale Champion. He was a bright man, but he was
dead set against A.B. 2270.

He had his own agenda, was that the problem?

Well, he didn’t have much of an agenda to start with. But then the
bill is defeated, so the press is talking about how this was wrong.
Because the press wrote about the bill in a favorable light.

After the 1965 session, there was established a tax research
group, which included us, the senate, the Franchise Tax Board staff,
the Department of Finance, the L.A. assessors’ office, and the Board
of Equalization staff, to talk about all the issues.

This was the staffs of all these groups?

Yes. And the governor appointed that in ’65.

And you were head of that group, no doubt?

No. Because it was governor-appointed; we were just there. Martin
Huff, I believe, was the head of it. Martin Huff had just been
appointed the director of the Franchise Tax Board slightly before
that. So he was kind of designated to make peace between the
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administration and the assembly, because they knew they had a
political problem, going into an election year.

So the idea was to sit down with us and to make us feel good
by saying, "Well, we'll sit down now and listen to your ideas and
see if there’s anything that could be worked out." I remember
Martin telling me after the meetings, "You guys really made a good
impression on these people." We were not civil service staff so they
probably didn’t like us to start with, because at that time we were
young. [ think their attitude was, "Who are these young guys
coming in and trying to tell us how to run things?" So at least we
gained some credibility among the tax people. But events overtook
us with the assessors’ scandal breaking out.

So this research group didn’t go very far, is that what you’re saying?
No, it didn’t. And then the election. . . . remember I told you about
the accrual accounting proposal. They didn’t want anything in the
election year to rock the boat. So it was kind of pointing towards
’67, but as a result of the 1966 election they lost control, so they
didn’t have a chance to pursue any tax plan.

So ’65 was an interesting year. I remember I used to travel
with Jesse occasionally. I wrote some of Jesse’s speeches for him,
and I used to travel with him when he’d give them, which was fun.
Tell me a little bit about some of your trips.

I remember we went down to the Commonwealth Club one day,
where he gave a speech. One thing that was interesting about
Jesse: he loved country music, which at that time was not well
known. Today a lot of people listen to country music, but at that
time it was kind of confined. It was stereotyped in California at the
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time, if we want to go back into California history, because it came
from the Southwest and the South.

Now, the people that migrated into California during the Dust
Bowl [era] brought that music with them. Bakersfield is still a
center of it. And at the time of the migration I think it’s fair to say
there was a substantial amount of discrimination. John Steinbeck’s
The Grapes of Wrath illustrates the kinds of things that they were
going through. People just didn’t associate with the Dust Bowl

refugees for a long time; they were near the bottom of the social
strata. And of course then their music would be there, too. So
anybody that liked their music was stereotyped too.

Jesse used to play it in the car when we’d go somewhere. But
hardly anybody around knew that, because he didn’t want to be
thought of as. . . . That's where he came from, I believe.

Texas?

Texas. [Newton, Texas] Somewhere in Texas. He migrated out to
California. When he ran, his base was USC [University of Southern
California], his assembly district.

[End Tape 7, Side A]

[Begin Tape 7, Side B]

HICKE:

DOERR:

His base was USC.

Yes. He'd been in politics at USC and then got elected to the
legislature. He was aggressive and ambitious, but very smart. He
had a presence. Jesse was Jesse. Some people have that, and it’s
hard to describe, but he could command situations, and people

listened to him. He loved a good time; he loved to party and going
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out at night and eating and drinking and fooling around. He
wanted to do a lot of things very activist in terms of programs. [
mentioned how he tried to set up the relationship between the
university and the legislature. We worked on a health care system
during this same period.

Yes, [ want to hear about that.

He liked to bring all the assembly staff together, so he would have
meetings with us--there weren’t that many of us--to brainstorm and
get different points of view on a major problem instead of having
somebody look at it from one point of view. That was always
interesting: to go to those meetings and listen to him talk about
how he wanted to solve some of these problems and wanted to get
some ideas by having people just talk and look at a problem from
their perspective.

So he was really open to other people’s ideas?

Oh, yes, a lot. Really a lot. He was very interesting. There won’t
be another one like him, I don’t think, as far as I can see, over here.
They just don’t have the same values and leadership quality.

He loved the tax reform program, because he saw how it
would improve the tax structure. He saw the economics, he saw the
tax policy aspects of changing emphasis. He saw the political appeal
of the property tax changes.

Now, this is what’s kind of interesting, because when we did
this study, we really hadn’t known that there was a big problem.
When we got into it, we discovered more. But when we started it,
the property tax study, we just thought we’d start studying. We
didn’t know that it was going to be a good political issue. We just
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started to get into it and found it regressive and this and that. But
we never knew what the politics of it were. We thought it was a
burden, we thought it was all the things we found, but in terms of
out on the street and the gut-level politics, it hadn’t been tested.
We weren't sure what the result of that would be. But he saw it
immediately.

HICKE:  So he translated that into a political program?

DOERR: Yes, he saw it immediately. That this would be really dynamite.
That property tax was a statewide issue. And then it became one,
we made it one, then Reagan made it one when he ran for office.
But nobody could deliver the goods, so eventually. . . .

You see, Watson was involved in here, too. He had two
initiatives.

HICKE:  But they came later. Sixty-eight and . . .

DOERR: Sixty-eight' and 72,2 I believe, which was early in the process, in
terms of ’78. But those were defeated because Reagan used his
Teflon protection to say, "I've got things under control, so trust me."
But you can kind of see the pattern, starting with the tax study,
because property tax relief hadn’t been a major issue. Jesse making
it a big political issue, Reagan adopted it, putting some of his own

views into the mix.

1. Proposition 9, "Limitations on Property Tax Rate," was defeated on
November 5, 1968.

2. Proposition 14 was defeated in November 1972.
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We did some things with Reagan. We started the homeowners’

exemption.! That was structured so it was designed to fail.

How so? ‘

It leveraged you against a tax, if you understand what I mean.
Leveraging. It was a flat amount, so once you exempted the flat
amount, people got used to it. Then change in assessed value--a 10
percent change in assessed value might produce a 13 percent
increase in tax burden. So it leveraged the tax higher than the
assessment changes, because you had the base exempt.

Anyway, that’s getting ahead of the game. Then L.A. County
Assessor Phil Watson jumped in with his initiatives. Reagan goes
out, Jerry Brown comes in, who's not really interested in property
tax relief. The legislature now is very interested in it, but the
governor’s finance department doesn’t want to do anything. And
Howard Jarvis steps in. So that’s how that issue evolved. The
voters changed the tax structure again in ’78,% beginning the fifth
era.

I don’t know what else I should say about the study. I think
I've kind of exhausted the subject. There’s a lot of material here;

we could go on for days and years.

1. Proposition 1a, "Homeowners’ Property Tax Exemption," was passed by
the voters on November 5, 1968. It is SCA 1, 1968 First Ex. Sess., Cal. Stat.,

r. ch. 9.

2. Proposition 13, "Property Tax Limitation Initiative," was passed in June,
1978. It is California: Constitution, Article XIII A.
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If anything comes up about it later on, we can see. You wanted to
refer to it as background for the tax assessors’ difficulties. So I
don’t know if we'’re there yet, or if there is something else first.
Yes, that’s the next major thing that happened.

OK, that’s what I have as being next.

That’s big. It broke in the fall of ’65, when it was reported in the
papers. We began to get some inklings into it in late ’64. Phil
Watson kept saying, "There’s funny business going on." I guess he,
through his grapevine, heard a few things, so he tried to tip us off.
You know, so-and-so and so-and-so, "You need to check so-and-so."
Was that followed through?

Yes, it was followed through. The Rev and Tax Committee, under
law, has the authority to check income tax returns. It’s almost
never done, but we requested a check of assessors. And then we
could have a hearing and ask some questions. So we were
beginning to get into it. There was so much going on, we were
spread thin, because this was the tail end of the tax study. Our
reports had been written; we were trying to get this program
together, draft the bill, and all this.

So this information is just kind of an aside--we’re interested in
this, we'’re seeing a problem. We know that we've already
recommended, just for good government purposes, a whole lot of
reforms of the assessment system. Now we’re beginning to see some
things that are really questionable, basically through what Phil
Watson is telling us. I remember the second assessors’ conference
was at the old Woodlake Inn [now the Radisson] in Sacramento;
that was when he started really unloading on what he thought was
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going on. That was the fall of ’64. I guess he picked it up through
the grapevine.

HICKE:  What were the reforms that you recommended in the tax study?

DOERR: One of the main ones was a public standardized assessment ratio.
Before that, there was nothing. That was where we had the biggest
battle, too. Nobody knew what the assessment ratio was, you see.
There was never an announced ratio; it just said "full cash value."
That implies 100 percent. So if you got assessed less than that, you
thought, well 'm doing OK. But nobody knew what the assessors
working assessment ratio was. That was one of the underpinnings
of the scandal.

We wanted to reform the assessment appeals system so that

people could use in their appeals the prevailing assessment level.
We put in assessor training, Board of Equalization investigative
authority to watch the assessors; they had to go into counties and
check on them. We had that in there. That’s a battle to this day.
The Board of Equalization sends its appraisers in to evaluate the
assessors, give them their report cards.

HICKE: It sounds like you already were aware of a lot of. . .

DOERR: A lot of that we thought should be done just on the basis of good
government.

HICKE: Oh, I see. Just theoretically, if nothing . . .

DOERR: Yes, theoretically. You shouldn’t have a system where nobody
knows what’s going on. The Board of Equalization was assessing
utilities at a different level than assessors were assessing at a local

level.
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This is a summary of what we did, called Problems of Property
Tax Administration in California. This summarizes the reforms.
Thirteen major reforms. Standard ratio. We directed the assessor to
use zoning restrictions in determining value, so you just couldn’t
say, "Well, your house is going to be better off as a gas station."
We put some reforms in on how the tax exemptions were to be
monitored. In effect, we thought the assessors were giving too
much away in the welfare exemption, so we said that had to be
approved by the assessor, and then it also had to be approved by
the state after the assessor does it, so the state oversaw it. We put
that in law. We provided standards for appraisers, and the
assessors’ office had to have certificates in training, et cetera. We
set up conflicts of interest for assessors. We set up a system of tax
appeals. A big reform of tax appeals.

HICKE:  Procedures?
DOERR: Procedures. You had to tell the taxpayer in writing of the decision,
you know, findings. You could use the ratios in your case.

Then we set up the assessment appeals board system so the
taxpayers had an independent body to go to; they weren’t appealing
it to the county supervisors, who were more interested in revenue
than in the assessment issue.

Then we required open records in the assessors’ office. As I
mentioned, we required the board to go in and study assessment
ratios of counties and put out reports that are public reports--they’re
called Assessment Practices Surveys now--to make the information
public. They had required the assessors to send notice to property

owners when they increased assessed values. That wasn’t even done
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at that time. They just went and submitted the roll and it was up
to you to find out your assessments had increased.

Then we required the tax bill information to include the
assessment information, which it didn’t have before that. We
eliminated the city assessors altogether; we just wiped them out.
We required the assessor to make periodic reviews of property in
evaluating, instead of just sitting and guessing. They had to go out
and look at the properties.

And we required that the assessor turn over the fines to the
county instead of being able to keep them.

The fines?

Yes, that they collected. There was a whole series of things that
reformed the entire system of assessment that weren’t there before.
It was an autocracy. The assessors were supreme--nobody knew
what they were doing. There was no way of knowing, there was
nothing published. You didn’t know what ratio the assessors were
assessing at. You didn’t know if you got a tax increase until your
tax bill came.

The assessors are appointed by the controller, right?

No. They were elected.

Elected, OK.

So we thought all these things needed to be done. These changes,
of course, were made in response to the assessors’ scandal, but we
had them in A.B. 2270. We worked in a few things that were a
little bit different, but the basic program was the same. The
announcement of the assessment ratio was the key. That was the

fight. It was a fight to the death.
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We had the governor on our side now. Because he was
running for reelection, he’s liking our program. And the senate,
again, is on the other side. Oh, the senate didn’t want to do this.
[Senator] Virgil O’Sullivan and others. Of course we got the bill
passed. This was the Knox-Petris--Petris-Knox--however you want to
call it--Bill. A.B. 80 of 1966.! One of these boxes is full of all the
clippings and pictures of this.

I'm probably getting a little ahead. Maybe I'll describe the
scandal a little bit before we go into the bill.

OK.

The scandal involved several assessors, primarily in San Francisco,
Alameda, San Diego counties. What they were doing: it was an
interesting system. They would overassess taxpayers and then they
would let these what we called political tax consultants know. The
tax consultant would go to the taxpayer and say, "I can get your
assessment reduced if you give me a percentage of the savings."
They would get the assessment reduced, and the percentage of this
money the tax consultant got went to the assessor.

That’s what [Assessor of the City and County of San Francisco]
Russell Wolden . . .

Russ Wolden of San Francisco was involved in that. He was
sentenced to jail. He went to jail. But see, this stemmed from the
fact that there were no standards. If 'm assessed at 38 percent, I
don’t know if that is what others are assessed at.

And no way to know.

1. A.B. 80, 1966 Reg. Sess., Cal. Stat. ch. 147.
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What am [ supposed to be assessed at? Now, the assessor knows
that that’s overassessment, because he knows that their average in
the county was 25 percent or whatever it was; I don’t remember
what it was at the time, but it was some lesser percentage. Then
this tax consultant goes out and tells you, "Hey, I can get your
assessment reduced." And sure enough, the assessment is reduced.

Well, of course, the assessor says, "I'm not giving him any
special break. I see that he was overassessed." And he reduces the
assessment. Because he’s still assessed where he should be, even
after he’s brought down. So it wasn’t the fact that they were
underassessing taxpayers. They were overassessing them because
there were no standards, and then having the system work to buy
down the assessment to where it should have been in the first place.
Who were these political consultants? Didn’t they get into trouble
too?
Yes, they did. [ guess the reason the scandal broke. . . . It’s all in
my files, and I know a little bit. [ haven’t looked at that material in
a long time so I forget the name of the guy. I think it was a guy
named [ ] Phillips, because he had something to do with the
screwdriver fortune. But [ believe he was having a falling-out with
his partner having to do with the fact that the partner was fooling
around with his wife. So one Sunday he backed in the truck into
the office and took the files and put them on the truck and took
them down to the district attorney. There it was, all this corruption
just laid out in the files.

Of course we're just elated, because we lost the assessment

reforms that were a part of A.B. 2270. We said, "Hey, look at what
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we were trying to correct." We'd had the inkling from Phil Watson
that this was going on, but there was nothing we could go public
with and make a charge that this was going on.

So a subcommittee of the committee was appointed to hold
hearings on this. [Assemblyman] Leo Ryan was the head of our
subcommittee, I remember. He became quite well known. He was
a congressman. He was a great guy, just a personable guy. I
became well acquainted with him because we staffed the
subcommittee, of course, for him. We went around and held the
hearings and dusted off our recommendations of the prior year into
new recommendations to deal with the problem. We called in the
folks from the attorney general’s office to explain how the scandal
developed and who was getting paid off, and how they did this and
that and the other thing. This got headlines for months in the
paper.

I know; your files are pretty thick.

Yes, I've saved all the clippings and I've got all the correspondence
and all the working papers that went into the assessment reform
bill. So you had Russ Wolden sitting on the front page of the [San
Francisco] Chronicle in a mug shot with his number underneath.
Prison number?

Yes, with the picture number, and much other material. One of the
assessors committed suicide after he was exposed in this scandal. In
fact, this was the fall of '65, I remember, because this year the
assessors’ convention was in Yosemite [National Park], and Russ
Wolden was there. And of course, he was saying, "I'm innocent."

Because there’d just been all these charges coming out now. So
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there was a big fight between Watson and the Wolden forces in the
assessors’ association. Wolden apparently just didn’t invent this
system; Wolden apparently had been practicing it for a long time. .
He would help his friends get elected. So he had helped a lot of the
county assessors get elected with money that he raised.

He had strong backing then?

Yes. So he had significant influence with the assessors’ association,
and Watson was challenging him. That’s why he was wanting us to
look at his allegations, because Watson wanted to take over.
Wolden had his friends in various offices all around, because he’'d
helped them get elected with money. There was a big fight there,
because Wolden was fighting the Watson forces.

I remember going to these meetings where they were trying to
decide what they were going to do in terms of what the assessors’
position would be, and Watson was pushing for reforms, and the
other assessors were opposing the reforms, so of course they didn’t. .
. . Wolden still had his troops, so the assessors didn’t come out for
reform. But Watson got a lot of publicity. Of course that all helped
eventually get a bill through.

I guess we should move to the bill.

Were there civil cases or criminal cases brought?

Criminal cases.

Before the bill was proposed?

Yes. They wouldn’t have passed a bill, ever, without this, because
some of the senators were opposed to what we were trying to do.

So we got our bill; now it’s A.B.- 80, it’s been introduced. We had a
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long series of negotiations with the Board of Equalization to get
them on board. We hammered them pretty hard at the time.
In your tax study?
No, at this time. They’re in charge of the property tax; why did
they let this happen? So we were pointing a lot of fingers at them,
and of course they were feeling really defensive. The argument was
made, "Look, you had the authority to do this and you didn’t do it,
and you had the authority to do that, you didn’t do it."
So negligence then?
Yes, we accused them of negligence, in effect. They were not
happy. They got a new executive director . . .
[Interruption]

We were talking about the Board of Equalization.
Yes, you were accusing them of negligence.
So we put up our first proposal. Of course, they had problems. We
sat down with them and tried to work them out.
Who was on the board then? Do you recall?
At that time it was Paul Leake; George Reilly, who had been there
forever and stayed forever after; [Richard] Dick Nevins, who had
come in ’59 and was kind of a reformist. He was the reformist
person on the board. John Lynch, who was a nice man and was
helpful in terms of getting some reform. And the controller, who
was Alan Cranston, curiously enough. So Alan Cranston’s not new
to scandal.

We eventually worked out our problems with the board. We
at least got that accomplished. But interestingly enough, this was
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when we had the break with Phil Watson, who pictured himself as
being a reformer. A lot of reforms went too far for him.

Oh, you literally broke with him?

Yes. I mean, that's when we essentially broke with him. He was
just not happy. And then that led soon after to the real firm break
as he promoted his first initiative.

He would have preferred that it was done more privately, or . . .
He liked the assessment ratio; that was his big reform. That they
have an announced assessment ratio. None of the other assessors
liked that, so he was on our side on that. And we put all these
controls on assessors in terms of having the state Board of
Equalization monitor the system. There was now somebody looking
over their [assessors’] shoulders. They didn’t like that. That was
going too far for them; we’d gone beyond the pale.

So we had to fight the assessors on this bill, pretty much all
the way through. We had no problems in the assembly. There was
almost unanimity that these reforms were needed. The senate was a
different story, again. They didn’t want to deal with property tax
issues. We went to Senate Rev and Tax. . . . [ used to know this
chronology by heart, but it’s a little fuzzy right now. But Virgil
Sullivan, I believe, was the chair at the time, and he wouldn’t
support any of this. And he was supported by the senate leadership,
curiously enough.

Was it the same old saw? They didn’t want to have anything to do
with county property because that’s a county problem?

Yes, that’s a local problem. The state shouldn’t get involved in
property tax. Now, I don’t know what the real hidden agenda was.
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That was the rationalization?

Yes. But of course with the scandal, they just didn’t like our bill.
They were trying to amend out the standard ratio. That was what
the big fight was over. Two things happened that helped us. I'm
not sure of the sequence now of events, but they’re all in the boxes
[of files]. And I don’t know whether these things happened before
or after, exactly what sequence. But one thing: they appointed a
subcommittee.

The senate?

Yes. Ostensibly to kill the bill. Senator [James A.] Cobey was the

chair. Jim Cobey; he’s now a judge. He was on our side, and . . .

[End Tape 7, Side B]

[Begin Tape 8, Side A]

HICKE:
DOERR:

He was on your side, but . . .
. . . the other two members weren’t, and I've forgotten their names.
But for some reason or other, we got one of them to switch, so we
got the bill back out of the subcommittee. Of course, they hadn’t
figured that we were going to be able to do that, and 'm not sure
how that came about. But then we got it back to the full
committee, and there were two things that helped us, as I recall.
One is we got [Senator Eugene] McAteer of San Francisco. I
was working with Fred Martin, who then was with the San
Francisco Chamber of Commerce. He’s now in charge of
government relations for the Bank of America. He orchestrated from

San Francisco just unbelievable pressure from McAteer, including
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getting some of the big San Francisco business Democrats to
personally intervene. So we got McAteer to switch.

So we had the votes for the bill lined up. Senator Cobey was
still there, and there was enough even with the chair’s opposition. I
think we had one vote to spare to get the bill out. Then there was
an amendment offered to take out the standard ratio from the bill,
which we didn’t have the votes on; we didn’t see it coming. They
said they would pass the bill; they didn’t guarantee us they would
not amend it. So we thought that the bill was going out. If the
amendment had succeeded, there goes the standard ratio.

That’s the major part?

That was the major part. But then [Senator] Clark Bradley of Santa
Clara County, who was another case study in personalities in the
senate--he was very conservative . . .

No change, period.

But he was also Mr. Integrity to a degree. So when the vote came
on the amendment to take out the standard ratio, even though he
opposed the bill, he said, "That’s right, that’s what should be there,"
so he voted with us. So the standard ratio stayed in, and then the
bill went out, even though Senator Bradley opposed the bill. And
he stood up in the senate and opposed it, because he argued the
state had no business controlling local government. He was talking
about the new controls in the bill.

The bill got out of the committee after this horrendous fight
and pressure, and we took it to the senate floor and got it through.
Of course, the senate leaders were furious with us because we beat
them.
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Who was that?

O’Sullivan. The Democratic leadership who were running the
senate. Somehow they thought the assembly pushed the senate
around.

A little power struggle here?

There was a lot of anti-assembly feeling in the senate at the time.
Anything that came from the assembly was bad, something Jesse
was. . . . Jesse was trying to throw his weight around, whatever.
That was the senate view?

Yes, at the time.

So we got the assessment reform bill through, and of course
the governor was supporting us. That’s how we were able to at
least get a few of the votes like Jim Cobey.

This is A.B. 80 of '66?

A.B. 80.

So the governor supported you?

Yes. Because he felt he had to solve the scandal, going into the
election. He liked the bill, and we worked with his people in
helping get it through; they were lobbying. The lobbying on it was
kind of funny, because the assessors were lobbying ferociously
against it, and so counties were lobbying against it because the
assessors were against it. There weren’t any institutional good
government groups around.

So who was lobbying for it?

The governor, and us, and . . .

No special-interest groups, though?
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DOERR: No, that’s the thing. The special-interest groups weren’t sure they
liked it. They didn’t like the existing system, but they didn’t want
to antagonize assessors. They didn’t want to stick their necks out,
because they knew the assessors could retaliate, and they’re still
afraid of assessors.

HICKE:  How about the media?

DOERR: The media was very helpful, because the media and the San
Francisco Chamber of Commerce--one lobbying group we had
working for us--and the governor lined up against the assessors and
the counties.

HICKE:  Sounds like you've had the media on your side quite frequently.

DOERR: Yes, most of the time, I think. Interestingly enough.

HICKE:  Yes.

DOERR: This really was a big accomplishment.

HICKE:  What was the aftermath?

DOERR: Oh, that was fun. Because [ remember Paul Leake, who was one of
the Board of Equalization members, always had a retreat for
assessors in September, in Lake County--Hobergs, I remember it was.
There are little cabins, a rustic place up in the trees. So all the
assessors were there, and of course [ went. They reacted as if they
had been massacred. They were moaning and groaning, and saying,
"How did this awful thing happen?" Just to listen to them talk was
just wonderful.

HICKE: [Laughter] Satisfying.

DOERR: Yes, very satisfying. A lot of them weren’t even familiar with all the
details, you see. Here’s the person from the state Board of

Equalization up there to explain how this new system’s going to
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work, because this was the purpose of the meetings. Theyd say
something, and everybody groaned. And the next point, groan
again. "How awful!" Then people would stand up: "This isn’t
going to work, and we've got to do something about it."

Did they know your part?

Oh, yes, I was there. They knew that we’d been the parties to it.
You weren’t wearing armor or anything? [Laughter] Looking over
your shoulder quite a bit?

Probably should have. But we just were there to listen.

Yes. Observing?

Yes. We wanted to follow up to make sure that things got
implemented. Herb Freeman, who was the new executive director
of the Board of Equalization, wanted to make it something that he
could be proud of in terms of his record as administrator. He threw
himself into full implementation, and really did a good job, I think.
He didn’t drag his heels or anything; he made sure that everything
was carried out, and he consulted us a lot. We had a lot of
meetings on follow-up, to explain what was intended and how
things should work and what the board was going to do when they
were going to publish this regulation or going to send this
instruction--all the administrative stuff that flows when you have a
big change, when you change the system that drastically.

And is that still in place--all the oversight and all of that?

Yes. Still in place. That broke the political back of the assessors so
they never were a major factor in Sacramento ever again. They
come up once in a while on a bill, and people just think, "Oh. . . ."
They had been totally powerful for all these years, and all of a
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sudden it just broke their back. They have not been a powerful
organization since. Nobody hears about them now; they’re out
doing their job.

To get ahead of the story a little bit, this in a sense broke
their back, but Prop. 13 did, too. What we had set up was a lot of
reforms to try and prevent this manipulation of assessments--you
know, with the standard ratio and this and that in terms of the
appeals process. Prop. 13 went further, in a sense, to really curtail
their power. Because with the assessment system of Prop. 13, your
property’s not reassessed unless it has changed ownership or is
newly constructed. So the assessor isn’t making these annual
appraisals. Whatever your base year is, it grows by 2 percent a
year. So you don’t have to worry about the assessor; he can’t
threaten you politically with the assessment increase because it’s
fixed.

You see, that’s one of the things I like about Prop. 13. A lot
of people say, "This is a terrible system." [ say, "Well, it’s got its
advantages and disadvantages." But none of them went through this
assessors’ scandal. [ say one of the advantages is now you have a
system that can’t be manipulated by one person: the assessor. The
only time he comes in is on a change of ownership, and the Board
of Equalization has adopted a regulation that you use sales price.
There’s the presumption that that’s the value. So if you’re going to
change ownership, the sales price goes on, goes up 2 percent a year;
the assessor’s not in there manipulating values. That helped break
their power, too, but it was pretty much eroded away before Prop.

13 passed.
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And most of them have gone. I don’t think there’s an assessor
in office anywhere now that was assessing at that time.
You mean all those people are gone?
They've all retired or gone to jail, or whatever happened to them.
Some of them were around for quite a long time after that. There
was a cadre of what we considered the good guys--Young Turk
assessors who were trying to work some reforms in the system.
[ ] Bert Broemmel from Marin County was one that [ recall. He
had a lot of integrity. A number of others around the state were
trying to reform the system. I think all those people are gone.
They’re all gone. All the people that I first got to know in this are
no longer on the scene, which is interesting. So the new ones that
have come in, have come in with A.B. 80 as the norm. This wasn’t
a change for them; this is what they knew. So they’re not as
cantankerous anymore. They've accepted the status quo.
Their expectations are different?
Yes.
And what happened with Phil Watson?
Phil Watson is an interesting story. He was really driven by political
ambition. He wanted to be governor, and he was trying to be this
hero in the fight for assessment reform, which passed him by. So
he decided, "I'm not giving up; I'm going to pick up your property
tax relief program along with that." So he put on the ballot the
first Watson initiative in 1968, which was defeated. He put on a
variation of it in ’72, which was defeated again. And then into the
seventies, after that, the county began to investigate him. There
were allegations that he’d been engaged in shady deals himself.
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Oh, yes? I didn’t hear that.

Yes. So there was a grand jury investigation down there, and
charges and countercharges, and he refused to testify. His doctor
said he had a bad heart, which I guess maybe was true at the time;
nobody believed it. So he quit the position, just walked out. It was
’76 or ’77--somewhere in there. In the mid-seventies he resigned his
position. He’s dead now. They appointed Alex Pope in his place.
But he left under a cloud.

That’s interesting.

So, yes, it was interesting too.

OK, do you want to wrap this up for today?

Yes, maybe. I think that brings us through the end of 1966 and the
assessment scandal and reforms. Which brings us to Ronald Reagan.
[ remember much about Mr. Reagan. This will be the ’66 election.
Yes, we need to talk about that a little bit.

Did we talk about the ’64 election? I don’t think we did.

No, we didn’t, actually.

No. We kind of skipped through that because I was doing my
study.

That’s right.

Maybe I ought to kind of mention that.

Senator Petris was named by Lyndon Johnson as northern
California campaign manager. So as a result, we went to some
meetings with him. There was a lot of political activity related to
that 1964 presidential campaign, which was Johnson versus [Senator
Barry] Goldwater [Sr.]. Hubert Humphrey was put on the ticket to

be vice president. When he came to town, I got to meet him at the
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old El Mirador Hotel. We sat down and talked for a while. To this
day, I swear, there’s such a resemblance between him and Senator
Milton Marks.

He was so energetic; it was just amazing how much energy
that man had. He was perceptive. This was a campaign that Jesse
was not too involved in, interestingly enough. Nick was the one
they wanted to do the campaign, although he was only chairman of
the Rev and Tax Committee.

Why did they pick him?

[ don’t know. That’s what is interesting. But he did get picked, and
we went around to some meetings with him.

What did Hubert Humphrey talk about?

I've forgotten what the big issues were. Basically the issue was the
opponent.

Yes, well, I mean, what did he talk to you about when you were
chatting?

What I was doing with government and how I got into my position.
Because [ was still kind of young at the time. I think at that time I
was thirty-one. So I just. ... We talked about how I got into
government, working with Nick and what I was doing, and how
California legislative staff had evolved. That was a new thing at the
time; Jesse was a big reformist to bring these people in from
universities to provide information. So Mr. Humphrey was
interested in that. That’s why it impressed me: he wasn’t talking
about aid to Israel or some other big, global issue.

It wasn’t about himself either; he was talking about you.
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Yes, how this legislative staff system worked in California. Because
it had gotten some national publicity at the time. There were some
articles about Jesse and what he’d been doing here. They would
rate the California legislature high in all these national surveys. So
he just wanted to get some inside information about that. Which
was kind of fun.

So you went along with Petris on the campaign trail?

Yes, occasionally, to the extent we weren’t doing our study.

Did you get involved in the California elections? Wasn’t Cranston
running for senator then?

I'm trying to think of what California offices were up that year. It
was the year, I think, that Pierre Salinger ran.

Yes. [Senator] Clair Engle had just died, or he was very ill.

Yes, Clair Engle had died. In fact, I went to his funeral. We drove
up to Red Bluff one day. That was during the summertime, so some
of us decided we’d go up there to his funeral.

Jesse had maneuvered Pierre Salinger into the race as a
[President John F.] Kennedy candidate, and Cranston, [ guess, was
the other candidate. And Jesse put out this blitz--the Kennedy
connection with Pierre Salinger, with picture postcards out with a
picture of Kennedy. Somehow Pierre Salinger beat Cranston in the
primary, and then Engle died, and of course then, because he’d
[Salinger] won the primary, the governor appointed him to the seat
so he’d have a leg up in the general election. But George Murphy
beat him. I'll never understand that.

I remember Ronald Reagan going around speaking for
Goldwater. That’s how he got his poli