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PROPOSITION ONE -- for 
Four years ago, Prop lJ effectively froze the incomes of school 
districts acress the state. Since then, inflation has reduced the 
real incomes of the school districts. California has continued to 
grow, and school buildings have continued to depreciate; yet local 
districts• abilities to construct and repair schools has actually 
diminished. Just about the only hope many districts have of main 
taining adequate facilities lies in aid from the state. 
Prop 1 is a $500 million bond issue that will finance construction 
and rehabilitation of public schools. Prop 1 will not pay for 
lavish, extravagant schools with wall-to-wall carpets and computers 
at every pupil's desk. It is intended, rather, to alleviate class 
room overcrowding and improve building safety. 
Prop 1 will also help to reduce some of the inequalities that exist 
among public schools in our state. School districts in areas with 
high property values (and hence high property taxes) have little 
trouble maintaining adequate facilities. Presumably, funds from 
Prop 1 will go to those districts which need them the most--the 
low-income districts. These districts will be able to concentrate 
less of their regular incomes on facilities, and more on education. 
This will bring the quality of all public schools in California up 
to a higher standard. 

PROPOSITION TWO -- for 
The passage of June;s Prop 1 insured reasonable living conditions 
for the J0,000 inmates of state prisons. November's Prop 2 would 
do the same for over 35,000 inmates of county prisons. Two-thirds 
of California's counties have overcrowded jails; seventeen counties 
have been sued because of it. The ena.ctment of stiffer drunk 
driving laws and the "Victim's Bill of Rights" are expected to 
worsen the situation. Prop 2 provides money to rebuild and renno 
vate county prisons. 

While Prop 2 will enlarge the capacities of county prisons, it will 
also encourage counties to pursue reasonable alternatives to incar 
ceration. A county will have to show that it has utilized weekend 
sentences, recognizance releases or civil-commitment programs, for 
example, before it will be allowed to use any of the proceeds from 
Prop 2. This bond issue is a step towards the more humane treat 
ment of offenders in our state. 

PROPOSITION THREE for 
The Cal-Vet program provides low-cost home and farm loans to wartime 
veterans. In 61 years it has not cost the citizens of California 
one cent, and that includes bureaucratic overhead. Prop J would 
simply extend the life of the program. Unless thousands of veterans 
simultaneously default on their loan payments, there's no way to 
lose with Prop J. 
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PROPOSITION FOUR -- against 
Those of you who voted in the November, 1980 election will recall 
the ill-fated efforts of the League to Save Lake Tahoe. To re 
fresh your memory, the League consisted of a group of real-estate 
speculators whose holdings around Lake Tahoe were suddenly devalued 
when California restricted development of their land in compliance 
with the Federal Clean Water Act. The current Prop 4, just as the 
1980 Prop 2, would provide 85,000,000 dollars to take these parcels 
off the landowners' hands. 
Any claims you may hear that Prop 4 will help preserve Tahoe's 
scenic beauty are utterly false; that protection is already guar 
anteed. At issue here is whether the public ought to buy the 
speculators' parcels because the speculators can no longer build 
their ski resorts. Well, consider other instances in which state 
action devalues land. Am I compensated when a freeway is built 
across the street from my parcel? Am I compensated when the neigh 
borhood is rezoned to permit strip-mining? Am I compensated when I 
am told that I may build no structure higher than 30 feet? No, ~_so 
why should we make an exception for the Lake Tahoe landowners--and 
an $85-million exception at that? 

PROPOSITION FIVE -- for 
The Cali:fornia Housing Finance Agency (CHFA) currently makes low- 
interest loans to developers and low- and moderate-income buyers of 
multi-unit housing. Prop 5 would add to the CHFA a program aimed 
at first-time, single-unit home-buyers. Under the program, the 
CHFA would "buy down" the interest rate on the home-buyer's loan by 
five percent. The interest rate would gradually rise, reaching the 
original market rate at the end of six years. At that point, the 
home-buyer would have to start reimbursing the CFHA for its time 
and money; this could take an additional 25 years. Because CFHA is 
reimbursed for all expenses, in theory Prop 5 won't cost taxpayers 
a cent. 
Unfortunately, home-buyers occasionally do default on their loans. 
CHFA's current program is funded by "revenue bonds", which means 
that California doesn't have to pay off the bond holders if the pro 
gram fails. Prop 5, on the other hand, would be financed by "gener 
al obligation bonds", which means that the State could conceivably 
have to come up with hundreds of millions of dollars should there be 
a massive number of loan defaults. 
Prop 5 is a risky proposition, there's no doubt. But the odds are 
in its favor. The Senate and Assembly evidently thought so--they 
voted 29-2 and 62-2 in favor of Prop 5. The remarkable success of 
the Cal-Vet loan program might be taken as an indication of the low 
number of defaults we can expect. And the probable payoff--renewed 
vigor in the ailing housing industry--makesProp 5 worth the risk. 
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PROPOSITION SIX -- no 
Prop 6 will increase from 25 to 60 percent the portion of public 
pension and retirement funds that may be invested in common stocks. 
Within this 60%, up to 5% could be invested in companies which do 
not meet current safety and reliability requirements. Within the 
5%, ½% could be invested in companies not meeting any requirements 
at all. This seems innocuous enough, until one realizes that½% of 
the California Public Employees; Retirement System fund amounts to 
over $85,000,000. Now we're talking big-time speculation with pen 
sion funds. If you think, as I do, that the words "speculation" 
and "pension" shouldn't even appear in the same sentence, then 
you9ll help vote down Prop 6. 

PROPOSITION SEVEN -- yes 
We are asked here whether a building ought to be reassessed if the 
only thing done to it was the installation of fire sprinklers and 
alarms. Under our current system of property taxes, reassessment 
would occur because the "new construction or improvements" to the 
structure have caused its real value to increase. But in this case, 
we still have essentially the same building--only now it9s less 
likely to burn down. To me, that's just not the same as adding a 
swimming pool or a seventh bedroom. Why penalize people for being 
safety-conscious, anyway? 

PROPOSITION EIGHT -- yes 
Cities and counties lend money to other local agencies; this tides 
the agencies over until the next round of taxes are received. 
Currently, the cities and counties may lend up to 85% of their an 
ticipated tax revenues to local agencies. Prop 8 would allow them 
to lend up to 85% of all anticipated tevenues (including such things 
as parking ticket fin~and licensing fees). It's a fine distinc 
tion, to be sure. But the net effect of the passage of Prop 8 will 
be a reduced risk of the interruption of vital local services due ·to 
lack of funds. Not a single state legislator voted against Prop 8. 

PROPOSITION NINE -- no 
Should the Post Office lend its trucks to Federal Express? Sh~uld 
the Police Department lend its guns to PinkertonQs? Should public 
schools lend their textbooks to private school students? Prop 9 
would make the last of these constitutional. The point is that 
lending public-school textbooks to private-school students amounts 
to a public subsidy of private education. Our public schools have 
enough trouble subsidizing themselves as it is. Let them sell the 
books; let them rent out the books. But don9t let them fund the 
competition, for crying out loud. Let's be reasonable here. 

PROPOSITION TEN -- yes 
Prop 10 allows the Legislature to allow a Board of Supervisors to 
allow the electorate in their county to vote to combine the super 
ior, municipal and justice courts in that county. Clearly, no one 
is being forced to do anything here. 
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So what difference would Prop 10 make? It would eliminate the dis 
tinctions among these courts• jurisdictions, making the courts more 
efficient. For example, felony hearings and dispositions now re 
quire separate procedures in separate courts; under Prop 10, they 
could be combined. Furthermore, consolidating court records at the 
v~rious levels would save time, effort, and money. And, oh yes, it 
will cost the taxpayers a whopping $6,000 raise to turn a municipal 
court judge into a superior court judge. Big deal. 

PROPOSITION ELEVEN -- yes 
What's your gripe about the bottle bill? That it will cost jobs? 
Wrong: recycling is labor-intensive; Cal-PIRG estimates a gain of 
over 4,000 jobs if Prop 11 passes. That it will mean loss of reve 
nue for charity groups? Nonsense: now, instead of getting 25¢ per 
pound of aluminum cans, they'll be getting 5¢ per can. That it 
will introduce "those crawly things" into your grocery store? Ab .. 
surd: returnable bottles already exist --where are they stored now? 
That people won't return their empties? You9ve got to be kidding: 
if I don't want to take back my empties for a nickel each, the next 
door-neighbor•s kids sure will. That it will increase the cost of 
beer and soda by five cents? Well, it's a small price to pay. 

PROPOSITION TWELVE -- yes 
This initiative requires Governor Brown to send a letter to 
President Reagan, Secretary Shultz, Secretary Weinberger, and all 
the members of Congress saying that we think nuclear war is a bad 
thing, and that theyud better negotiate a mutually-verifiable ban 
on developing and testing nuclear weapons soon, or else we'll be 
really mad at them. Prop 12 will not require the Governor to hold 
his breath until he turns blue, however. 

PROPOSITION THIRTEEN -- yes 
Here's how Prop 13 begins on your ballot: "WATER RESOURCES. 
INITIATIVE STATUTE. Adds numerous sections to Water Code." This 
may qualify as the understatement of the year. Prop 13 is one of 
the most complicated pieces of legislation I've ever seen. It takes 
up nearly four pages of fine print in March Fong Eu's (Eur?) Ballot 
Pamphlet. But for all of its ungainliness, Prop 13 is a very bene 
ficial bill that will reduce the indiscriminate exploitation of 
water resources, and increase conservation. Here's a brief summary: 

1. Entities which transfer large amounts of water from one basin 
to another must implement conservation programs, and must ex 
haust all less-costly alternatives before they may increase the 
amount of water being transferred. 

2. Any municipal, agricultural or power project which would have 
an adverse impact on scenic, scientific or water-quality uses 
of a body of water must somehow offset that impact. 

3. The·.reservoir behind the New Melones Dam on the Stanislaus 
River may not be filled until there are long-term contracts 
for at least 75% of the water available from the project. 
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4. Local authorities will be established in eleven areas to im 

plement groundwater management programs. 
5. All local water agencies must pursue conservation programs as 

a matter of policy. 
6. The public is given every opportunity to challenge any final 

State Water Resources Control Board action. 

PROPOSITION FOURTEEN -- no 
This is a close call. Prop 14 takes the decennial gerrymandering 
extravaganza out of the hands of the politicians, and puts it into 
the hands of--more politicians. At present, redistricting is done 
by the party in power, without regard for anything other than in 
creasing its own superiority. As partisan as I am, I can~t help 
feeling that there's something just a little bit unfair about this 
process. 
Under Prop 14, a 10-member commission would take over. The commis 
sion would consist of three each Democrats and Republicans (presum 
ably two state legislators and a congressman), and four nonparti 
sans selected by a panel of state judges. (Alternatively, this 
could be four each Democrats and Republicans, and two nonpartisans.) 
A redistricting plan could only be adopted by two-thirds vote of the 
commission, and only then if at least one member of each of the three 
groups voted for the plan. 
As far as I can see, that will never happen. The representatives of 
the party out of power have everything to gain by holding out for 
something better, since if no plan is adopted by the end of a certain 
time limit, the whole process goes to the Supreme Court, which is 
quite likely to produce a more f~~orable arrangement. The party in 
power, on the other hand, will not be at all inclined to capitulate 
to its adversaries; that would amount to political blackmail. So 
we end up with a stalemate, and the Supreme Court decides. 
Unfortunately, the voters lose their power of referendum when the 
courts step in. The Supreme Court, which consists of political ap 
pointees to begin with (ask Pete Wilson if you don1t believe me), 
will be quite ill-equipped to tackle the job of redistricting. Yet 
the electorate will be powerless to reject whatever the Court comes 
up with. At least under the current system, we can reject the 
reapportionment plans if we need to. 

PROPOSITION FIFTEEN -- yes 
I have noticed an alarming tendency by voters, both liberal and 
conservative, to vote down propositions because the proposed laws 
don't go far enough, or contain minor objectionable details. 
DO NOT DO THIS. When you go to the polls, you can only vote yes 
or no; there's no essay section. You cannot suggest a better al 
ternative. Therefore do not ask yourself whether the proposition 
before you does everything it ought to do. Ask yourself instead 
what the net effect of the law will be; whether things will be 
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better or worse should this proposition pass. Voting against a 
measure in hopes that something better will come along next time 
is just throwing your vote away. Worse yet, the message you send 
will likely be misconstruedo If you vote no on Prop 2 because you 
think it doesn't go far enough to implement alternatives to incar 
ceration, the message received will be that you are in favor of 
overcrowded prisons, or that you don't want the state to spend any 
money. If you vote no on Prop 9 because you think that public 
.schoo Ls should give textbooks to private-school students, the 
message received will be that you don't think that private-school 
students should receive any support from public schools. I urge 
you to vote for or against each issue on the basis of what it will 
do, not what it won't. Unless you want to run an initiative c~ 
paign yourself, waiting for something stronger to come along is 
about the worst strategy you can have. 
So now we turn to the issue of handgun controls. Make no mistake: 
Prop 15 will not prevent criminals from obtaining handguns. In 
fact, !1£ law will prevent criminals from getting handguns. Crimi 
nals don't pay any attention to laws; that's why they're criminals. 
Now, I think that handguns should be banned entirely. I'm sure youvve 
seen the 1979 statistics: fewer than 50 people were killed by hand 
guns in Japan, Great Britain, Switzerland, Israel, Sweden, West 
Germany and Canada, while 10,728 handgun deaths occurred in the 
United States. Fine, so let1s get rid of handguns. 
Prop 15 does nothing of the sort. Prop 15 merely keeps the number 
of legal handguns in California from increasing. The sale of in 
trastate registered handguns will hardly be affected., Furthermore, 
importation of handguns will be no worse than a misdemeanor, as will 
be falsifying information on a handgun registration application. 
You could illegally sell up to four unregistered handguns and still 
not be guilty of .a felonyo 
I am incensed by the weakness of this proposition. Yet I give it 
my full support. Because, as sad as it would be to have such ~ 
limp-wristed handgun controls in effect, it would be nothing short 
of tragic to see Prop 15 go down in defeat. Handgun controls are 
sorely needed in this state. If I can't have my controls the way 
I want them, I'll take them the way they're offerred, and complain 
later. This issue is just too important to be splitting hairs. 

******* 


