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PREFACE



"What's all this I hear about reapportionment?" the mythical Emily Litella
of the old "Saturday Night Live" television show might have asked. Reapportion-
ment is among the most bewildering of issues to the average citizen, and yet no
more personal issue faces a legislator. Briefly described, it is the process of
adjusting district boundary lines to account for changes in population. Constitu-
tional rules require that legislative and congressional districts have equal
populations. But people move around, so at the beginning of each decade -- just
after the national census -- boundaries must be redrawn to reflect population
shifts.

What could be simpler? In Great Britain they have been redrawing their
parliamentary constituencies for centuries by use of a non-partisan boundary
commission, and there has been little fuss about it. But in this country,
redistricting has meant violent political confrontation ever since 1812, when
Elbridge Gerry, Governor of Massachusetts, rearranged Senate districts in that
state to diminish the power of the Federalist Party. One district resembled a
salamander and, for that bit of chicanery, Gerry gave his name to the process of
manijpulating voting districts: gerrymandering.

For four decades, since the Republicans first used it in 1951, gerrymander-
ing has been at the heart of reapportionment practice in California. Jesse Unruh
employed it effectively to bgcome Assembly Speaker in 1961; it was used to
derail the Reagan Revolution in Congress in 1981. In no state has the battle over
drawing districts lasted as long or been as bitter as in California.

Technically, reapportionment is the shifting of congressional seats among
states, or of legislative seats among counties; and redistricting is the actual
changing of the boundary lines. The words, however, are largely interchange-
able. But it is not the technique that is important, rather it is the effect. The

rules for moving units of population -- generally census tracts -- from one



district to another are sufficiently vague that the clever mapmaker can achieve
endless political variations. Districts consist of blocs of voters whose political
behavior varies with their economic, social and ethnic character. The success or
failure of a political candidate very often depends on the voters who constitute
his district. Thus, the clever shifting of voters decides who wins an election, and
winning is the first law -- some would say the only law -- of politics.
Reapportionment must also be understood in terms of what it is not. It is
not about representative government. For all that has been written about
representation and reapportionment, the two are only very loosely connected.
Reapportionment is not merely the mathmatical exercise of redistributing people
among electoral districts. Indeed, reapportionment is not even about reappor-
tionment: it is about politics. Gerrymandering is an attempt to determine next
year's election results on the basis of last year's voting behavior. So reapportion-
ment can decide who wins election to office, which party holds a majority in a
legislative body, which groups receive favored treatment from legislators, and
which don't. In American legislatures, political power is in organization. Either
Democrats or Republicans will have the power to organize a body, and thereby
determine the legislative agenda. The balance of seats between the parties
determines this legislative leadership, and reapportionment decides that balance.
Reapportionment is also a very human process: it is not just numbers, it is
the deciding of political fates. Those who are favored in the process continue in
office and in power; those who fall from grace may likewise fall from office.
Both political parties have fought some of their longest and bitterest battles
over reapportionment. In 1951 the Republican Party, sensing its time was
running out, gerrymandered California to keep itself in power. In 196l
Democrats repaid the deed by doing the same to consolidate their power,

Interestingly, neither party succeeded in holding power for the decade. In 1971,



the reapportio::i.ent process deadlocked; in the 1980s, a frustrated minority
party took the issue to the people on four separate occasions.

California's modern political history begins in the 1950s, with the resur-
gence of the two-party system. At the same time begins the story of political
reapportionment. The last chapter has not yet been written. In the meanwhile,
numerous politicians, technicians, academics and plain citizens have dabbled in
-- or become captives of -- the reapportionment process. This is an account of
that process as a political act. I have dealt very little with the technical side of
reapportionment, and refer simply to each individual proposal to adjust the lines
for a particular legislative house as a "plan." [ have made a judgement as to
whether a "plan" is a "gerrymander" based on its impact on political groups.

In this work there is no effort to cast aspersions on the motives or conduct
of any politician: each acted in his own interest, or in the interest of his political
party. Reapportionment is politicians being political: it is to twentieth-century
California officeholders what poisoned mushrooms were to the Roman Caesars,
beheadings to medieval kings, and coups d'etat to less enlightened societies
everywhere. In other words, it is politics at work.

Of one politician, though, special note must be made. No individual
dominated the reapportionment process, or better mastered its complexities,
than the late Congressman Philip Burton of San Francisco. He first discovered
the process when his own Congressman was a victim of a gerrymandered district
in 1951. In the 1960s, he helped shape Democratic Party strategy as a legislator
and, in the 1970s and 1980s, he personally shaped reapportionment politics. No
one came close to matching his effective and masterful use of political power in
redistricting, and no one understood the possibilities of the process better than
he. Lin Piao once said that to understand Chinese communism at work one had

to understand Chairman Mao. To understand the manipulation of political power



in modern-day California, one should study the achievements of Phil Burton.
Reapportionment is the essence of hardball politics: it is crude, crass and
selfish, but it is also fascinating and enlightening. And most of all, it is the

political process at work. This is its story over four decades in California.
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Introduction
In one of the most poignant moments in the film of John Steinbeck's The

Grapes of Wrath, the Joad family comes over a hill and gazes down upon a lush

green valley. They have traveled a thousand miles from their home in the
Oklahoma dust bowl, across mountains and desert, camping in Hoovervilles under
the most dreadful conditions. Now, suddenly, before them lies their destination:
acres of fragrant citrus groves, miles of vineyards, rolling green foothills and
sparkling mountain streams. The Joads have come to California.

Steinbeck's fictional Joads symbolized one of the greatest movements of
people in America history, the migrations westward to California that began in
the mid-1930s and continued unabated for four decades. Before the migration
slowed, California's population had increased from 5.5 million in 1930 to nearly
20 million in 1970. During these four decades several waves of people came to
California. In the Depression years, many new arrivals were "Okies" and the dirt
poor of the Plains states, whose worlds had blown away in the great dust storms.
In the 1940s, thousands of Gls passed under the Golden Gate and through Los
Angeles and San Diego on their way home from the war in the Pacific. In the
brave new post-war world, paradise by the Pacific seemed more attractive than
a return to Detroit or Cleveland or the farm in Kansas; so veterans sent for their
wives or sweethearts to join them for a new life in the Golden State.

In the 1950s, thousands more abandoned the decaying cities and bitter
winters of the east and moved westward to California. In this decade alone,
California's population increased by 5 million. A popular song of the period
promised every newcomer a little white frame house in the San Fernando Valley.
Black people, rejecting the segregated life in the states of the Old South, joined

the great migration. Retired people, escaping harsh eastern winters, packed up



and came west. New aerospace and electronics industries in California attracted
upwardly mobile Americans. Communities that had been no more than cross-
roads in the orange groves, such as Santa Ana and Anaheim, became substantial
cities overnight. Not until the Watts riots and the campus violence of the 1960s
did the migration to California slow down.

As they flooded in, these millions of immigrants fundamentally changed the
character of the state. California's chain of freeways and its water project
became wonders of the contemporary world. Some of the immigrants inevitably
clashed with those who were already here. In the 1930s a frightened California
legislature passed a law making it a crime to bring into the state "any indigent
person.” This law, popularly called the anti-Okie statute, was declared unconsti-
tutional in a landmark ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in t9u1.!

The steady inflow which began in the 1930s posed a special problem for the
California political establishment. Prior to the Depression, California was
essentially a one-party state. From 1900 until 1930, in fact, nearly all elected
officials were Republicans; as late as 1928 all but eleven of the state's 120
legislators were Republicans, as were all but one of California's Congressmen.
The influx of new people changed that. Whereas three-quarters of the state's
voters identified with the Republican Party in 1920, by the mid-1930s California
had a Democratic majority. As a result, California elected in 1938 its first
Democratic governor and lieutenant governor in four decades.

The emergence of two-party politics in the 1930s did not, however, entirely
wash away California's fundamentally Republican character. In the first post-
war election, in 1946, Republicans swept all statewide offices, as well as two-
thirds of the legislative seats and fourteen out of twenty-three congressional
contests. This was not by accident: the Republicans had a special weapon to

assure themselves an electoral majority despite the Democratic edge in voter



registration. This was the complex election provision known as cross-filing.

Although cross-filing has been gone from California politics for more than
a quarter of a century, some Republicans still recall it fondly as the key to the
GOP's golden age and would like to see it revived. Actually, cross-filing did not
assure a Republican electoral majority as such. Instead, it assured dominance by
the established political order and, until 1958, that establishment was Republi-
can. Cross-filing was a deceptively simple practice. It meant that a candidate
could run in the primaries of both parties. If he won his own primary, he could
also win the primary of the other party, and then run unopposed in the general
election. More important, though, was the fact that the candidate did not have
to indicate his own party membership when he ran. Thus many Republican
politicians, who had already been in office when the migrations began in the
1930s, simply continued running in both primaries in election after election, and
won double nominations even though their districts had changed from Republican
to Democratic. Thousands of Democrats faithfully voted for their incumbent
legislators in the Democratic primary, blind to the fact they were actually
voting Republican incumbents back into office.

In these circumstances, Republican candidates in California continued to
win elections on the basis of their personal appeal, while effectively concealing
from many voters their party affiliation. The Democratic Party thus found it
almost impossible to take advantage of its majority in voter registration, for it
was difficult to appeal to party loyalty. A few Democratic office-holders did
manage to win Republican nominations; in the main, however, it was the
Republicans who were successful in winning Democratic votes -- usually on the
basis of nonpartisan, personal appeals. As Carey McWilliams wrote of the cross-
filing system: "It made a shambles of party regularity and party discipline in

California."2



Cross-filing was a tremendous boon to incumbents. In 1944, for instance,
90 percent of the State Senate seats and 80 percent of the Assembly seats were
won in the primary election through dual nominations. Cross-filing protected
incumbents from any general election challenge. Even in those years when the
nation as a whole experienced a major anti-incumbent trend, California hardly
felt it. In 1948, for example, the unexpected Truman victory cost the
Republican Party across the country dozens of congressional districts; in
California, however, only one Republican seat was lost. Otherwise vulnerable
GOP candidates had already won re-election in the primary. One such
beneficiary of cross-filing in 1948 was Congressman Richard Nixon, who won the
nominations of both parties in the spring primary. Nixon, who ousted a long-time
Democratic incumbent in a marginal district in 1946, might well have lost in the
Dewey debacle of 1948 -- had he not already won re-election months before.

The cross-filing system did not serve California poorly. It may have
protected the political establishment, but it also helped prevent the rise of
political machines in the state. Most of the corruption traditionally associated
with eastern political organizations stems from the control of local and state
government by party-controlled big-city machines. California had none of this,
because California had weak parties. And while it is true that the political
vacuum resulting from that weakness may have contributed to a different form
of corruption -- notably lobbyist influence in the legislature -- on the whole, the
cross-filing system provided California with a less corrupt government than was
the case in many other large states.

The outstanding characteristic of cross-filing was nonpartisanship. Propo-
nents of cross-filing justified it as a deterrent to the political corruption that
might come with strong parties. California's unique one-party system, they said,

was really a no-party system: it awarded political success to individuals based



upon their own abilities rather than on their party labels. And, indeed, one could
hardly argue but that the giants of the cross-filing era -- Hiram Johnson, Earl
Warren, and William Knowland -- were outstanding public servants.

Yet nonpartisan government does have its limits, and it was perhaps
inevitable that partisanship would eventually become a strong force in California
politics. But the surprising fact is that it was the Republicans -- the historic
beneficiaries of cross-filing and nonpartisan government -- who struck the first
blow against the cross-filing system. That blow was the reapportionment of 1951,
the first effort in California history to draw congressional and legislative district
lines for the political benefit of one political party. This reapportionment -- an
obvious gerrymandering of districts to favor the Republicans -- led in 1952 to
one of the greatest Republican landslides in history. But before the decade of
the 1950s was over, the Republican legislative majorities were gone and, along

with them, both cross-filing and the era of nonpartisan state government.

Background of the 1951 Redistricting

The 1951 redistricting is important because it marks the dividing line
between the years of nonpartisan government in California and the highly
partisan political climate of today. The drift towards partisanship, now evident
even in judicial and local government elections, had begun well before 1951, but
1951 marked the first time that partisan judgments were applied to the drawing
of district lines. Legislative apportionment is fundamental to legislative policy.
Leroy Hardy, who wrote his doctoral dissertation on the 1951 redistricting, said
of the results of that process: "Voting strength facilitated by the 1951 reappor-
tionment has bearing upon every piece of legislation until the next reapportion-
ment. The outcome may be determined for legislation in 1955, 1957, or 1961 by

the 1951 reapportionment ."3



No longer could one legitimately speak of a nonpartisan legislature in
California -- cross-filing notwithstanding -- when the legislators' own district
lines were determined by partisan considerations. The long-dormant Democratic
majority, although denied many potential gains by the 1951 reapportionment,
could not be restrained forever. The Republicans went into the 1952 elections
holding forty-seven Assembly districts and came out holding fifty-four, largely
as a result of effective line drawing and the Eisenhower landslide. But within six
years Republican representation had been reduced to only thirty-four seats, and
it has not climbed above forty-one seats since that time. Despite the short-term
advantage of the 1951 gerrymander, the long-term result of introducing partisan-
ship into legislative districting has been permanent minority status for the
Republican Party.

The Republicans' minority status in voter registration was the underlying
cause of the GOP effort to gerrymander legislative and congressional districts in
1951. Of the 5.2 million registered voters in California in 1950, only 1.9 million
were Republicans. This amounted to only 37 percent of the total, against 57
percent for the Democrats. The Republicans also realized that the dichotomy
between their minority of registered voters and their majority in the legislature
would not last forever, cross-filing notwithstanding. The imbalance in voter
registration was, of course, a direct result of the great migrations of the thirties
and forties, which had jammed the California voting rolls with Democrats from
the South and from the big cities of the East. Had small-town Republicans
instead of dust-bow! Democrats come to California in these years, the registra-
tion statistics would have been very different. But Repuhiican leaders from
Governor Earl Warren on down could read the numbers: without some positive
action by Republicans, the days of GOP domination in California were numbered.

Favorable district lines might just prove the needed lift, although there was also



the danger that a partisan redistricting might spur the Democratic majority to
greater electoral effort.

A second reason for partisan redistricting was related more to national
party politics than to conditions within California. California state government
might still be nonpartisan, but its relationship to national politics had a clear
partisan flavor. The state had just witnessed the bitter partisan brawl between
Richard Nixon and Helen Gahagan Douglas in the 1950 Senate race. California's
premier Republican, Governor Warren, had been embarrassed by the defeat in
California of the Dewey-Warren ticket in 1948 -- a result of yeoman work by
California labor on behalf of Truman and the Democratic ticket, in retribution
for the Republican-backed Taft-Hartley Act. These developments might not
have had much effect on the 1951 reapportionment were it not for the fact that
California gained seven new congressional seats after the 1950 census. Even if it
were still possible to draw nonpartisan legislative district lines, it would be
extremely difficult to keep partisan considerations from influencing the new
congressional district lines.

Nationally, the Republicans had come out of the 1950 elections with 199
House seats, compared with 236 for the Democrats. The GOP thought it had a
good opportunity to capture the House in 1952, and those seven new seats in
California might prove crucial to Republican hopes. Most of the new California
seats represented losses, due to population shifts, of Democratic-held seats in
the Old South and the East. If they were recreated as Republican seats in
California, reapportionment might prove just enough to bring about a Republican
Congress after the next election. Whatever restraints the nonpartisan tradition
in California exerted on Republican map-drawers in 195], the desire for addition-
al GOP congressional seats was stronger. Very early in the process, it became

clear that a primary goal of the 193] redistricting was the creation of additional



Republican seats in California's congressional delegation.

A provision in the State Constitution tying congressional district lines to
legislative lines meant that partisan line drawing for Congress would necessitate
similarly partisan lines for the Assembly. The California Constitution provided
that, "In dividing a county, or city and county, into congressional districts, no
Assembly district shall be divided so as to form a part of more than one
congressional district, and every such congressional district shall be composed of
compact, contiguous Assembly districts."a This meant that any attempt to draw
congressional districts for partisan advantage would first require the creation of
partisan Assembly districts. Those Assembly districts, once drawn, would then
be combined to form congressional districts. This meant that drawing the
congressional lines to partisan advantage would affect the fate of Assemblymen.
Few Assemblymen had any fundamental interest in their overlapping congres-
sional districts, but all had a personal interest in their own Assembly district
lines.

Despite the impact on the legislators' own careers, GOP strategists decided
to use their muscle in the Assembly to accomplish their congressional aims.
While neither legislative house displayed much partisan rivalry in these years,
the Assembly had shown itself more attuned to partisan realities than the
Senate. Too, there would be no Senate reapportionment in 1951 because Senate
districts consisted of whole counties -- an apportionment known as the "Federal
Plan." Senate districts did not relate to congressional districts. So the 195l
redistricting fell to the Assembly.

The redistricting process began in the summer of 1950, shortly after the
primaries in which, as was usually the case, most Assemblymen had won
automatic re-election. Republican Assemblyman Laughlin Waters of Los Angeles

was given the assignment of chairing the legislative committee that would draw



up the redistricting plan. He had a broad mandate from the Republican
leadership: satisfy all incumbent Republican Assemblymen and as many incum-
bent Democrats as possible, but maximize GOP opportunities for winning the
seven new congressional seats. The 1950 elections gave the Republicans forty-
seven of the eighty Assembly seats, and an even larger margin of twenty-nine to
twelve in the Senate. Although Waters's original goal was to satisfy Democratic
legislators as well as Republicans with his plan -- in order to insure strong
majority support in the Legislature -- this was not really necessary: the
Republican-dominated Legislature and the Republican governor ensured enact-
ment of any redistricting plan GOP leaders wanted. Party strategists had no
doubt Governor Warren would sign any bill they placed on his desk, for the Earl
Warren of one man, one vote was still years in the future.

Assemblyman Waters was given adequate tools to do his job. A special
reapportionment committee was formed at the beginning of the 195! session,
consisting of eight Republicans and five Democrats. Waters made it clear that
he would control the redistricting process: individual legislators would not be
allowed to horse-trade on district lines. Indeed, the reapportionment bill would
be prepared with minimal input from other legislators except for their own
district lines. Assemblyman Waters and his close allies would hire the staff and
control the data. In the end, only one legislator other than Waters had
significant influence on the overall plan: Republican Assemblyman Charles
Conrad of Hollywood, who had a technical interest in the field.

The technical staff of the Assembly Elections and Reapportionment
Committee began working on the redistricting plan early in 1951. Technical
work on the plan required careful examination of population and political trends.
The first thing the staff did was determine the populations of existing congres-

sional and Assembly districts. The congressional populations varied from 261,000



to over 600,000.

The mean population of a congressional district was 352,000, which meant
that some districts had almost twice the mean district population. The primary
technical job, then, was to pare down the oversized districts while creating seven
new districts. The census figures indicated that those regions of the state most
deserving of new Congressmen were the San Fernando Valley, southern Los
Angeles County, and the counties east of San Francisco. The existing north-
south apportionment in 1950 gave northern California eleven of the state's
twenty-three congressional districts; southern California had twelve. The 1950
census revealed that 54 percent of the state's population now lived in the south,
and 46 percent in the north. So, the Waters committee decided on a division of
the districts that awarded fourteen seats to northern California and sixteen to
the south. Of the seven new seats, three were to be formed in the north and four
in the south. More specifically, the Assembly committee determined that two
new districts should be formed in the Bay Area suburbs, one in the Central
Valley, one in the San Fernando Valley, two in the Los Angeles suburbs, and one
in either Orange or San Diego County. Once this decision was made, the
politicians and the technical staff immediately went to work drawing the state's
thirty congressional districts on a map, aiming to conclude their efforts in March
of 1951.

The Republican strategy of 1951 differed considerably from the methods
used in past reapportionments. Legislators had struggled over the redistricting
issue throughout the 1920s, but the battle then had been between the north and
the south and between the rural areas and the urban areas. The deadlock of the
1920s had been broken by creating a rural-dominated Senate controlled by
northern Californians, and an urban-oriented Assembly with control in the south.

Partisan factors had played no significant role in that decision, or in the 193]
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redistricting, although it resulted in the election of seventy-three Republicans to
the Assembly. In 194], the governor was a Democrat and the Democrats narrowly
controlled the Assembly. The Senate, however, was heavily Republican, and this
required a nonpartisan redistricting plan. Accordingly, the 1941 redistricting was
accomplished with minimal party squabbling.

But the 1951 redistricting shaped up differently. Waters and his staff -- the
latter headed by UCLA professor Ivan Hinderaker -- operated mostly in secret.
Although five statewide hearings were conducted to gauge opinion in affected
communities, public input was kept to a minimum. Potential districts were not
made public while the committee conducted its work; and, other than in San
Francisco, where a decline in Assembly representation seemed inevitable, there
was little public or press discussion of the redistricting plan. The Waters
committee did consult individual Assemblymen, but only as the plan affected
their own personal districts. No Assembly members -- and certainly no
Democrats -- were allowed to affect the overall state picture. While the Waters
committee sought satisfaction among neighboring incumbents, member-initiated
line shifting was kept to a minimum.

Waters's strategy was to assure a firm majority of members, satisfied with
their own districts, who could be counted on to pass his plan without allowing
floor amendments. Careful consideration was given to the need for making
certain almost all individual Assemblymen -- Democrats and Republicans both
-- were happy with their own districts. Waters's objective was two-fold: he

wanted carte blanche to draw the congressional districts as he saw fit, and he

also wanted an unchallenged majority which would support his plan throughout
the legislative process. Although his plan was carefully structured to favor the
Republican Party, he wanted individual Democrats to support it. Democratic

Assemblymen would be kept happy by drawing a few extremely favorable
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districts. As for Republicans, they would be kept in line by appeals to party
loyalty and, if necessary, by threats of reprisals from party leaders if individual
Republicans did not cooperate.

Thus the Waters plan began to take shape with the creation of a handful of
heavily Democratic Assembly districts, and corresponding congressional dis-
tricts. The initial stages of the plan also featured a number of marginal districts
with Republican incumbents. In creating these districts, Waters employed a
classical reapportionment model. The legislative minority party (Democratic)
seats were concentrated in areas with large numbers of party loyalists, thus
leaving the marginal seats for the majority party (Republicans). This meant
concentrating the Democrats and dispersing the Republicans, with the result that
the Republicans had a far better opportunity than the Democrats for winning a
majority of the legislative and congressional seats -- even if their statewide
vote dropped below 50 percent. Individual Republicans might complain that their
own districts were not as advantageous as they might be, but they could not
question the fact that the GOP as a whole was better off. The concentration of
Democratic seats in a few extremely safe districts also tended to mitigate the
impact of the recent population increase on the state's politics, and to
compensate the Republicans for the unfavorable voter registration figures -- all
to the GOP's advantage.

Leroy Hardy, in his dissertation, identifies four types of districts found in
the Waters plan, each of which was designed to benefit the Republican Party.
Hardy defines these district types as: (1) the concentration, (2) the shoe-string,
(3) the elimination or isolation, and (4) the dispersal. Hardy described the
methods of forming these districts:

Concentration districts grouped an opponent's strength in
as few districts as possible, which assured the election of

political rivals in such districts but did not "contaminate"
other districts. . . . A shoestring, elongated or rambling
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district was one which . . . broke the community of
interest in an area, usually for the purpose of concentra-
tion. . . . Dispersal districts divided an opponent's
strength to weaken his position. . . . A variation of the
dispersal form was the elimination district, which stripped
a candidate or incumben_t's strong areas frgm his district
for the purpose of defeating the individual.

The Waters strategy worked so well that not a single incumbent Assembly-
man of either party lost his seat in the 1952 general election, although
Republicans picked up nearly all of the newly-created districts. The Democratic
districts were formed using the concentration, shoestring, and elimination
models. Most Republican seats were carefully drawn to disperse GOP voting
strength among as many districts as possible. The Waters lines were so effective
in protecting incumbents that all but five of the thirty-one Assemblymen in Los
Angeles County avoided general election races altogether by capturing the
nominations of both parties in the primary. Of the six seats that were contested
in the general election, only one was decided by fewer than 5,000 voters, and
that one was an open seat.

Incumbent Democrats had little to complain about as far as their own
districts were concerned. That the Republicans could win more seats than was
justified by their percentage of the vote hardly seemed important to the lucky
handful of Democrats who occupied the safe Democratic districts. Overrepre-
sentation of Republican areas, however, was the most obvious ~-- and intended --
consequence of the Waters plan. In 1954, as the state edged toward true two-
party politics, the Democrats managed to win 49 percent of the statewide vote
for the Assembly, but only 40 percent of the seats. In Los Angeles County, the
GOP won a majority of the seats in 1954, even though Republicans received
considerably less than 50 percent of the overall county vote.

The political nature of the Waters plan was nowhere more apparent than in

some of the Los Angeles congressional constituencies. Hardy's "shoestring
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district" model, for example, was best illustrated by L.A.'s 26th congressional
district. This had been the district of Helen Gahagan Douglas until her
unsuccessful 1950 Senate race, and it was probably the most liberal -- and one of
the most Democratic -- districts in the state. The incumbent in 1951 was
maverick Democrat Sam Yorty. The 1941 lines had shaped a compact district,
then numbered the 14th, in west-central Los Angeles; this 14th congressional
district consisted of four overlapping Assembly districts. The 1951 redistricting
planners, however, eliminated three of the old Assembly districts and added two
new ones. They then elongated the congressional district so that it began in the
black Democratic precincts of Watts, wandered through south-central Los
Angeles, and then struck westward to the coast to take in Culver City, Venice,
and a number of other Democratic strongholds. One arm of the district went
north almost to Hollywood, causing the 26th congressional district to envelop
the Republican 15th district on three sides like a huge claw. And, as it was
redrawn, it gained more and more population, until it contained about 434,000
people -- 81,000 more than the mean congressional district population of
353,000.

The 26th congressional district was an example of an elongated district
that concentrated Democratic voters; in so doing, it protected the neighboring
15th and 16th districts, both of which were marginally Republican. Few other
districts were such obvious gerrymanders, although one that came close involved
the sole California Congressman who lost his seat as a result of the 1951
reapportionment. This was a small, mousey seven-term Democratic Congress-
man from San Francisco named Franck Havenner, and he was the occupant of the
sole elimination district in the 1951 congressional plan. Franck Havenner's fate
was sealed by the 1951 district lines.

San Francisco was traditionally a Democratic town. For decades, its
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politics had been dominated by Irish Democrats, who also supplied most of the
city's policemen, firemen, and Roman Catholic clergy. The Democrats had won
most of the city's legislative districts since the Depression, but the two major
parties had often split the two congressional districts. As drawn in 1941, these
two districts offered partisan advantage to neither party: each contained large
blocs of both liberal and conservative voters. By 1950, however, one of the
districts -- the 5th -- was considered safe for popular Democrat John Shelley;
the other district -- the 4th -- was slightly more conservative on paper, and was
occupied by a much less entrenched Congressman, Democrat Havenner. He had
first won the seat in 1936, but had barely retained it in recent elections. In
1948, Havenner was re-elected by only 5,000 votes. By 1951, Republicans had
determined that they wanted one San Francisco congressional seat, and Haven-
ner's was the obvious target.

Both San Francisco congressional districts contained four entire Assembly
districts, and both were within the required population range for a congressional
district -- 360,000 people in Havenner's district and 400,000 in Shelley's district,
according to the 1950 census. Although San Francisco would have to lose two of
its Assembly districts, it was possible to leave the congressional lines undis-
turbed. Republicans, however, could see a potential congressional victory here,
to be obtained by removing liberal and Democratic precincts from Havenner's
district and adding conservative ones. The mapmakers did exactly that. The
1941 lines, which ran roughly east-west, were dramatically shifted so that the
line dividing the two districts ran roughly north-south. The &4th district was
rotated counterclockwise, and the populations of the two districts were made
approximately equal.

The new San Francisco districts were compact, and one could argue that

communities of interest in the city were enhanced rather than divided. The new
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lines united the heavily Republican Marina and Presidio precincts with the tradi-
tionally conservative Richmond and Sunset areas, and also encompassed the
Republican areas in southwest San Francisco. All these went into the revised
Havenner district. What remained -- the minority areas and Chinatown, and all
of the precincts south and east of Mission Street -- went into Shelley's district.
The political effect was to assure re-election of the popular Democrat Shelley by
even larger margins than he had enjoyed in the past; but the new lines placed
nearly every conservative precinct in the city in Havenner's marginal district.
While this may not have been a gerrymander in the classical sense, it was clearly
an attempt to eliminate a Democratic Congressman. It was also a case where
compactness and the unity of communities of interest worked to a partisan
advantage. The net effect was to concentrate San Francisco's safe Democratic
neighborhoods into the already safe Democratic district, while making the
marginal district even more marginal. This was bound to cause a reaction from
displeased Democrats, and such a reaction was not long in coming.

Congressman Havenner himself called the GOP reapportionment "a politi-
cal monstrosity." Noting the population variations between districts around the
state, he accused the Republicans of "slashing up" the states "They do not even
make a pretense or semblance of establishing uniformity in population."6
Havenner asked his Democratic colleagues in Washington for help, and Rep.
Emmanuel Celler (D-N.Y.), Chairman of the House Judiciary Committee,
announced plans for a hearing to look into the California redistricting. Eventual-
ly a lawsuit was filed in an attempt to overturn the 1951 redistricting, but
neither the lawsuit nor Celler's hearings brought any changes in the plan,
although most of the Democrats in the San Francisco Assembly delegation voted
against the Waters reapportionment.

Havenner's complaints did have something of a hollow ring, in that his
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