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Preface

Redistrictings never begin with a tabula rasa.
Each redistricting is shaped by the results of its
predecessor — its districts, their incumbents,
and the type of politics that it produced and
supports.

This little volume is based on the belief that if we
are to understand either the process or the results
of redistricting, we must look to the development
of districting configurations over time. To illus-
trate our approach, we present a study of changes
in the political geography of Los Angeles
County’s Westside in the period 1951 to 1982.

There is no substitute, we believe, for tracing the
changing details of district lines to the shifting
needs and goals of power holders. Although it
involves grappling with the facts of political
geography, we think readers will find the struggle
worthwhile. Redistricting — with all of its impli-
cations for representation and elections — is a
subject that cries out for closer analysis than it is
generally given. And this is especially true in the
case of abusive redistrictings, which overrepre-
sent some groups at the expense of others and
skew electoral outcomes.

Our history covers two quite different periods in
redistricting. In the period of the 1950s and early
1960s, an era of gradual Republican decline and
the rise of a new Democratic legislative estab-
lishment, manipulation of district lines was lim-

ited both by law (the whole county require-
ment) and by primitive technology. After 1965,
in the wake of the U.S. Supreme Court one-
person-one-vote decisions (which ended the
whole county requirement), new computer tech-
nology was applied for the design of ever more
bizarre (although equi-populous) districts.

We trace the “genealogy” of some of today’s
districts in Los Angeles to their origins in the
redistrictings of 1951. Yet, we also underscore
a contrast between the districts of the earlier
period and contemporary districts. The latter,
we believe, are producing serious distortions in
politics, yielding results that are very different
from those that the voters seek and blocking the
natural processes of political change.

To putit bluntly, we think that the 1982 districts
are killing off Democratic-Republican politics
and preventing competition in a vital area of the
nation’s greatest state. And, because we are
convinced that the line-drawers knew what
they were doing, we do not think it fanciful to
use the title “Murder.”

In discussing these recent redistrictings, we
draw attention to the role of computer techni-
cians (to whom we refer as “Datagogues”) and
consulting experts (“Gerrycrats”). These un-
kind references, which we trust will be forgiven
by colleagues who have served with us in both
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roles, are intended to underscore a little-known
trend in redistricting politics. Today, few elected
politicians are more than figureheads in redis-
trictings: the key decisions are made by staff and
consultants working in secrecy. It is partly this
fact, we believe, that explains why district ma-
nipulations are now so extreme: the line-drawers
lack the restraint that goes with accountability
and they lack the insights into representative
needs that go with campaigning for office.

The authors, one a Democrat, the other a Repub-
lican, believe that both major parties are the
losers in contemporary redistrictings. Modern
gerrymanders are a major cause of our noncom-
petitive politics, of the stalemate in our legisla-
tures, of the arrogant misbehavior of incum-
bents, and of the increasing distance of both
legislative caucuses from the mainstream of
public opinion.

In another monograph in this series — Redis-
tricting Reform: An Action Program — we set
forth the case, and propose a means, for chang-
ing the way in which redistricting is done. Los
Angeles’ Westside is one of the best proofs of
that case: its contorted districts (and the contor-
tions that those districts produce elsewhere in
Los Angeles and beyond) are a graphic indict-
ment of a process that grows more corrupt and
abusive with each decade.

Our obligations to the Philip McKenna Foun-
dation, to the John Randolph Haynes and Dora
Haynes Foundation, and to the Earhart Founda-
tion must be publicly acknowledged. We are
grateful, also, to the unfailing support of the
Board of Governors and the faculty and staff of
the Rose Institute. None of these organizations
or individuals, of course, should be held ac-
countable for our views.

Leroy HArRDY

ALaN HEsLoP



ou say that people in authority are not

to be snubbed or sneered at from our

pinnacle of conscious rectitude. I re-
ally don’t know whether you exempt them be-
cause of their rank, or of their success and
power, or of their date. .. I cannot accept your
canon that we are to judge Pope and King,
unlike other men, with a favoured presumption
that they did no wrong.

If there is any presumption, it is the other way,
against holders of power, increasing as the
power increases. Historic responsibility has to
make up for the want of legal responsibility.
Power tends to corrupt and absolute power
corrupts absolutely.!

—Lord Acton

Gerrymandering is a type of legislative redis-
tricting.” Each redistricting, normally every ten
years, has its share of gerrymanders. Normally
the species is discussed in terms of isolated
examples. The focus may be on the gerryman-
der of 1892, or on the Indiana example of 1872.
A few accounts trace the evolution of one
congressional district, for example, the third of
Indiana, or the Berks County district in Penn-
sylvania. Often, the gerrymander is summed
up with reference to the classic 1812 Massa-
chusetts example, its “map” presumed to speak
louder than words; but its failure is rarely

mentioned and the 1813 “skeleton” almost never
illustrated (See Illustration 2).* From such
isolated examples, diverse conclusions are
derived and the practice is epitomized by refer-
ence to the “goose”, the “dumbbell”, the “stair-
way,™ the “camel bites a dachshund” or the
“laughing rabbit.”™

Our central point is that gerrymanders are
devices long used in the political process, but
the species and the process have long been
confused, and there is little more than anecdotal
treatment of individual gerrymanders or groups
of gerrymanders. Sometimes, the process by
which a redistricting bill is organized is made
the focus of analysis, with little or no attention
to specific gerrymanders; at other times, a
peculiar configuration is the center of attention,
with little or no comprehension of the process.
Indeed, one of the major smoke screens behind
which the GerryCrat® lurks is the half-told tale
focusing on one gerrymander, which can then
be explained as an exception. In the superficial
coverage, the other districts are ignored, the
real political motivation remains obscure, as do
the effects on the representative process.

The writers believe that a rethinking of the
gerrymander is overdue. This monograph takes
a longitudinal approach in a specific area. The
purpose is to trace the political nature of the
districts from one redistricting to another and
then to explore the cumulative effects on repre-
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The “Infamous” Gerrymander
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ILLUSTRATION 1

Marble Head

sentation in Los Angeles County. This area of
California was selected because:

1. with rare exceptions, leadership of Califor-
niaredistricting has been in the hands of Los
Angeles legislators for 60 years.’

2. textbook examples of gerrymanders have
often been drawn from the Los Angeles area.

3. theoverlayering of several redistrictings over
time provides a political “genealogy” of
gerrymanders in the area.

4. the sample is broad enough to demonstrate
different techniques and their interrelations.®

5. the writers have been involved in varying
degrees in the last eight redistrictings.”

Los Angeles — The Laboratory

To study Los Angeles redistrictings is to ana-
lyze a social and political drama that has domi-
nated a half-century of California political life.
It is a story of political dynamics — growth,
change and conflict — in which redistrictings
have facilitated and frustrated political power
that demographic changes have provoked and
social issues have crystallized. Machinations
of politicians during the decennial battles have
been accompanied by court-ordered actions in
between, by a court-drawn plan, and by fre-
quent initiative and referendum actions (threat-
ened or real).

The principal focus is on the older settlement
areas in the Los Angeles urban complex.' The
story begins in 1930 with two congressional
districts and carries the tale to the 1980’s when



the western sections had approximately eight
districts. The time span embraces Los Ange-
les’ metamorphosis from a leisure resort and
retirement community into a complex multi-
ethnic metropolis now heralded as the hub of
the “Pacific Rim.” Geographers and econo-
mists have been perplexed by the area’s lack of
water, lack of central business core, and its
unique dependence on the automobile. For
politicians and political scientists, however, a
chief feature of the City of the Angels is its
abundant gerrymanders.

The Westside Story: A Murder in Four Acts 5

Methodology

Despite the proliferation of writing about redis-
tricting, many of its central practices are still
treated as mysteries.'" Students of politics have
failed to shed light on such practices because
few have direct personal experience of redis-
tricting politics. Some have added mystifica-
tion by the use of supposedly “scientific” tech-
niques of analysis (and accompanying jargon),
or because they have rushed to theoretical con-
clusions before completing any genuinely

The Forgotten Skeleton

ILLUSTRATION 2

Hatched 1812. Died 1813.
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empirical research. The truth is that few politi-
cal scientists get into the crucible of power,
partly by choice and partly because politicians
refuse to admit them.

The record of redistricting in Los Angeles that
we present here is not put forward as the “true”
picture, much less as a comprehensive account
of all the nuances in an extremely complex
process. It is impressionistic, reconstructed
after the event from notes at the time, from
analytical linkages, and from judgments shared
and tested between the authors and with other
participants.’

In developing their study, the writers viewed
their primary responsibilities as objective de-
scription and analysis. We have injected little
editorial commentary into the account, follow-
ing the wise counsel of George Orwell on such
matters." In the case of the 1981-82 gerryman-
ders, however, we do not conceal our belief
that they amounted to an open assault on Demo-
cratic-Republican institutions.

The Sample

Why is the sample limited to one area of one
county and to a focus on one type of district?
The broad strokes of previous studies are, we
believe, a major shortcoming of the literature.'
Yet, the complexity of state-wide redistricting,
with dozens of actors and a multitude of dis-
tricts, defies detailed treatment. To center on
one area and one type of district, however,
allows fuller exploration of the process. We
believe that the study area is small enough to be
manageable, yet large enough to permit obser-
vation of a range of techniques and results."

Indeed, an amazing array of practices, concep-
tions, and outcomes can be observed in Los
Angeles.' The analysis is most graphic and
manageable when confined to CDs (Note: CDs
refer to congressional districts, ADs to assem-
bly districts and SSDs to state senatorial dis-
tricts throughout the manuscript.), we believe,

because of their size and growth; but state legis-
lative districts are brought in to demonstrate key
features of the gerrymander.

The monograph is arranged in chronological
order because the full dimensions of redistrict-
ing problems are best understood in historical
context. In sum, we present a history of gerry-
mandering in Los Angeles, beginning in 1951,
as Act One; each subsequent act (1961, 1971,
and 1981-82) demonstrates their proliferation
and the increasing threat that they pose to the
representative system.

PROLOGUE

The Historical Web:
The Thirties and The Forties

Modern redistricting in California, although fre-
quently dated from 1951, actually begins in
1931,

Rural/Urban Becomes
Urban/Rural

The struggle between rural and urban interests
was a dominant theme of politics in the 1920s.
Reapportionment delays following the census
of 1920 were a direct result of rural resistance to
urbanization and to pressure for political
change.'” The political birth of urban America
could no longer be postponed in the 1930s and
the depression only accelerated urban develop-
ment in California; in turn, rural political de-
cline was inevitable.

The California breakthrough occurred first, by a
form of political regression. Prior to 1926 both
houses of the California legislature were based
on population. In that year the voters adopted by
initiative a “federal plan” that provided repre-
sentation by area in the upper house and on the
basis of population in the lower house.



In other words, urban and southern representa-
tion in the lower house were purchased at the
expense of upper house disfranchisement. A
1928 referendum on the legislation implement-
ing the new plan delayed the achievement of
new districts until the 1930 elections. The first
stage of the rural-urban shift brought new ADs
to Los Angeles County and new opportunities
for the politically active.

State Legislative Districts and
Los Angeles

Los Angeles’ population grew from 21.2% of
the state’s population in 1910, to 27.3% in
1920, and 38.8% in 1930. It received 15 ADs
and eight SSDs in 1911. The failure of the leg-
islatures of 1921, 1923, and 1925 to reappor-
tion according to constitutional provisions (on
the basis of population) delayed urban and
southern representation to the end of the dec-
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ade. The legislative failure to respond to demo-
graphic change provoked a series of initiatives
and a referendum. The ultimate result was the
decline of state senatorial representation and a
major increase in the assembly. By the time
Los Angeles received its rightful 1920 entitle-
ment in 1930, the 1930 census already prom-
ised additional seatsin 193 1. Withoverwhelm-
ing Republican dominance and the State Sen-
ate sellout, the seats became 22 in 1930 and 31
in 1932,

When a similar breakthrough for CDs occurred
in 1929, another incredible bounty came to
California (nine seats, four of those in Los An-
geles County) after the 1930 Census; also, ad-
ditional ADs came to Los Angeles County as a
result of the same census. The California gain
rivaled all other changes in the national history
since 1789. Even Los Angeles County’s in-
crease was larger than most states have achieved

Population And Congressional Seat Growth

POPULATION — NUMBER OF SEATS—
Census California Rank Los Angeles CA LA Study Area
é__1910 2377549 12 504,131 11 | 2 2
Cie0 3426860 8 936,455 1 2 .
1930 5,677,251 6 2,208,292 20 8 5
- 1940 6,907,384 5 2,785,643 23 7+ 7
1950 10,586,223 2 4,151,687 30 12 8
1960 15,717,204 2 6,039,834 38 15 8
1970 19,971,069 1 7,032,075 43 15 8
7,477,421 45 14+ 8

- 1980 23,667,902 1

TABLE 1
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in one decade. While its senatorial entitlement
dropped from eight to one, its assembly seats
soared upward more than any county’s gain
since 1871."

From the congressional perspective, Califor-
nia and its emerging metropolis made a quan-
tum leap into national prominence — an un-
precedented acquisition of political power. Its
gain of nine new seats was larger than the total
delegations of 36 states. From the 12th delega-
tion in size, California jumped to 6th (Table
1) On the home scene the politically ambi-
tious (including the seven liquidated state
senators in Los Angeles) had new ground to

plow, in new assembly districts and/or new
congressional posts.

A Political Oddity

A second factor in the story of the twenties as
a prelude to the thirties was Republican domi-
nance. California was more extreme in its
GOP inclination than the nation. In 1924 the
Democratic national ticket drew only 8.2% of
the California vote, while LaFollette Progres-
sives drew 33.1% and Republicans 57.2%.
1928 saw an improvement in the Democratic
vote — 34.2% against 63.9% for the Republi-
can party nominee, Herbert Hoover.>

LA County Congressional Districts

ILLUSTRATION 3

\ LOS ANGELES COUNTY

(1911-1930)

9th
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LA County Congressional Districts

\ 11th

ILLUSTRATION 4

I

I

I

I

\ LOS ANGELES COUNTY 1
!

|

(1931-1940)

12th

The state level was not much better for the
Democrats. Democratic gubernatorial candi-
dates won 36.0% in 1922, 24.7% in 1926 and
24.1% in 1930. No Democrat had held a
statewide office since 1920. The 1931 legisla-
ture that would handle disbursement of the
redistricting prizes had seven Democrats in
the 80 member Assembly and four in the 40
member State Senate.?!

Why would a Republican legislature have to
gerrymander in an overwhelming Republican
state? Even if the politicians of the time were
prescient in anticipation of a coming Demo-

cratic tide, how could they determine the fu-
ture voting of different areas? The statistics of
the 1920s and even the 1930 election figures
would not tell much about potential competi-
tion in a mobile non-competitive state. Cali-
fornia’s peculiar cross-filing system only
clouded whatever partisan dichotomy might
have existed.”

In other words, the 1931 redistrictings had
little Democratic-Republican significance. The
political questions were defined as north-south
and rural-urban struggles within the Republi-
can party. Even after occasional Democratic
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LA County Congressional Districts

(1941-1950)

\ LOS ANGELES COUNTY

ILLUSTRATION §

21st

12th /

victories occurred, academicians continued to
analyze on the basis of the north-south, and
urban-rural dichotomies.”

A “Good Government” Dream
Was A Reality

The first two considerations produce the third
element — generally compact, square districts
inthe Los Angeles area (Illustration4). Today’s
“good government” generation can look back
onthedistricts of 1931 and 1941 withenvy. The

conclusion might be: “We told you compact,
square districts are possible.” But the condi-
tioning factors are missing in such a conclusion.
Square districts were possible with numerous
vacant areas and lack of party competition. On
the other hand, survival is a serious problem
which requires more finesse. A district’s shape
is not an inhibition to overcome relative popu-
lation decline or a party’s or an incumbent’s
popularity. Survival is the name of the game in
a partisan situation of decline (either population
or popularity), regardless of the shapes.



The New Deal Exception

Substantial national Democratic victories in
the 1930s were not duplicated in California.
The high number of Democrats in the State
Senate was 15 out of 40 members in 1936. In
the same landslide year the Democrats found
themselves with 47 (including the one write-
in) in the 80 member Assembly, but the figure
receded to 42 by 1940.** The governorship was
won by a Democrat in 1938 for the first time in
the century, but it was lost in 1942. On the con-
gressional level the record was better for the
Democrats (Table 2). The two Los Angeles
Republicans in 1930 changed to two Republi-
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cans and six Democrats in 1932.* Some Los
Angeles districts alternated frequently between
the parties.

The Forties

The year 1941 did not change the pattern. The
pending war, the ineffective Democratic nov-
ices, the balanced Assembly under the sway of
the economic “bloc,” a Republican State Sen-
ate, a Democratic governor in a thwarted New
Deal — all favored a holding pattern. Minor
adjustments were made and three new congres-
sional seats were accommodated.*

Political Genetic Blocks For 1941

‘RESULTS POLITICAL STATUS OF ADs——— RESULTS
cD 1932-1940 1932-1940 1942-1950
_ . 11 | R/D/D/R/RD .é;.fRIIRIRf}.? (47)  RR/RR/R(43)  RIRRARR(48)  D/O/D/D/D (42)  RID/D/RIRD
12 D/D/D/D/D RIR/D/RIR (49)  RARMRRR(53)  RRM/RA(50)  D/D/O/DMD(51)  DID/RRR
13 D/D/DR/D/DR D/D/D/D/R (54)  D/R/R/R/R(56)  R/D/D/D/D (45)  D/D/D/D/D (52)  D/D/D/D/D
14 D/D/D/D/D D/D/D/D/R (64)  R/D/D/D/D (55)  D/D/D/D/D (44)  na D/D/D/D/D
15 R/D/D/D/D R/R/R/R/R (58)  R/D/D/D/D (63)  D/D/D/D/D (65)  R/R/R/R/R(57)  DR/R/RD/RD/RD
16 D/DR/D/RD/RD  R/R/R/MR/R(59)  R/R/R/AR/R(60)  R/R/MD/O/MD(46)  R/O/MD/DMD (61)  DIORRR
17 D/D/D/D/D D/D/D/D/D (67)  D/D/D/D/D (68)  D/D/D/D/D (66)  na D/D/D/D/D
18 D/D/R/R/R D/D/D/D/D (69)  R/D/D/D/D (70)  R/R/MDMDMD(71)  na R/D/R/D/D
NOTE:

Five elections occurred between the 1931 and 1941 redistrictings. The results are symbolized by D (for Democrat) and R (for
Republican). The designation DR, or RD, symbolized a cross-filing nomination: if D is first a Democrat won both the Democratic and
Republican nominations, and if the R is first a Republican won both the Republican and Democratic nominations. The crossfiling
results are not listed for the ADs, but they were more numerous. The number after the Ad grouping indicates the AD number.

A careful study of the groupings reveals the subtie efforts of the redistricters in a bipartisan atmosphere to relieve Demacratic pressures
on the 11th and 12th CDs, while giving the Democrats the one new seat in 1941, the 19th CD made up of the 52nd and 51st ADs.

TABLE 2
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Tranquility politics continued; but below the
surface subtle demographic change was occur-
ring. If any political maneuvers were planned
in 1931 and perpetuated in 1941, marginal
districts were created. More likely in terms of
prevailing politics at that time, the results sim-
ply evolved without any advanced planning.
The great influx into southeastern Los Angeles
made logical a new CD in that area to relieve
its overpopulation and to alter the fluctuating
marginality of districts.?’ The relief of over-
population in the old 13th CD also allowed
changes in the 12th CD for a congressional bid
in 1942 and 1944 by the redistricting chair-
man, but without success.

As the southeastern areas began to sprout sub-
urbs, bedrocom communities in the older areas
were filling in. Democrats replaced the origi-

nal Republicans along the transportation sys-
tem, known as the Red-Car Lines, not necessar-
ily on the other side of the tracks, but astride the
tracks. Older sections and older housing were
available to the new immigrants, the Okies and
Arkies, who brought with them a nominal
Democratic political socialization.

Their Black neighbors soon began to manifest
a Democratic disposition. Less expensive tract
areas provided an opportunity for an exodus of
the marginally successful immigrants. The
South Los Angeles City corridor was opened
up to Blacks with its convenient tracks and
industrial barrier to isolate them. While the
growing Mexican-American populations found
refuge north and east of the same barrier in the
vacated housing of East Los Angeles, Anglos
moved outward.



Act I — Redistricting In 1951




alifornia’s end of the 1940s atmos-

phere could be described as the

Warren-Samish era, which was the
product of a backlash against inexperienced
politicians, the war and the post-war fear of
“radicals.” Earl Warren would be the popular
three-term Governor, but Arthur “Artie” Samish
was the dominant lobbyist who reportedly
controlled the legislature, especially in rela-
tionship to legislation involving his clients.

Contentment, growth, and confusion reigned,
but power struggles were only slightly beneath
the surface. Everything was in flux. Cross-
filing, explanations based on fading urban-
rural, north-south dichotomies, and mobility
created uncertainty and unpredictability. In
that atmosphere California leaders stumbled
into the redistricting of 1951 and gerrymanders
of the first generation.” The state’s population
catapulted it to number two in the nation and
entitled the state to seven new congressional
posts. More perplexing were the demographic
shifts in the state, especially in Los Angeles.
The county retained 31 of its 32 seats in the
Assembly, but the population dispersal created
a need for significant district alterations.

The two Los Angeles legislators who had the
opportunity to play with the puzzle of uncer-
tainties, dilemmas, and numbers, were relative
newcomers to the post-war political scene.
Laughlin E. Waters and Charles Conrad had

entered the legislature in 1946. Both were
regarded as part of the Warren, i.e., more mod-
erate, wing of the Republican party. Conrad was
fascinated by political data, electoral trends,
numbers and detail. Assemblyman Waters’
forte was congeniality and negotiation. “Laugh-
ing Boy” was his nickname.

The California legislators were a joyful group in
the still nominally non-partisan part-time legis-
lature. A Republican Speaker would help out a
Democrat living on $100.00 per month salary
and per diem. Republicans roomed with Demo-
crats and vice versa, played cards and enjoyed
the few months in Sacramento. And, of course,
the lingering legacy of Samish was pervasive —
the booze, girls, and baked potatoes.”

Before actual district changes are considered,
two controlling factors must be noted:

1. the state constitutional redistricting provi-
sions at that time; and

2. who votes on redistricting legislation.

Until 1964, CDs had to be created from compact
ADs within a county, and from compact coun-
ties if the county had less than one AD. The
former requirement was crucial for CDs in Los
Angeles. ADs had to be created first and then
grouped into CDs. Assemblymen who voted on
redistricting had to be pleased with their ADs.
Thus, assemblymen’s satisfaction with ADs had



16 The Westside Story: A Murder in Four Acts

priority, unless the assemblymen aspired to
Congress.” Presumably a favorable vote on the
legislation indicated reasonable contentment.

In turn the constitutional provisions provided a
numerical advantage. With the state constitu-
tional provisions requiring that CDs be created
by consolidation of whole ADs within a county,
if the number of ADs was not equally divisible
by the number of CDs, some CDs would have
more ADs than others. An inevitable distortion
became the basis for a political advantage.
Specifically in 1951, Los Angeles County had

31 ADs and 12 CDs (three new ones). A
simple division would produce the constitu-
tional necessity of seven CDs with three ADs
(henceforth, 3-AD CDs) and five CDs with
two ADs each (henceforth, 2-AD CDs). The
nine 1941 congressional districts had been
made up of three 4 AD CDs and four 3 AD
CDs, and one AD was attached to San Bernar-
dino County.

Assuming hypothetically equal ADs of 125,000
each, the 2-AD CDs would have 250,000 and
the 3-AD CDs could have 375,000. Infact, the

Los Angeles Congressional Districts
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