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That's right.

OK, let's try another subject. It's going to back up in time a little

bit. I came across a reference to Whitaker and Baxter having

worked on a No campaign against Ronald Reagan's government

spending initiative in 1973.1

Oh, yes.

How did that come about?

We and our clients thought it was a terrible piece of legislation

that wouldn't accomplish anything that it proposed. That was a

bitter, incisive campaign, and we did prevail. His program was

never put in place. Then he tried to do it nationally and he didn't

really get it there, either. It was one of those things that sort of

popped up.

He'd had a tax reform commission running off and on in various

forms throughout his administration.

Yes. I'm trying to remember some of the details of the thing. I

can remember more the politics of it than I can the specific

details.

The politics of it?

Of the issue. As it was going together--now, it's beginning to

come back in place--it looked like it was probably going to pass.

In fact, we did some early surveying on it, and it was going along

hucklety-buck. The California Teachers Association, a client of

ours, came to us, and they were very concerned about it and

asked if we would mount a campaign against it, which we did with

them. And that's a campaign, too, where Moretti was still

speaker and was trying to use that issue to, in effect, promote his

candidacy for governor.

Give him some statewide visibility.

Yes. So he was working against the thing, too. We dovetailed

our efforts to ...

They were separate efforts?

1. Proposition 1 (November 1973).



WHITAKER:

MORRIS:

WHITAKER:

MORRIS:

WHITAKER:

MORRIS:

WHITAKER:

MORRIS:

WHITAKER:

MORRIS:

172

Totally separate. Ours was funded and, basically, his wasn't.

He was using caucus [Inaudible]?

Whatever money he could raise. But it was done in a way where,

as I recall, he, Moretti, used the money that he had available

largely for television spots. When we had reached an

accommodation on that, we just shifted our budget to cover

everything else that needed to be done.

But no, the governor and [Executive Assistant Edwin] Ed

Meese [III] and [Assistant to the Governor Michael] Mike

Deaver and company couldn't understand why we were so mean

to them. That was an interesting thing. Toward the end of the

campaign, the governor had some comment to make--I'm not

going to state it accurately--to the effect that all the charges, that

nobody could understand what the heck this thing did. He said, "I

don't understand it either, but that isn't what's important." We

plastered that on full-page ads and radio, television, and the rest,

and the whole thing turned in forty-eight hours. It just blew it

right out of the water.

If its sponsor says he doesn't understand it ...

We hammered on that. We had about ten days to two weeks to

go, and it was a lot of fun.

Is that the sort of thing you hope for in a campaign?

You so seldom get something like that.

That sounds similar to the one seven years before, when Pat

Brown's film people made a movie that included a line about how

it was an actor that shot Lincoln.

Yes. That kind of thing. . .. As I say, that kind of an opening

doesn't come along very often. But it was the damnedest thing.

[Proposition] One was very confused, but there were some very

precise things in it that it was going to do, too.

I've been told--I have not read the document--that it is very

similar to Proposition 131 that came along five years later, and

1. June 1978.
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that Mr. Reagan has been quoted as saying he thought he

recognized something of it. So to what extent was it the same

people with the same concerns?

You see, maybe there's another way to look at that. We're going

through the travails of the insurance industry now, and a few

minutes ago we were talking about the travails of the medical

profession. Here you're just discussing tax reform, a tax revolt.

These issues--and we've gone through this before, you and I--they

rise and fall periodically, and one will be in the public mind and

the other will be down. They don't go away. They just move up

and down as critical issues.

I can see the teachers association being concerned enough about

the potential of Prop. 1 to want to take some action against it.

How about other clients, more purely manufacturing and business

oriented?

I don't recall that we had much difficulty in mobilizing most of

the traditional forces at play. I don't want to say that the

California Manufacturers Association or the Chamber [Chamber

of Commerce] or somebody else, without going back and looking

at files, were participating. But we had very little difficulty in

setting up a preponderance of force in terms of the different

organizations representing different groups in the state.

I guess my question has to do with, are there times when a

business organization or group which is normally for less taxes

and less government spending will be on the other side of the

issue and say, "Well, not that much"?

Sure. There are times when people choose different sides,

obviously where they perceive their own interest to be.

There seem to be two schools of thought on Proposition 13. One

is that it was a people's grass roots effort, and the other, that it

wouldn't have gotten as visible and successful if it hadn't been for

the [William] Butcher-[Arnold] Forde organization's assistance.

Can you ...
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As an issue and as a cause, its time had come, which was rather

obvious. Then you get around to the kind of legislation that is

shaped to deal with it. What's his name? Gann and ...

Howard Jarvis.

. . . Jarvis each had their own approach but finally put their

uneasy alliance together. I don't think the precise nature of the

issue that was voted on was what carried it, really. It's that

people had reached a point they thought that they were being

overtaxed.

In response to the Butcher-Forde thing, they do a good

direct mail job; I think that's their greater area of expertise. I

think they, without any question, put a solid foundation under

that campaign. And as you recall, there was an enormous

number of people who were involved in the campaign in terms of

little volunteer clubs and neighborhood groups and taxpayer this

and the rest, which I thought at the time, and I do now, was

equally important. It isn't very often where you get groups of

usually disinterested citizens who honest to goodness will go out

and work on an issue, and that was the case with that issue.

Yes, Paul Gann said that during a hot issue, his organization will

have as many as 30,000 or 40,000 people.

I think that's probably true. It doesn't make much difference

whether it's 10,000 or 30,000. The fact of the matter is that Gann

or Jarvis or other people.... eTA can muster far more troops

than that in any major issue. But where you can get them going,

they become a very potent force. It's not usual.

It's not usual?

No.

In spite of the proliferation of initiative measures?

No. Somehow the issue has to strike home to all these usually

disinterested citizens that "this affects you. We're not now talking

about glory or motherhood or apple pie. We're talking about
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your tax bill or your salary." And at that point, you can get some

amazing activity.

So to that extent the question would be whether or not Butcher­

Forde manipulated Jarvis and Gann or whether they just

benefited from ...

I don't know whether anybody could really manipulate either

Jarvis or Gann. But I think they were able to work together to

the extent that they got, basically, the direct mail work done and

the media work done.

That brought in the money that ...

I think they brought in a lot of money, a great deal of money.

And that's not inconsequential, either.

Had that particular kind of direct mail campaign been used

before? You know, "Your tax bill enclosed."

I don't recall whether that specific thing had been used before,

but approaches like that had been used for many, many years.

Have you ever worked on the same side of an issue with Butcher­

Forde?

Oh, yes. Before they were associated, we hired Butcher on a

number of occasions and used him here. We sent him back to

Illinois once on a campaign.

To do the direct mail?

I'm trying to remember. It was some kind of precinct work that

was involved. I don't know Forde as well. But they're competent

people and they have their own style.

Then in 1984, you were involved working against Proposition 24,

which was just Gann at that point, the legislative reform issue.1

I was involved as a volunteer.

Really?

Yes. We weren't involved professionally at all. I just thought

that that was one of the most ridiculous things that I'd ever seen.

And I was talking with some of my friends. Who the heck was I

1. June 1984.
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talking with? Oh, Bob Monagan, and we were sort of lamenting

the state of the world at the moment as this reflected it. I said,

"Why don't we do something?" He said, "What do you want to do,

run a campaign?" I said, "No, I don't want to run a campaign.

But if you'd be willing to get involved in this thing, I'll get

involved. We can put together some material and make it

available to people and maybe give a little direction to this thing

and see what we can do." I said, "Even though you were in the

legislature, the process is not all bad." So on that high note ...

This was when Monagan was with the manufacturers

association?

He was with the California Manufacturers Association. But then

I went over and I talked to the speaker, at that time Brown, and

talked to Roberti, and asked them what they intended to do, if

anything. They were of a mixed mind. They didn't like to be

attacked, but they didn't know whether the legislature in

particular were the best people to mount a campaign against it.

Anyway, I wrote some fundamental pieces, where I took it section

by section, and stuff like that that was sent to the newspapers, the

media, most of the organizations in the state. Monagan spoke

out all over the place on it. There were a couple of others who

got involved; I'm not sure right now who. But this was just

something. . .. Our system of government isn't perfect, but it's

about the best that anybody has invented yet. There may be a

couple of excesses here and there, but you take care of those by

careful pruning, not by chopping down a tree.

Was there any other, more organized, official campaign against?

There was no campaign against it of consequence. We talked to

a lot of our friends and some of our clients, and they agreed that

this is ridiculous. But they had other things to do. We just really

didn't try to put a funded political campaign together on the

thing. Maybe we should have.
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Because you figured that would have been a negative kind of

backlash?

No. I didn't have the time. I was involved with other things and

so was Monagan. Once in a while you have to volunteer for

something.

Yes, indeed. I heard Mr. Monagan speak a couple of months

ago, and I was really interested in his ideas for some kind of an

effort to improve the quality of legislative action.

He's felt this way a long time and he has been one of the leading

advocates of--oh, "reform" is, I guess, a big word--reforming

procedures in the legislature and primarily in the assembly, where

he, of course, is more knowledgeable. He has made a number of

suggestions that I think are quite good, some of which the

legislature has embraced, most of which, probably not. But I

think that's one where Bob just. . .. He feels deeply about it and

he's going to hammer away on that issue as long as he can. But I

guess, when we were talking, he said, "Gee whiz, when they come

up with an approach like this, it's just insane. It undoes all that

we try to do to do the job right."

Do you have a feeling that there have been major changes in

legislative process and the attitudes and kinds of people in the

legislature in the last thirty or more years?

I think there have been procedural changes, obviously, some

substantive. There have been great changes in the nature of the

legislature itself, as we discussed when we were talking about the

Prop. 1 A thing. And those have continued; that was not a one­

time move. That has affected, to a degree, the kind of

representation you get in the legislature.

I think the same thing has happened in a different way on

the congressional front. You get people involved in the process

who are interested in government as a career, interested in being

legislators as a career, and that's a little unusual. As you go back

in time, there were some people that stayed around a long time.
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But the turnover, particularly in the assembly, was fairly rapid,

the senate a little less so. But you were dealing more before with

what you might term citizen-type legislators. The person was a

farmer or the person was an automobile dealer, whatever,

whereas here and now, as I said, you're dealing to a great extent

with people who this is their career. They are not farmers; they

are not doctors or lawyers or whatever, no matter what their

educational background.

That's taken a fair amount of heat in the last couple of years that

And probably will take more.

... this removes the professional legislator from the people.

That's just one of the fundamental philosophical debates about

government: how far do you want to remove it from "everyday

people"?

When you have at the same time built up a professional civil

service.

You've done that, and you've built up a professional staff that

mayor may not be civil service. This is the entry level to

becoming legislators in many instances. I don't know the figures,

but I would guess maybe in most instances now. You just look

around at the seats as they come vacant and, pop, you've got an

A.A. [administrative aide] moving in behind or something like

that.

Does that affect their functioning as a legislator, in your

observation?

Does it affect it? No. Again, these are people who, as I say,

government is their career. They do understand it; they do

understand the processes. I think that they're a little more

removed from economics and philosophy as we know it, those of

us who are a few steps out of the legislature, which mayor may

not be good.
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Another side of it is the financial. One of the arguments along

the way for first increasing legislators' salaries and then making

them full-time and increasing their retirement benefits is that

then they would concentrate more on the matters of government

and less on outside financial interests.

That's the argument or the case that has been put forward

historically. In the execution, I think, it's not held up. I think

there is just as much interest in outside income or just as much

interest in improving their perks as they go along as there was

before. I don't consider that evil in any way, but human beings

being what human beings are, they're always looking for a way to

improve their lot in life.

Have you got, in looking back over the years, any model

legislators who, in your experience, have been particularly able or

enlightened or expert at the public's business?

[End Tape 10, Side B]

[Begin Tape 11, Side A]

WHITAKER: ... more than others, just as you, again, do in any of life's

endeavors. From my personal observations, there have been

some that I have enjoyed working with who I found had great

breadth of character, good intellects, good balance, and others

not quite so good. To pick some out, I guess the most interesting

person that I ever worked closely with on the national scene was

Everett Dirksen. He had an amazing grasp of the legislative

process, had a great mind, facile. He would pick things up so

quickly. He was probably as broad gauged a person as you could

find in the legislative process. There are others who have been

awfully good, but you put his personality, his abilities, and the

whole package together, and he stands out.

In the state, I think probably the standouts would be Hugh

Burns, who did an extraordinary job as pro tern. For a great

number of years, he did a neat job of balancing a very fractious
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bunch of people. And the senate was a very productive senate. I

guess I picked on him because, in a sense, like Dirksen, he was in

a leadership position, and so you look to people who can do that,

a totally different kind of person.

You look on the assembly side, and oh, I guess, in my

lifetime, there would be two standouts. Their talents were

different. But that would be Willie Brown and Jesse Unruh. I

think Monagan did a superior job under very difficult

circumstances when he was speaker, but he was not in the

position long enough to be evaluated in the same sense that you

could look at Unruh or ...

When you mention "difficult situation," would that be ...

Just in a partisan sense.

What about the distance that I gather existed between the

speaker's office and the governor's office?

Oh, but that's historic; that's the nature of the system of

government. It doesn't make any difference whether in the

legislature both houses are Republican controlled and the

governor's Republican, or vice versa, you are still going to get the

pulling and the hauling between the two branches of government

and you're going to get the pulling and the hauling between the

two houses in the legislature. It goes with the territory; it won't

be otherwise.

Another person, I think, that I enjoyed working with who

hasn't had much of a tip of the hat from history was Goodwin

Knight. He probably understood his state as well as, if not better

than, any governor before or since. He was a good administrator.

He was a good human being. In the crunch, I wish that he had

been stronger.

But these are people who come to mind. There are so

many that you can reach back and. . .. Each has done spectacular

things. You look at somebody like [Congressman Anthony] Tony

Coelho or [Congressman Victor] Vic Fazio or [Congressman]
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George Miller [III]. These men are, one, leaders in the Congress.

Not just from California but in Congress, and they are going to

be. . .. Because of pure ability, they have it. They probably are

what everybody would point to and say the person who picked

government as a career, who picked being a legislator as a career,

this is what you get; this is what you want. They would be the

finest of examples of that. You could go on and on and on.

In your work, do you see much of linkage, cooperation, between

congressmen from the California delegation and their fellows in

the legislature? Or do they generally operate separately?

They obviously operate separately, but there are political

alliances that run back and forth, not the least of which is the

apportionment of legislative districts and the congressional

districts. So it behooves them to have something in common, and

they do.

lt's odd and interesting and ironic that this morning's paper says

that the courts have ruled again on the 1983 reapportionment,

and we're getting ready to go again. Is that something you see a

solution to? You know, we're at wrap-up time; we're trying to ...

Is there a solution to the apportionment of legislative bodies?

Yes, there are a number of solutions. You have to decide what

kind of representation you want. And if you decide that you want

representation based on population only, OK, I can sit at this

desk and, with a computer, I'll guarantee you I can create

legislative districts that will elect 75, 80 percent of the party I

want to elect, with the same population base and the same

registration base as, perhaps, you or someone else could do it just

the opposite. You are not doing anything illegal; you are just

drawing the lines properly. There's no way to get around that.

You had the great Claremont [Graduate School] study. You've

had all kinds of studies on apportionment, how you pump all the

data into a computer and the computer coughs it back up and it
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gives you purity. That's not true. It'll give you back what the

person put in.

Do you see any issues ...

I have no trouble with the system, I guess is what I'm telling you.

Right. Where I'm at is that there seems to be an increase in what

is always there to a certain extent, a feeling that the public is

being played fast and loose with, that people of specialized skill

are manipulating things for their interest.

There is absolutely no question whatsoever that that's true. But

that has been true even before the United States of America was

conceived, and it's never been any different. The sole difference

is that, as with everything else in our life, technology is advanced

to the point that you can use instruments that you didn't have

before to speed up the process of doing what you wanted to do to

start with. Now, you go back to the original gerrymander.! Well,

what the heck? That was sort of a work of art. It probably took

the poor guy forever, or woman, or whoever did it. I guess it was

a man. It was the governor.

Elbridge Gerry?

Yes. But if you have all your demographics in place, which they

didn't have then and we do have now, and they're all available on

a master computer tape, you can pull that, you can set it up, you

can put it against a map, and you can sit there and you can play.

And you can play down one side of the street, then you take this

cul-de-sac and you put it in or take it out. It's just so simple. All

it has done is make the process easier. It hasn't changed the

process.

It sounds like you admired [Congressman] Phillip Burton's ...

I thought he did a great job, for what he wanted to do. I might

look upon it differently; I would have done it differently. But he

1. Origin of this term to designate rearrangement of voting districts to favor the
party in power, though not the practice, was in such an occurrence in Massachussetts
when Elbridge Gerry was governor (1810, 1811).
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understood it. He understood the districts; he understood the

people; he understood the accommodations he had to make with

the other party to prevail; and Phil did a neat job, probably better

than they'll do this time.

Do you see any issues on the horizon that are probably going to

emerge in the next few years and require your services?

Fortunately, they're required now. We're working on a variety of

issues. But I would guess that a more general answer to your

question ...

I don't want you to give away any current professional ...

I wouldn't hesitate. I think that, at this point in time, the

problems before the country are the same, really, before each of

the states. Almost all these things are national or international,

largely international, to start with. Technology is the great

problem that we have to deal with in this country if we're going to

maintain ourselves as a "world leader" or not. That's

problematical, I think, as anybody looks at it. And you break that

down into different parts and exclude defense, which isn't easy to

do.

But you have to then look at the fundamental problem

facing the country, which is what financial direction it's going to

go. What are we going to do as a people to cope with federal and

state budgets? Are we going to relook and revisit our priorities?

Are we going to change them in the economic process of getting

control of our pocketbook or not? And as you do that, you look

at the differences. You begin to make the decisions on how we're

going to cast our society, where the Rand D [research and

development] will be, where the emphasis will be. Is it going to

be manufacturing? Are we going to do this or are we going to do

that? And it's government that's going to give some direction to

that, simply because of the tax provisions that are enacted, under

which we must all live.
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You look at things like that. You look at the philosophical

issues that are before us and this whole business of reducing the

impact of the burden of government on people. Well, that means

different things to different people. We have gone through a

society up until, what? the mid-thirties or early thirties, mid­

thirties, I guess, where we let free enterprise run pretty free. And

then we enacted a series of laws that constrained it, to an extent,

and regulated it, to an extent. Now, we're trying to unregulate it

in all of its facets. And as you do that, you'd better have history

in mind; you'd better remember why it was that you did

something earlier and, again, decide whether that was right or

whether it was wrong. That breaks down into energy; it breaks

down into agriculture; it breaks to medicine; it breaks to anything

you want to talk about. I think when you start with the

fundamentals, you have to start with the overriding problems that

are out there in the direction that's given to them, and then the

different pieces begin to fall in.

California, just as the nation, has to cope with these same

problems to the extent that federal direction permits a state to

cope with it. The United States, as a federal entity, has to cope

with it to the extent that the international economy gives it

latitude to make some decisions. I don't know how helpful this is.

But it's awfully important in my mind to elevate your thinking

sometimes to fundamental problems before you try to resolve

what you're going to do with medical malpractice or insurance

disputes.

Or how much particular political campaigns are going to cost.

To me, as I think I told you earlier, that's almost a nonissue.

How about the question of power, who has the power to make

these decisions?

This sounds corny, but the power truly is in the hands of the

electorate to the extent the electorate compels a decision, and

sometimes it does and sometimes it doesn't. To the extent that
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people don't put enough pressure on the Congress or the

legislative body or the administration to do something about

things where they feel keenly, then you have left the levers of

power in other hands which will shape it for you for better or for

worse.

That's a very interesting note upon which to end. It is eleven­

thirty, and your timing is excellent. Thank you very much.

It's been fun.

[End Tape 11, Side A]


