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1. Transcript 

1.1. SESSION ONE 

(March 28, 2013) 

PARKER 
This is Caitlin Parker. I’m here with Anton Calleia in Carlsbad, California, and 

it is March 28, 2013. So let’s begin with when and where were you born. 
CALLEIA 

I was born on the island of Gozo, which is part of the Maltese Archipelago in 
the Mediterranean, so I was born in Malta. I was born in 1933.  

PARKER 
And can you tell me a little bit about your family background?  

CALLEIA 
My father, I think, would have been a lifelong student, but finally had to go 

to work. He had gone through the university and he ended up being a 

teacher, a master, as we called them then, of English and Italian at the 
Malta Lyceum, which was public secondary school. And my mother was a 

homemaker, and we were five kids, and I was the eldest.  
PARKER 

Okay. And what prompted you to move to the United States?  
CALLEIA 

Well, my first contact with Americans was in 1943 when a detachment from 
the American 7th Army came to Gozo to build an airfield for the invasion of 

Sicily, and I got to know some GIs and I thought they were the greatest 
guys in the world. Besides, they gave me Hershey Bars, which I loved. So I 

dreamed, really, that’s all I could say, I dreamed about coming to the United 



States, except that I had an uncle who had come here during World War I, 

and in 1950, he came to Malta to visit the family, and he liked my younger 
brother, who was eleven years younger than I, and asked him if he would 

like to come to the United States to go to school. And my brother said, 
“Well, I would come if Mother would come along.” And my uncle said, “Well, 

that wouldn’t be fair to your siblings.” 
And I piped in, I said, “I’ll go.” And much to my amazement, he said, “Are 

you serious?” I said, “Yes,” and I was really, really amazed that my parents 
said, “Okay.” So in September of that year, I came to the United States. I 

came by ship—no one comes by ship anymore—to New York, and then 
across the United States by plane to Los Angeles. I went to University High 

School in West L.A. for one year, and I obviously had a deficiency in 
requirements for the university here, and so I went to Santa Monica College. 

At that time, my ambition was to be an engineer, but I soon found out that I 
really couldn’t cut it in calculus. So I was taking a requirement course at that 

time, I think it was English 1A or something like that, that every student had 

to take, and the instructor at the time thought I had a knack for writing. His 
name was Kenner Agnew. He said to me, “Have you ever tried writing?” I 

said, “Well, I write home and that sort of thing.” He said, “Well, why don’t 
you join the staff of the campus newspaper. I’m the advisor. I think you’ll 

like it.” So to make a long story short, I switched my major from 
engineering to journalism. From Santa Monica I couldn’t go to UCLA because 

UCLA did not have a journalism major. And USC was too expensive, so I 
went to Cal State L.A., and got my B.A. in journalism, and then I went to 

work. 
What I skipped over is the two years I served in the army. The Korean War 

was on when I came here, and the law at that time said that if an immigrant 
was eighteen years old and had expressed his or her desire to become an 

American citizen, and they had lost their deferment, which I did because I 
quit school, they were subject to the draft. So I was drafted and ended up 

instead of going to Korea, they sent me to Europe, to Germany.  

PARKER 
So you spent two years there?  

CALLEIA 
I spent, I think, a total of fifteen months, but in total service two years, 

almost two years active and six reserve.  
PARKER 

Going back a little bit to when you moved to West L.A., what were your first 
impressions of living there? What was it like?  

CALLEIA 
Well, I mean, it was completely, completely strange in the sense that my 

uncle lived in Brentwood. If you’re familiar with the area, he lived in the first 
block north of Sunset, Layton Drive near Sunset and Barrington. I had been 

used to riding my bike to school in Malta or the charter bus that we had, but 



here everybody my age was driving a car to school. And I didn’t have a car 

or a driver’s license, so I rode my bike to University High School for that 
year, along Barrington Avenue, and there was a sheep farm on one side, if 

you can imagine that. There was nothing between Barrington and Westgate. 
It was just farming, you know. So that was strange in the sense that all my 

contemporaries over here were driving cars already, you know, and were 
absolutely car crazy. 

The other thing that was different is that in Malta there was a boys’ 
secondary school and a girls’ secondary school, and everybody wore 

uniforms, and over here, the girls were always very well dressed, but the 
boys were always in jeans and looking sloppy all the time, you know. But I 

think I felt at home. People welcomed me at every level, and that, I think, is 
what has sustained me. I mean, I think from day one I had a feeling of 

belonging, which I think is very important, and I never felt homesick in the 
sense that I felt I want to go back. There was no going back for me.  

PARKER 

What was your uncle doing here?  
CALLEIA 

My uncle was an actor, a character actor. He was a fixture at the Hollywood 
studio system. He was on contract with MGM for a long time, and then 

freelanced for a while, a very durable, in sense of length of career, character 
actor. His name was Joseph Calleia. But unlike me, in 1958 he decided to 

retire to Malta, which I felt was a mistake, but that’s what he wanted and 
that’s where he retired, and that’s where he died in 1975.  

PARKER 
But you stayed here, obviously, and what kinds of things when you got 

involved with journalism at school, what kind—when was—what kind of 
period of time was that? What kinds of things were you reporting on? 

CALLEIA 
You mean on campus?  

PARKER 

Uh-huh.  
CALLEIA 

Well, on campus it was campus activities for the most part, what the various 
campus organizations were doing or planning or what have you. We put out 

a weekly tabloid, tabloid meaning small five-column paper. Then when I 
went to Cal State L.A., in my junior year I was hired by the Los Angeles 

Examiner as an apprentice, so I had a job before I was graduated. By the 
time I left college, I had a good job at the Examiner. Of course, when the 

paper collapsed, I think, was the biggest shock in my life, because I thought 
I was one of the upcoming young lieutenants, so to speak. But then all of a 

sudden there’s a surplus of newsmen in Los Angeles because not only the 
Examiner collapsed, but also the Chandler-owned Mirror closed down at the 

same time. And so I fell back on an aptitude that I had growing up for things 



mechanical, and I applied for a job at Douglas Aircraft as a technical writer. I 

worked for Douglas Aircraft in the Advanced Systems Division for almost a 
year, when there was an opportunity to go work for the Santa Monica 

Evening Outlook, and I left Douglas, went to work for the Evening Outlook. 
And then after a few months there—I wasn’t happy there, but at least I was 

in the profession that I wanted—I got a call from the L.A. Times telling me 
there was an opening, from an old friend who called me, and I went to the 

Times.  
PARKER 

So this was in the mid to late fifties that you were working at the Examiner? 
CALLEIA 

Yes, I went to work for the Los Angeles Examiner while I was in my junior 
year, which was 1957. I stayed there until January of 1962, and I worked 

briefly at the Evening Outlook in 1962, but I was hired by the Times in 
December of ’62. So I was at the Times from 1962 to 1965.  

PARKER 

And what was your beat for the Examiner?  
CALLEIA 

I had a desk job.  
PARKER 

Okay.  
CALLEIA 

I worked all aspects of editing, meaning that I worked as a copy editor; I 
worked as a makeup editor; I worked on the photo desk. My highest position 

there was what they used to call a slot man. A slot man is—the copy editors 
sit in a horseshoe and the top guy sits in the slot, in the middle. And I had 

that job for the Sunday desk.  
PARKER 

And then so it was in between then and the job at the Santa Monica—what 
was the—  

CALLEIA 

Evening Outlook.  
PARKER 

Evening Outlook that you got involved with the Kennedy campaign?  
CALLEIA 

No. I’m trying to remember what year. No, I was still at the Examiner.  
PARKER 

Okay.  
CALLEIA 

Yes, 1960 I was still at the Examiner.  
PARKER 

And how did that come about? 
CALLEIA 



Well, it came about because a colleague at that time, a reporter by the 

name of Sandy Schaffell said, “Anton, the Kennedy people desperately need 
somebody to help them put out a newspaper for the convention. Would you 

be willing to do it?” And I said, “Yes.” And so I went. They had an office at 
the top floor of the Oviatt Building. I don’t know whether you know where 

that is, next to the Biltmore.  
PARKER 

Uh-huh.  
CALLEIA 

And I helped out for a few days, and then that gave me a feel of the 
enthusiasm of the Kennedy campaign.  

PARKER 
Had you been exposed to politics in the U.S. a lot before that? Was your 

uncle political?  
CALLEIA 

No. He was nonpolitical, no. He was nonpolitical. I think he thought very 

highly of FDR, as I did, but more as a national hero rather than a partisan 
champion of any kind, which he was, of course. [laughs]  

PARKER 
Right. So had you been following the Kennedy campaign? Was it something 

that you had been [unclear]?  
CALLEIA 

Well, when you work for a newspaper, you read everything you can put your 
hands on and listen to radio broadcasts, so, yes, if the question is was I 

following the campaign, yes, I was. I was familiar with the tension between 
Johnson and Kennedy, and I followed through.  

PARKER 
What was working on the campaign like? 

CALLEIA 
Well, the part that I did was rather mechanical. It was taking the stuff that 

other people had written and putting it in a newspaper. That’s all I did.  

PARKER 
And so from there, then you went to Santa Monica Outlook, and then you 

said the L.A. Times?  
CALLEIA 

No, but not in that sequence.  
PARKER 

Okay.  
CALLEIA 

You’re confusing my political activities with my professional career.  
PARKER 

Okay. [laughs]  
CALLEIA 



When the Examiner collapsed, which was in January of 1962, I applied for a 

job at Douglas Aircraft.  
PARKER 

Uh-huh.  
CALLEIA 

And I got the job. I stayed with them, I don’t know exactly how many 
months it was, but then I found out there was an opening at the Santa 

Monica Evening Outlook and I applied for it and I got it. I worked for them a 
few months when I got a call from a friend of mine telling me that there was 

an opening at the Times, and I applied for it, and I got it. So that was a 
transition basically from the Examiner through Douglas, through the Santa 

Monica Evening Outlook to the Times. And at the Times, my job was entirely 
writing, no editing.  

PARKER 
And could you talk about the kinds of things that you were reporting on 

there? 

CALLEIA 
Well, as I told you, my beat was Beverly Hills and UCLA, and at that time, 

the Times had a Westside section. I was on the Westside staff, except I also, 
if there was a story of more than purely local interest, I would call the city 

desk and let them have the story, and that’s what I reported on, day in, day 
out. At the Times in those days, if you knew your beat and you stayed a step 

ahead of your editors, they just absolutely left you alone. So rarely, rarely, if 
ever, did I go downtown for any reason.  

PARKER 
What kinds of things were going on in Beverly Hills and UCLA at that time?  

CALLEIA 
Well, you know, the usual. In Beverly Hills it’s a city that’s in its own right. I 

became familiar with the citizen activism. There was—I don’t know what 
they called it, the Citizens League or something like that. They had issues 

like every other city, only it was an interesting laboratory for learning 

because it was a homogeneous population, well-to-do, generally speaking. It 
had good schools because of the property tax that they had, and they had 

pride in the community where the police department essentially served the 
community almost like a private security service. When I was there, the big 

issues were they wanted to build a library, which was not only built, but has 
since been demolished and replaced. The other issue was there was a very 

big mansion called Greystone up in the hills and there was a proposal from 
some developer to take it over, tear it down, and subdivide it, and some of 

the city fathers and mothers thought that would be outrageous, and so there 
was a search for a way to preserve it, and it was preserved. Essentially, it 

was bought with water bonds because they needed a reservoir. So Beverly 
Hills bought the property, built a huge underground reservoir, and then 



essentially leased the mansion itself to the—it was the Film Institute. 

American—  
PARKER 

AFI? 
CALLEIA 

AFI, American Film Institute, yes. I don’t know what they’ve done with it 
since, but anyway, they saved it. The rest was routine issues that come up 

in a city, all the perennial questions of how intensely developed the city 
should be, whether there should be pedestrian malls and whether there 

should be a freeway through the city. There was a freeway proposal at one 
time.  

PARKER 
To go through Beverly Hills, right?  

CALLEIA 
To go through Beverly Hills, which would have been essentially making 

Santa Monica a freeway to connect with the Glendale Freeway. Beverly Hills 

had a lot of clout in the legislature, and that didn’t go. So that was an issue, 
yes.  

PARKER 
In terms of reporting on UCLA, were you starting to enter a period—I mean, 

I know at places like Berkeley, there was starting to be a lot of campus 
activism. Was there at all then at UCLA?  

CALLEIA 
No, no.  

PARKER 
Not as much, yeah? 

CALLEIA 
No. Hardly any, if any.  

PARKER 
Really? Okay. So you were reporting on—that would have been the early 

sixties, like ’62, ’63?  

CALLEIA 
Well, yes, ’62. Yes, I went to the Times in late ’62, so it was ’63, ’64, ’65.  

PARKER 
Yeah. Okay. So this was the time, yeah, that would have been around the 

time that Berkeley was having the kind of free speech stuff on campus. But 
it was calm at UCLA?  

CALLEIA 
Yes.  

PARKER 
Okay.  

CALLEIA 
Yes, and there was a lot of jokes how if a student at UCLA became an 

activist, his mother would kill him when he got home. [laughter] There was 



a guy, I forget, I think his last name was Siegel, and he wrote a very funny 

article in the Daily Bruin about what would happen if a student became too 
involved in any kind of Protest Movement; his mother would kill him, simple 

as that. [laughs] So it was quiet at UCLA.  
PARKER 

What was—I was curious, what was it like at the Times in that period? I 
know at some point, maybe it was later on, there was a change in sort of the 

Chandler family. I think the son— 
CALLEIA 

Yes, well, I was at the Times, I think during the best period of its history. 
That was under Otis Chandler where he took what was, to put it kindly, a 

mediocre paper and built it up to a really first-class paper with national 
importance. And then, of course, the tragedy where the family wanted to sell 

the paper, over Otis’ protests, but he was only one vote. And then it was 
sold to this guy from Chicago and the cutbacks started.  

PARKER 

Right.  
CALLEIA 

Cutbacks, cutbacks, cutbacks. What I could never understand is why a 
property like the Times, which was returning 20 percent on investment at 

the time, was considered not a moneymaker by the family. I belong to a 
group of retired Los Angeles Times reporters and editors. It’s called The Old 

Farts Society. Otis would come and speak to the group from time to time, 
and he was heartbroken at what was happening at the Times. What I didn’t 

tell you was that when I left the Times, they hired Kenneth Reich to replace 
me, Ken Reich, who became the bane of my existence when I went after the 

Olympics.  
PARKER 

Right. He was the Olympic game reporter.  
CALLEIA 

But we stayed friends in spite of it all, because I really felt that he was doing 

what he felt a reporter should do. He did things that as a reporter I would 
not have done, but that’s another matter. When it was all over and the 

games were a success, we became friends again, close friends, as a matter 
of fact. I gave the eulogy when he died. His kids, which are now grown up, 

always called me Uncle Anton and called my wife Auntie Sheila. So we were 
that close. But he was a character, a real character.  

PARKER 
How so? [laughs] 

CALLEIA 
Well, I mean, in many ways every reporter, I think himself included, wants 

to be as objective as possible, but I think a reporter is subject to the same 
influences as everybody else is. We went after the Olympics in the aftermath 

of the Watergate scandal, and I think every reporter had a secret wish of 



getting the Pulitzer Prize for exposing dirt at City Hall. Well, there was no 

dirt in our City Hall, really. But also what fed his negative attitude, or, 
rather, his negative argument, was that the city of Montreal had gotten the 

Olympics and had incurred the debt, I think, of $1 billion in its capital 
construction, and many people in Los Angeles thought that if we tried to 

bring the games here, we would essentially deplete the public treasury. But 
from the very beginning, Tom insisted that the games have to pay for 

themselves, which means privately funded, and we stuck with that to the 
very end, so much so that when we were awarded the games in Athens in 

1978, the award was provisional because we had not worked out the 
differences with the IOC. But we did work them out, and it was financially 

the most successful Olympics ever. The Olympic people are too aristocratic 
to talk about profit, so they talk about surpluses, and our games developed 

a surplus of $250 million. That’s nothing to sneeze at. I don’t know why I 
shifted to the Olympics. 

PARKER 

No, I mean, we’ll definitely—we’ll come back to that. I guess going back to 
the Times for a minute, I was curious also as part of the shift of Otis 

Chandler taking over kind of responsibility for the paper, how did that 
change the Times internally, I guess, in terms of the reporters or the kinds 

of stories you were working on? Was there any kind of change?  
CALLEIA 

Well, I think before Otis, it was obvious to everybody that the Los Angeles 
Times had a bias, a very strong bias, an anti-union bias, a pro-conservative 

Republican bias. There were a lot of quirky taboos, like if “Buffy” Chandler 
didn’t like certain things, you never mentioned them in the paper or even as 

a reporter, and things of that sort. It was a very provincial paper. I think 
Otis all of a sudden started dealing with serious things, things of national 

importance, and brought some objectivity where it wasn’t a foregone 
conclusion that the Times was going to endorse all the Republican 

candidates. I did not know him intimately, so I don’t know. I couldn’t tell you 

what he felt, but obviously he supported integration in the country. He 
supported civil rights. I think the Times became an enlightened paper.  

PARKER 
And you were saying before when we were talking, that working for the 

Times was somewhat of an initiation into city politics for you? 
CALLEIA 

No, not initiation, but it was an education. If you consider that an initiation, 
it was an education, yes. As a matter of fact, when in 1965 the newly 

elected councilman Marvin Braude asked me to be his deputy, I sought a 
leave of absence from the Times because I thought this would be an 

opportunity for me to learn politics from the inside. And, of course, after two 
years—after one year, actually, when my leave of absence would have been 

over, I couldn’t think of going back. I had gotten the bug. And I think deep 



inside, looking back and trying to think of what my feelings were, I think 

deep inside I was worried—not worried. I was weary, I think I should say, 
weary of being a passive witness to my time. I felt I needed to be in the 

action, and I think politics provided me that.  
PARKER 

What kinds of things were you seeing around you that you wanted to be 
involved in or be able to take an active role in?  

CALLEIA 
Well, I think fundamentally, civil rights was a big concern of mine. The 

notion that an American citizen, because he had yellow, brown, or black skin 
somehow did not deserve the same treatment as somebody who was lily 

white, that’s not justice. And that was fundamental to the Bradley attitude 
towards things, is that we want to be fair, fair to everybody, and everybody 

had a place at the table, whether they’re rich, poor, and so on. Politics, 
when we came into office, generally speaking, throughout the city there 

were people who were for the developers and then there were those who 

were for the residents. And the residents saw the developers as mortal 
enemies, and the developers saw the resident groups as a pain in the neck.  

PARKER 
Let me just pause. [interruption]  

PARKER 
So we just had a brief interruption, but as you were saying, getting involved 

in civil rights and the attitude of the Bradley administration. 
CALLEIA 

The administration, as I said, the original group led by Bradley came from 
the civil rights milieu, and fairness and justice were really the bottom line on 

everything. We were different in one important respect, I think, and that is 
that although it’s not said explicitly anywhere, is that we felt that we had an 

obligation as leaders of the city to set an example of how employers should 
treat their employees and how employees should behave toward—so that 

some of the city personnel practices simply were not good enough. For 

instance, in the case of women in the oral interviews, they would ask things 
that had absolutely no relationship to job performance, and one thing that 

Bradley insisted on that you may only ask questions that relate to job 
performance. You cannot ask a woman, “Do you have young kids at home? 

What do you do when the kids are sick?” So that if she said, “Well, I stay 
home,” then they [demonstrates], no good. Also they might ask—we had 

instances of a UCLA graduate, a woman, who wanted to come to work for 
the city. The only openings at the time were clerical jobs, so she applied for 

a secretary position. She passed the written, had the oral. They asked her 
whether she planned to make secretarial work her career, and she said, “No, 

I hope to promote.”  
PARKER 

So they turned her down just for that. 



CALLEIA 

Of course, we corrected that.  
PARKER 

Right.  
CALLEIA 

But that was the kind of thing. Also the practices you see in the CEO’s office, 
for instance, which is the most important office in the city, when we came in, 

there were only two professional women. The other women were all clerical 
positions. By the time we left, at least 50 percent were women. Now I 

understand women outnumber men. I think that’s very important. When we 
came into office, there were only two women heads of departments. One 

was a position, a plum job that had been created for her by the president of 
the City Council, basically, and the other one who had come up through the 

ranks was the head of the personnel department. But the bias always was 
toward men. Also on the issue of comparable worth, a beginning librarian 

with a college degree in library science and possibly history would be started 

at a lower hourly rate than a truck driver. That’s not fair. That’s absolutely 
not fair. Of course, it was rationalized at that time was that the truck driver 

was going to be in charge of a costly piece of hardware, but that has nothing 
to do with it. It’s what you bring to the city as your skill, not how much your 

truck is worth, things of that sort. In our administration there was absolutely 
no difference in pay between men and women, and I think that’s the way it 

should be throughout our society.  
PARKER 

Going back, I just remembered when we left off you were saying also 
something about how the fault lines in the city for a long time had been 

developers versus residents? 
CALLEIA 

Yes. Yes, they were. That was it, and I think we helped reconcile that to a 
degree. I think we were able to pacify the situation by essentially pointing 

out that each had its place. I mean, these people who were protesting the 

developers were living fancy homes that the developers had built. But we 
shared with the residents a concern for the environment. The Council was 

very good during our administration, early part of our administration. There 
was Marvin Braude, who was really a champion on conservation and 

environmental protection, and also Joel Wachs at the time was a good 
champion of environmental protection, so it was no longer possible in the 

city, because municipal government did not allow it to bulldoze a hillside, 
create one pad after another, build them and then go away, and leave the 

city take care of the problems with runoff and landslides and what have you. 
So what happened, I think, is remarkable in that when we came in, the 

downtown establishment, so-called Committee of 25, I think looked at us as 
rebels and with considered suspicion, and I think it was amazing to me how 

quickly we won their confidence. I think during our administration we 



provided an excellent example of how the private and public sector could 

work together. 
The earliest crisis we hit in our administration was the Arab oil boycott, and 

yet by creating private-public committee, we won prizes for how we scaled 
back consumption of energy. We had a similar problem with water when the 

drought came. We did it. And of course, the Olympics, the Olympics, from 
my point of view, yes, they were a great, great spectacle, but more 

importantly, it showed what the city could do. It’s hard to explain, but there 
was a period when there wasn’t much self-confidence in the city of Los 

Angeles, and I think the Olympics helped to restore it to a degree, and for 
the first time, everybody, whether they lived in the far San Fernando Valley 

or South Central or East L.A., wherever they lived, or West L.A., felt that 
they were part of the city and that this was L.A. city playing host to the 

world. And all the terrible predictions that people were making about 
hopeless traffic jams and smog didn’t materialize. We did things that, 

unfortunately, were not followed by cities that hosted the games after we 

did, like we put in ordinances against profiteering in hotel businesses. We 
got ordinances that essentially limited truck traffic and deliveries during 

certain hours. You name it, it was ideal, really, really ideal, and I think it’s 
because it was the administration under Bradley was a bunch of practical 

idealists, Tom being the biggest one, tallest too. [laughter]  
PARKER 

I was curious as to something you said a little bit earlier about how the 
downtown establishment kind of saw you guys as rebels, upstarts at first, 

but you quickly—the Bradley administration quickly won their confidence, 
and I was just wondering what do you think enabled that to happen. 

CALLEIA 
Well, I don’t want to put words to it that—it’s almost like capital and labor, a 

kind of mutual suspicion. I think the attitude of our administration—and this 
is my paraphrasing it—is that you need both. You need capital to create 

wealth and you need labor unions to distribute the wealth, and I think that’s 

how we operated. We believed in collective bargaining. We promoted Los 
Angeles not only as a commercial center, but also as a tourist destination. 

We worked hand in glove with the downtown establishment in terms of the 
Convention Center, what facilities should be provided, what funds should be 

provided to promote tourism and that sort of thing. So I think Bradley 
brought a balance and a sense of self-confidence to the city, which I think is 

very important. It’s difficult for me not to get emotional, and they’re 
certainly not interested in emotion. I try to be as objective as I can, and 

sometimes I say things that sound self-serving, but I think I respected all 
my colleagues. Some of them I was very fond of, like Grace. I think the 

people of Los Angeles were lucky in another respect, and that is I was the 
mayor’s interface with the department heads, with all the department heads, 

regardless of who the liaison was, and what impressed me was that there 



was a deep sense of loyalty to the city, a strong sense of mission, which, to 

me, really accounted for the demands for more appropriations. They wanted 
more resources to accomplish their mission better, and our task was really 

to balance the general good with the ambitions of individual department 
heads. That impressed me. 

I’m not bureaucratic by nature, but some of my colleagues thought I was the 
resident bureaucrat because I worked with the bureaucrats. Sometimes 

there would be a proposal by a colleague which sounded very good and very 
exciting, and sometimes I would be the wet rag by suggesting that that’s not 

exactly kosher, couldn’t do that. By the city’s own rules we couldn’t do that. 
But I think it’s that balance and mix that really helped. There’s a guy who 

was a professor at UCLA, C. Z. Wilson. I don’t know whether you know him 
or not. He went through some of the Bradley papers. I don’t know how many 

of them he went through. Then he called me or I called him; I don’t know. 
But anyway, we talked. He said what he finds very curious about the Bradley 

administration is that when he looks at the city during the time that Bradley 

was mayor, he sees his imprint on many, many things, but when he looked 
for position papers and things of that sort, he couldn’t find them. He thought 

that perhaps that was because in our day-to-day function we were more oral 
than written. I don’t know whether that’s accurate or not, but it is true that 

very rarely did we submit lengthy position papers, not because we were not 
capable of doing it. We knew how to do it, but it was a meeting of the 

minds. And the truth is that Tom listened to all, so you couldn’t say, “Well, 
that was Anton’s idea.” Nuh-uh, it wasn’t Anton’s idea, it was Tom Bradley’s 

idea, because he heard it not only from Anton, but only god knows how 
many other people he heard it from. [laughs] So if Anton Calleia goes 

around saying, “Well, you know, Tom is doing what I told him to do. Ha, ha, 
ha, ha.” And I hope I never deluded myself into thinking that that’s the way 

he operated. I have memos where I’ve written memos suggesting 
something, and he wrote a big “No.” [laughs]  

PARKER 

I think I’ve seen some of those in the archives, yes. 
CALLEIA 

Have you seen some of those? “No.” I think he had a good relationship with 
the Council because he was a child of the Council, as indeed, I was too, and 

Maury Weiner and the senior staff. We were all veterans of the Council. Tom 
respected the council, and I think we treated the Council with respect, and I 

think we recognized that even though he bore responsibility for the budget 
and he proposed the budget every year, the Council should have some say. 

After all, why do you elect a Council member if they’re not going to have any 
say in how the city is run? So there was this, I think, productive relationship 

with the City Council, and, of course, politics being politics, we could 
anticipate some grandstanding occasionally in the Council on certain issues, 

particularly the police issue.  



PARKER 

Sure.  
CALLEIA 

But it was their right to do it. It was commonplace when I went to work for 
the city that people in academia would tell you that Los Angeles is a strong 

Council, weak mayor system. That was under the charter that was in effect 
until the year 2000, basically. 

Well, we operated under that charter, and in my opinion, the 1925 charter 
gave a good mayor enough power and a bad mayor too much power. I was 

on the Charter Commission when the charter was reformed, and I did make 
some suggestions that strengthened the mayor’s position, but basically, Los 

Angeles defies easy definitions with the way commissions are appointed. 
One thing that I valued in the old charter was that obviously the people who 

had drafted it placed a great deal of importance on continuity, so that the 
terms of office of commissions were five years, whereas the terms of offices 

of the mayor and Council members were four years. So I think the drafters 

of that charter expected one administration to blend into the next, and I 
think that’s ideal in a democracy. You don’t want revolutionary changes. And 

this is not an argument for incrementalism by any means. I mean, when I 
went to work for the Mayor’s Office, I kept the secretary that my 

predecessor had in the Mayor’s Office. He and I were different. He did not 
have the political tie to the mayor that I had with Bradley, but as far as the 

paper flow was concerned, my secretary was my savior. Mary Deguchi was 
tremendous. She knew the ropes. So as the cliché goes, we were able to hit 

the ground running because we did not disrupt, and built on what had been 
accomplished. Inadequate where it was, we improved it, and where it was 

bad, we replaced it. So I hope that’s how history remembers Tom Bradley.  
PARKER 

Yes, I was curious about that, right, the kind of idea in the literature that, 
you know, L.A. is this weak mayor, strong Council, that idea. I mean, one of 

the things that it seems like from looking back at the Bradley administration 

is that, you know, while staying within that charter, Bradley did kind of 
strengthen the position of mayor just in terms of being an activist mayor 

and creating kind of new departments. Do you think that’s fair? 
CALLEIA 

Well, yes, but the old charter gave him the power to do that. We 
reorganized. During our administration, we abolished some departments, 

created others, consolidated others. The new charter gives the mayor even 
greater latitude to do that than we had, but we did it even then, and we did 

it with the cooperation of the City Council. The areas where we had 
difficulties in an administrative sense is that the old charter used the words 

that the Council was the governing body of the city. And the city attorney, 
from time to time, if not frequently, would object to certain directives that 

the mayor would issue, claiming that he didn’t have the power to do it, and I 



thought that was absurd. The reason I thought it was absurd is because I 

was in charge of the executive directives of our administration. In other 
words—  

PARKER 
Right.  

CALLEIA 
And in one instance, I forget what the issue was, we issued an executive 

directive and some Council member—I think I know who it was, but I’m not 
sure—objected, saying that the mayor did not have power to do that. Well, 

the power was not explicit in the charter, but was not forbidden either. 
So the argument against the mayor was that the charter says that the 

Council is the governing body. Well, we never challenged that. Under the old 
or the new charter, the Council is in charge of the purse strings, and that 

tells you who’s in charge. [laughs] And every time a mayor submits a 
budget, he has to sell it to the Council. That’s what we did for twenty years.  

PARKER 

Backing up a little—I think we started getting ahead of ourselves a little bit, 
but it was great. Going back to—you were talking about a lot of the people, 

especially, you know, in the beginning of the Bradley administration coming 
out of the Civil Rights Movement, and I wondered if you could talk a little bit 

about—you were talking a little bit about your involvement with that group 
at UCLA and fair housing and things like that.  

CALLEIA 
My involvement was on a personal level, I mean when I was a newsman. 

Once I worked for Bradley or Braude, that was public. There were no secrets 
about it, and it was essentially promoting civil rights at every opportunity. In 

addition to that, I got very deeply involved in issues of environmental 
protection and conservation, and that was largely due to the influence of 

Marvin Braude, so that then Tom appointed me to Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy, where I served for two terms as chair. I think we did a lot of 

good that way. So I don’t know exactly what you—  

PARKER 
Well, so even just personally, the kind of civil rights activities that you were 

involved in, the kind of groups, if you wouldn’t mind talking about— 
CALLEIA 

Once I was part of the government, I felt I should not belong to any group, 
regardless of where my sympathies were, and that I observed until I left. I 

didn’t join the Sierra Club until I left the city government. I didn’t join the 
city historical society until I left the city, things of that sort, hoping that that 

would foster a genuine sense of objectivity.  
PARKER 

Right.  
CALLEIA 

So the truth is that everything is political.  



PARKER 

Right, right.  
CALLEIA 

And I think you just hope and wish that even when you advocate something 
that you cannot prove immediately, that in time it will prove itself.  

PARKER 
But I guess before—so before you were in city government, when you were 

still working as a reporter and it was just kind of a personal involvement, 
what kinds of things were you doing?  

CALLEIA 
Well, peripheral, largely by belonging to that fair group at UCLA and raising 

funds and attending events that were supporting what was happening in the 
South. My first physical meeting with Tom Bradley was at a party in Beverly 

Hills hosted by the late actor Tony Franciosa, and it was a party to collect 
food and money to give to people in the South who were being denied 

welfare benefits because they had registered to vote.  

PARKER 
Oh, yeah? 

CALLEIA 
I worked with that and got to know some people from the South.  

PARKER 
That would have been around ’64, the Johnson election?  

CALLEIA 
I’m trying to think. I think I was still a reporter reporting in Beverly Hills at 

the time, so, yes, it was around—don’t hold me to the date, but I think it 
was ’63, ’64 sometime.  

PARKER 
Yeah. Do you remember what your first—that first meeting with Bradley was 

like? Did you—  
CALLEIA 

It was very perfunctory, very, very perfunctory. Then when I went to work 

for Braude, I got to know his deputy, Maury Weiner, and Maury told me that 
he would like to see Bradley run for mayor, and would I want to be involved 

in that. And I said yes. So I worked with Maury. Then when Tom ran for 
mayor the first time in 1969, Marvin Braude was also running for reelection, 

so I stayed with Braude until he was reelected. He was reelected in the 
primary. After that, I took a leave of absence and went to work on the 

Bradley campaign, and worked on the Bradley campaign as deputy to Maury 
Weiner, who was the campaign manager at the time, until the runoff, which 

we lost. 
Then when we lost that, after that, I felt, kind of egotistically, I felt Bradley 

needed me, and so I quit my job with Braude, on good terms, and went to 
work for Bradley as his deputy, first press secretary, first formal 

speechwriter. That’s how our relationship started, and then I worked for him 



for a couple of years. Then for financial reasons more than any other, I went 

to work for the chief legislative analyst in the city, and that was really my 
first familiarization with the city budget. When Bradley was elected, Tom 

called me. He says, “I would like you to come back.” I said, “Make me an 
offer I can’t refuse.” He said, “Well, what do you want?” I said, “I want to 

report to you directly.” To my mind at that time, salary was not the critical 
issue, I think, but reporting directly to Bradley was. He said, “That’s okay 

with me.” So I was hired there and then, and even though I reported directly 
to him, I’m not suggesting that I was in any way undermining the deputy 

mayors. I respected them, whoever they were, and I always kept them 
informed as to what I was doing, but very often Tom would ask me to do 

this or that and I would proceed, and out of common courtesy, if nothing 
else, I would always tell the deputy mayors what I was up to, and I didn’t 

have any problems with any of them.  
PARKER 

I guess I’d like to kind of break down those transitions a little bit. So first 

could we talk about—so when you went to work for Braude in the Council, 
could you just talk about that period a little bit? And then that would also 

have been when Bradley was first becoming—in his kind of first term as a 
councilman as well, right? This, like [unclear]? 

CALLEIA 
Well, he had been in the Council. I think he was one term ahead of Braude.  

PARKER 
Okay.  

CALLEIA 
I think my wife just got home. And with Braude, the issues were rampant 

development of the hills. That was a big concern. [interruption]  
PARKER 

Okay. We’re good.  
CALLEIA 

With Braude, environment was his top concern, and that included this 

rampant development of the hills in Santa Monica Mountains specifically, and 
he felt that it was completely out of control and tried to bring some order to 

it, not with an outright prohibition, but with laws that better controlled 
density. What was critical in those mountains was the slope where there was 

cut and fill, the angle of the slope. One of his priorities was to get an 
ordinance passed so that you could not have a slope that was steeper than, I 

think, 45 degrees or something like that, and we had support in the Council 
for that. Also, coincidentally, Braude’s first term, Yorty was still the mayor 

and Yorty was proposing to take 64 acres in Elysian Park to build a 
Convention Center there.  

PARKER 
Oh, right, yeah. 

CALLEIA 



And Braude was outraged by that, and he essentially started advocating a 

Convention Center downtown, which eventually prevailed. Also 
simultaneously there was an effort to permit oil drilling in Elysian Park, 

which Braude opposed and kept oil drilling out of Elysian Park. So if it were 
not for Braude, I think Elysian Park would not be the heavily used park that 

we have today, and it is heavily used. It’s true that Dodger Stadium 
introduced a great deal of traffic into it, but at least that’s on the other side. 

Other issues were more local. We had experienced some landslides in the 
Eleventh Council District. We had problems in the Venice area and the 

Oakwood area. The first crisis for him was the Watts Riots, and we had some 
copycat stuff done in Venice. Our job was to cool it down and at least 

maintain order, and I think he did very well with that. In that instance, I 
think the African American community in Venice realized they had a friend in 

Marvin Braude. Marvin was remarkable. He was way ahead of his time. Many 
people had never heard of the term “ecology,” and I had heard about it 

because I had taken zoology in college. He was concerned about destroying 

the natural ecology of our area, not only in the mountains, but also in the 
flatlands. He will probably always be remembered for the cigarette smoking 

ban, where he was the first, certainly on the West Coast, the first legislator 
to claim, correctly, that second-hand smoke was as lethal as if you were 

smoking it directly. 
He was, in my opinion, a very good steward of the public trust. He was a 

bright man, an honest man, and he felt that he had an obligation to use his 
best judgment in every case, regardless of the political consequences, 

because he felt that was the true nature of the trusteeship that he had won, 
and he did that to the end of his days. He served in Council for thirty-two 

years.  
PARKER 

Wow.  
CALLEIA 

Yes. And that’s what I think term limits has done. You can’t have a Marvin 

Braude. You can never have another Tom Bradley, because it takes time and 
you have to establish a stable period to be able to do things that are 

significant. Marvin was a great teacher to me. I used to tease him, but I 
learned a lot of things from him. He taught me that the more important a 

decision is, the more you should put off making it. [laughs] And I’m the 
opposite. By nature, I’m the opposite. I used to tease him. I would say, 

“Marv, you remind me that if you were Eisenhower and we hit the beach 
already, you’d tell us it was the wrong day, we have to turn back.” [laughs] 

Of course, that was an exaggeration, but second thoughts, you know, 
second thoughts. Some very fundamental economics that kids should be 

taught in school, and that is that the cost of something is not the price that 
you pay for it, but what you have to do without to have it. If you approach 

your personal expenses as well as public expenses in that way, then you 



really start valuing or assigning the proper kind of value to what you do. 

Well, I’ve been pontificating as you told me to do. [End of March 28, 2013 
interview] 

1.2. SESSION TWO 

(March 28, 2013) 

PARKER 
This is Caitlin Parker. We’re on our second session with Anton Calleia, and 

it’s still March 28, 2013. So we left off talking about your time as deputy in 

Councilman Braude’s office. So let’s talk about how you became involved 
with Bradley in the Bradley campaign. 

CALLEIA 
Yes, I think I stated earlier that I had become acquainted with his chief 

deputy, Maury Weiner, and it was Maury who told me that Tom would 
eventually run for mayor or was thinking of running for mayor, and he 

wanted to know what I thought of the idea. I had seen Tom in action on the 
City Council, and I was all in favor of his running for mayor, especially since 

at that time I thought Yorty was a joke. So that’s really where I got 
involved. After Braude was reelected in his first term—he was reelected in 

the primary—I took a leave of absence to work in the Bradley campaign. 
That’s in 1969, and we lost that campaign. When that campaign was over, I 

thought that there was a job for me to do on Bradley’s staff, and I talked to 
Bradley and he said yes.  

PARKER 

Could we talk a little bit about, I guess, first what had sort of impressed you 
that made you think that, you know, Bradley should run for mayor?  

CALLEIA 
Well, I think he cared for people. I think that’s probably my number one. He 

was a good listener. He listened to everybody, and although he was entirely 
private in how he arrived at his judgment on matters, but he was receptive 

to everybody, literally. And I think we needed that kind of openness in the 
city and that kind of responsiveness, and I think I was not disappointed. So 

basically that’s it in a nutshell. 
PARKER 

And what did—you know, you’d worked for a council member under Yorty. 
What were your experiences working with him or impressions of him?  

CALLEIA 
Well, with—  

PARKER 

With Yorty.  
CALLEIA 

Well, I had no direct dealings with Yorty at all, except that as Braude’s first 
deputy, apart from the issues that I identified earlier, the Convention Center 



issue, the location of the Convention Center, the problem of conserving and 

protecting the hills and Santa Monica Mountains, the protection of Elysian 
Park from oil drilling, but there was another issue which really was 

confrontational vis-à-vis Yorty, and that was the corruption in the 
Department of Recreation and Parks. Marvin had been appointed to chair the 

Parks and Recreation Committee of the City Council, and he started 
investigating the department’s contracts, the contracts that had gone out, 

and we discovered a lot of hanky-panky, so much so that not directly as a 
result of our investigation, but a parallel investigation by the district attorney 

resulted in one of Yorty’s commissioners going to prison. So it was serious 
stuff, all kinds of payoffs and that sort of thing. 

So the relationship between Braude and Yorty was not a friendly one by any 
means. He had taken on Yorty on the issue of the location of the Convention 

Center and then on the issue of corruption in Recreation and Parks 
Department. Also, Yorty was pro-development in the sense that it was 

almost laissez-faire for development of the hills, and Braude didn’t like that. 

It was destructive of the hills and devastating to the environment. So that’s, 
in a nutshell, the relationship between Braude and the Yorty administration. 

Coincidentally, Braude and Bradley were really on the same side on these 
issues. There was another influential member of the City Council at the time, 

and that was Ed Edelman, who was a very good man. He subsequently 
served as member of the Board of Supervisors. But it was the Finance 

Committee that used to terrorize Yorty, and it was made up of Braude, 
Bernardi, and Bradley, the terrible Bs. [laughs] But Marvin, as Sheila said, is 

a very good man, a very good man, contentious, and I think intellectually he 
was as bright as they come.  

PARKER 
And so once you started working for—or, you know, organizing with 

Bradley’s mayoral campaign, what kinds of things were you doing?  
CALLEIA 

Well, in terms of Bradley running for mayor again in ’73, I was not involved 

in any campaign.  
PARKER 

Or in ’69? 
CALLEIA 

In ’69, as I told you, I was involved in the runoff campaign and I worked at 
headquarters and produced some handout literature, helped organize some 

precinct work with Warren Hollier. So I was working full-time on the 
campaign and being a general gofer for Maury Weiner.  

PARKER 
And I know that was a campaign where Yorty and some of the people 

supporting him ran a fairly racist campaign against Bradley.  
CALLEIA 

Oh, yes, yes.  



PARKER 

What was your experience of that?  
CALLEIA 

Well, I think it was deplorable. The campaign did the best to counteract it. It 
was blatantly racist. They were putting out bumper stickers where they said 

“Black Power” and the raised fist. Bradley was anything but a militant on the 
civil rights issue. I think he believed in peaceful protest, very much on the 

order of Martin Luther King. So it was bad, except that there was racism 
which was much more pronounced in the city at that time than it is now, 

particularly in the Valley. So we lost the ’69 campaign.  
PARKER 

What was your experience? Because you were living in the Valley then as 
well, right?  

CALLEIA 
Well, yes. I had moved to the Valley sometime after ’65. I don’t remember 

exactly.  

PARKER 
I was just curious, you know, what was your sense of, you know, maybe 

your neighbors, you know, were they supportive? What was the kind of— 
CALLEIA 

Well, I’ll tell you a little story which may illustrate what the attitude was. My 
younger daughter, Maria, she was very young. She was just dying to get 

involved in the campaign. We lived in the Valley, and she wanted to do 
something for Mr. Bradley. So one day we let her take some brochures to 

give to neighbors, and she went to the lady across the street. She said to—I 
forget her last name. She had an Italian name. She said, “I would like to 

give you this brochure about Mr. Bradley, and I hope you will vote for Mr. 
Bradley.” This lady said to Maria—she should have had better sense, but said 

to Maria, “But Maria, people think that if Mr. Bradley is elected, the blacks 
will take over. What do you think of that?” And Maria said, “If it’s okay with 

Mr. Bradley, it’s okay with me.” [laughter] And that endeared her to Tom 

Bradley, needless to say.  
PARKER 

Yeah.  
CALLEIA 

So anyway, but that was the racist element in the campaign, that people 
didn’t trust—I think largely because the two groups were so segregated, 

they didn’t see each other as fellow human beings, which is very sad, but 
that’s the way it was. I think what helped us overcome that was really the 

support of the Jewish community. The Jewish community was just, I think, 
indispensible in both campaigns, even though we lost the first one. The Yorty 

campaign was ugly. The city deserved better, but that’s the way it was.  
PARKER 



In terms of support for Bradley, what were some of the major—you 

mentioned the Jewish community. What were some of the major— 
CALLEIA 

Well, in terms of voting groups, we had very good support on the Westside. 
We had good support in South Central Los Angeles, needless to say. We had 

support in the Mexican American community also, but voter registration was 
very low. We had pockets in the Valley that were strongly for us. The area 

around Cal State Northridge was for us very strongly. Some sections of 
Encino and Sherman Oaks were for us, but the rest was not so good. We lost 

the Valley the first campaign.  
PARKER 

And you said—you mentioned also labor was a major support.  
CALLEIA 

Yes, labor was a support in both instances, both the first and second 
campaign, and I think labor remained supportive of Bradley throughout his 

tenure, County Federation of Labor. And what’s interesting, Tom, as member 

of the city’s management team, was a pretty tough negotiator, so the notion 
that because he had labor support he was in the pocket of the unions, nuh-

uh. The truth is, to my mind, Tom wasn’t in anybody’s pocket. He really tried 
to be fair. It was mandated by state law, but we accepted collective 

bargaining as the way to do things.  
PARKER 

Did the campaign in ’69 have a particular strategy in terms of presenting 
Bradley, who at that time, you know, he was much better known in ’73 when 

he ran again, might not have been known as well citywide? 
CALLEIA 

I don’t want to oversimplify, but I think the challenge was to project him as 
being a safe black person. In the public mind, or some section of the public 

mind, blacks were seen as being troublemakers or radical in some respect. 
Tom was anything but that, a former cop. To some degree, he was a cop all 

his life. That was a challenge. What helped us in the second campaign was 

that in the intervening years, a black man by the name of Wilson Riles ran 
for Superintendent of Public Instruction in California, statewide office, and 

many of us on the Bradley team got involved in that campaign, and if there 
was some illusion in our first campaign that somehow the public would 

overlook the fact that Tom was black, obviously, if that ever was the intent, 
it was a futile effort. Wilson Riles was projected as a black man who cared 

for our children, and he won statewide office. So, personally I learned a lot 
from that campaign, and I think it also showed a shift in public attitudes.  

PARKER 
Do you remember kind of what Tom Bradley’s reaction to losing in ’69 was? 

Did he have—kind of afterwards did he talk to staff?  
CALLEIA 



Well, I wasn’t there, whatever he said to staff. I remember that we awaited 

the results at the Hollywood Palladium, and we all were hoping that he 
would win, and of course it was heartbreaking that he didn’t. But obviously I 

don’t think there was anyone among us who thought that this would be the 
end of his campaign, that he would continue and try again, which he did. In 

elections, as you know, you’re going to win or you lose. You don’t win 
second place or third place or what have you. But at least that campaign and 

the first campaign and how he conducted himself, I think gave Tom good 
exposure that paid off in the ’73 campaign, even though it was four years 

later.  
PARKER 

In terms of the, I guess the financing of the campaign or the funding, did 
that significantly increase from ’69 to ’73? What was his financing [unclear]? 

CALLEIA 
I had nothing to do with fundraising ever—  

PARKER 

Oh, okay.  
CALLEIA 

—so I really—  
PARKER 

Okay.  
CALLEIA 

—can’t speak to that.  
PARKER 

Okay.  
CALLEIA 

But I would suspect there was a substantial increase in the funding for the 
second campaign.  

PARKER 
Uh-huh.  

CALLEIA 

I don’t remember what the figures were, but that’s my general impression, 
that, yes, money was easier to raise the second time around.  

PARKER 
So then from the campaign, could you talk about how you transitioned or 

what your next step was?  
CALLEIA 

You mean the ’69 campaign?  
PARKER 

Yeah. 
CALLEIA 

Well, the ’69 campaign, when it was over, I started working in his Council 
office, and that basically was a transition that I sought and which he 

allowed. I started working as his deputy, as his press secretary, and 



speechwriter. Sometimes I would only prepare talking points after talking to 

him. And that kind of relationship continued until I left to go work for the 
chief legislative analyst, but it resumed when I went to work for him in the 

Mayor’s Office. By then we knew each other well enough so that all he had 
to do on a piece of paper, just put “Anton,” and he expected me to deal with 

it, whatever was the right way to deal with it, whether it was a zoning 
matter or whatever it was. One day Sheila came downtown to have lunch 

with me, and as I was taking a phone call, she started looking in my “in” 
box, and she saw the variety of things that Tom was sending my way, and 

she said, “Why does the mayor send this stuff to you?” And I said, “Maybe 
it’s because he doesn’t know what to do with it.” And she said, “And you’re 

supposed to know?” [laughter] But these were time-consuming issues and 
he had to have somebody do it, and most of the time I knew what his 

attitude toward particular questions were, so it wasn’t a difficult thing for me 
to do. Basically the answer that I prepared for his signature was how he felt, 

not how I felt.  

PARKER 
Oh, I was going to say—just in the Council time period, if you just talk a 

little bit about what some of the main issues that you were—that he was 
involved with then. 

CALLEIA 
In the Council?  

PARKER 
Uh-huh.  

CALLEIA 
Oh, god.  

PARKER 
So one of the things I was thinking, that was also when he was getting 

involved in some kinds of—was that when I think he had a leadership 
position in the California League of Cities?  

CALLEIA 

Yes.  
PARKER 

So I was just wondering if there was—  
CALLEIA 

Yes, and in the California League of Cities he became good friends with the 
guy who was mayor of San Diego, Pete Wilson—  

PARKER 
Pete Wilson. Oh.  

CALLEIA 
—who subsequently served as senator from California. Both he and Pete 

were involved in the National League of Cities also.  
PARKER 



Because, yeah, he went on to become, I think, president of that right after 

he was elected mayor, ’73 or ’74, Bradley did.  
CALLEIA 

Yes. He was also involved in—I don’t know what the name of the 
organization was, but it was one dealing with regional councils that was not 

just cities, but associations of governments within specific geographic areas.  
PARKER 

Right. 
CALLEIA 

And I think that was an expression of his interest in regionalism, basically, 
that particularly on transportation issues you just couldn’t plan for your 

neighborhood kind of stuff.  
PARKER 

Right.  
CALLEIA 

It may sound like self-aggrandizement, but he picked good people. He 

picked good people for his staff, and I think that makes all the difference in 
the world. First of all, all of us really believed in what he was doing and were 

willing to work our fannies off for him, which we did, all of us. I can’t think of 
a single colleague on the staff who was there just for the ride. I mean, we all 

worked. It was a job I think that gave us pride, that we really made a 
difference. And, of course, through it all, you knew that you and he both 

were involved in something larger than ourselves and larger than the city of 
Los Angeles, and a just society, which is really what we wanted. I don’t 

know what he would think now with the terrible inequality we have, 
economic inequality we have. I’m sure it would upset him, but what he 

would do about it, I don’t know. He’s gone. But I think we’re going to pay a 
price, if not immediately, over the long run about the economic inequality 

that exists. So I think we should break.  
PARKER 

Okay. 

CALLEIA 
Because I think you’re falling asleep. I’m putting you to sleep. [End of March 

28, 2013 interview] 

1.3. SESSION THREE 

(April 16, 2013) 

PARKER 

Okay. So this is Caitlin Parker. It’s April 16, 2013, and I’m here with Anton 

Calleia in Carlsbad, California. So why don’t we begin talking about the 
Olympics planning. I mean, one of the things that struck me was how early 

on the planning started. So I was wondering if you could talk about that, 



when it first became something that the Bradley administration became 

involved in. 
CALLEIA 

Well, during our era, the International Olympic Committee provided a six-
year lead time for the games, so you had to indicate your interest or submit 

your bid as the case may be, six years before the year that you planned to 
get the games. So for the 1980 games, we had to do something in 1974, 

which was really barely a year after Bradley had come to office. But we were 
advised that if we were serious about getting the games eventually, we had 

to keep our place in line. What I mean by that is that the previous 
administration had applied for the 1976 games, which had gone to Montreal. 

Now it was a new competition for 1980, and the Russians had a head start, 
but we still had to show up, and we did show up, show up at Vienna 

primarily, and put in our bid. I don’t think anybody really expected us to get 
the games, the 1980 games, but at least that put us in a position to be 

ready to start bidding in 1978 for the ’84 games, which we did. What is not 

often recognized is that the idea of bringing the games to L.A. started with 
the City Council. I remember representing the mayor before a Council 

committee where I said what he told me I should say, that he would support 
the games if they could be made to pay for themselves. So I think it’s very 

important to remember that from the very start, Bradley did not want to risk 
the public treasury in order to bring the games. And secondly, he believed 

that in a partnership with the private sector, the games could be put on 
successfully.  

PARKER 
That’s interesting that it was the Council. Who, which members, which 

Council members were pushing that? 
CALLEIA 

Well, I’m foggy on that. It’s been a long time, but if my memory serves me 
right, there was a motion by Louis Nowell expressing interest in the games, 

and there were committee hearings on that, and I remember testifying to 

the effect that Bradley would support the games if they could be shown to 
pay for themselves. Obviously, after we looked at what had happened in 

Montreal, we came to the conclusion that, well, number one, they should be 
funded in the private sector, but secondly, the risk of a financial disaster was 

minimal when you looked at what happened in Montreal. Montreal had a 
surplus in their operating budget. They went overboard in their capital 

construction. In the case of Los Angeles, we had all the facilities in place, if 
not within the city of Los Angeles, at least in the surrounding area, and we 

had confidence that the operating budget could be managed. As it turned 
out, Peter Ueberroth did a magnificent job and the games generated a 

surplus of, I think, 225 or 250 million, which is a lot of money.  
PARKER 



Right, yeah. Because there was also an organizing committee, right, of kind 

of businessmen who had been interested in the bringing the games back, 
since ’32, right? 

CALLEIA 
Yes, there was an ongoing group headed by John Argue, and that was the 

Southern California Committee for the Olympic Games. And needless to say, 
we partnered with them to put together the bid. They had maintained 

contact with the United States Olympic Committee, with the International 
Olympic Committee over the years, and that made it much easier for us to 

resume the dialogue and ultimately negotiate.  
PARKER 

Uh-huh. Because then at what point—I know it became an issue that Bradley 
was saying, you know, “We will only do this if the city will not be at risk for 

kind of financial liability.”  
CALLEIA 

Yes.  

PARKER 
And then you had members of the Council opposing it on that basis that 

there was going—the city would ultimately have to assume that risk or might 
have to [unclear].  

CALLEIA 
Well, historically, the IOC had always insisted that the host city assume full 

financial responsibility, and Bradley would not do that, period. He would not 
do that. So what he wanted the IOC to give us the games, then we’ll turn 

them over to a private organizing committee, and the organizing committee 
will assume all responsibility for financing the games and for any deficit that 

might develop. As it turned out, there was no deficit, so everything was 
okay. But that was one of the issues. 

The technical issue was that the IOC wanted to control the revenue that 
came in. For instance, the biggest source of revenue for the games at that 

time was the contract for television coverage in the United States, and we 

had people on our team, David Wolper being one of them, who believed, and 
I believed it, too, and so did Bradley, that we could negotiate a better 

contract. We said, “We’ll give you your share, but let us negotiate it.” I don’t 
know whether you’ve seen the coverage by Kenneth Reich of the Times at 

the time. He kept insisting—I mean, he lobbied me all the way to many and 
many a meeting, that we should have ironclad cost controls. To be sure, you 

had no problem with ironclad cost controls, but we always felt it was more 
important to control the money coming in. As it turned out, I think both the 

USOC and the International Olympic Committee made more money from the 
L.A. games than they had ever made.  

PARKER 
Right, and the ABC media contract was one of the largest.  

CALLEIA 



Yes, that’s correct. So it was idealistic but also practical. The question is 

always asked, “Why bother? We had other problems.” And the reality is that 
there had been a dreadful, shocking terrorist attack in the Munich games. 

Everybody was talking about the deficit in Montreal, which by the way, I 
think just got paid off this year. And the country was in a funk. I don’t know 

whether you remember. This was in the aftermath of the Vietnam War, a 
very unpopular war. Even the President of the United States, Carter, felt 

there was a malaise in the country, with a lack of confidence and what have 
you. I think deep down, I mean, only he could tell you that, but I had a 

feeling that Bradley felt that we needed something to get our city excited 
and show what we can do when we put our mind to it. I think he derived 

more pleasure from seeing the city united in the effort and succeeding as we 
did. Of course, it was tremendous exposure for the city of Los Angeles, both 

during the period going up to the games, as well as during the games. 
I represented the city overseas several times, and everybody wanted to 

come to L.A. Only in L.A. it had become a political football, which really hurt. 

I’m an American by choice, and I could understand their wish to come here, 
but unfortunately, there were some radio talk shows in town where they 

were really down on the Olympics, and Kenneth Reich didn’t help one bit. 
Ironically, the Los Angeles Times editorially supported the games, so did Jim 

Murray, who was probably their top sports writer, and Melvin Durslag as 
well. But I don’t know what it was with Ken Reich. There’s a personal touch 

here. It’s kind of ironic. When I left the Times, I was replaced by Ken Reich. 
[laughs] And we became very good friends, but then during the games he 

became the bane of my existence. We remained friends, so that I gave the 
eulogy when he died. But anyway, that’s a little background.  

PARKER 
I was surprised you were talking about the international image of Los 

Angeles and representing the city abroad. How closely tied in with it were 
the Olympics with an idea of, you know, a big mission abroad this was also 

creating Los Angeles as the capital of the Pacific Rim, expanding trade? Were 

those tied in? 
CALLEIA 

Well, I don’t know whether it was explicit, but it was certainly tied in. The 
emphasis on trade with Asia, where Los Angeles was essentially the gateway 

to the United States, yes, I think that was part of it. To what extent—I think 
it was implied, if not explicit.  

PARKER 
Was it also about—was there a sense of wanting to change maybe the image 

of L.A.? That was also a time when, you know, kind of crime was on the rise. 
You had certain kind of public images of L.A.  

CALLEIA 
Yes, one of the problems is Los Angeles is a media center, and the television 

news that was getting out of L.A. was mostly about crime, which was very 



discouraging. It was about crime and smog and traffic jams, and there was 

more to Los Angeles than that. The public, our own as well as foreigners, 
needed to see that. But we also felt that it would be a morale booster for 

people living in L.A., that they’re serving as host to the entire world. The 
Olympics are a celebration. They’re not something having to do with terribly 

serious stuff. They’re games. It’s a party, and I think—not I think, I know 
that Bradley felt it would be nice to hold a party, and for the people of Los 

Angeles to feel that they are good hosts and would be welcoming and the 
city would do a good job. The things that we negotiated were very, very 

important. We had a no-strike guarantee from the unions, no strikes during 
the games. We had ordinances which essentially prevented profiteering by 

hotels and taxicabs and what have you. We had ordinances regarding 
scalping. We negotiated with the private sector, particularly the trucking 

industry, to make all deliveries at night so that the streets would not be 
clogged. It went on and on and on. There was a great deal of effort, and 

everybody really cooperated.  

PARKER 
In terms of the citizen support, were there specific areas of the city where 

there was more support or more opposition? Did any of those stand out? 
CALLEIA 

No. We conducted a survey. We contracted to have a survey done. I think it 
was a field poll that did it, and there was universal support for the games, 

with one caveat, and the caveat was that we don’t want public money spent 
on the games. Remember, this was the era of Proposition 13. I don’t know 

whether you know what Proposition 13 is, but anyway—  
PARKER 

Yeah.  
CALLEIA 

And so as long as the games were spartan and we didn’t use public money 
to bring them here, everybody was for them. The opposition was basically to 

using public funds.  

PARKER 
And what about South L.A.? I mean, I know, you know, the facilities were 

spread out all over the region, but the center, the heart of it was kind of the 
Coliseum, and USC to a certain extent, and I was just wondering what—kind 

of what was the role of the neighborhoods around that area.  
CALLEIA 

Well, I think they welcomed the games. They welcomed the games. You’re 
right, the Coliseum was the focal point because people like me think that 

track and field are the heart of the Olympics.  
PARKER 

I just remember seeing in the archives some, I guess, meeting. There was a 
citizen group, like the Olympic Neighbors or something like that, that was 

kind of the neighborhood surrounding the Coliseum. I don’t— 



CALLEIA 

I don’t remember the details. I’m sorry.  
PARKER 

No? Okay. And yet I guess—one of the things that I was also curious about 
is if you could talk a little bit about—and I don’t know how much you were 

involved, but bringing Peter Ueberroth on board to—  
CALLEIA 

I was not involved in that at all. Peter Ueberroth was chosen by the ad hoc 
interim organizing committee that was set up. See, once we got the 

provisional award of the games, then we had to negotiate—not negotiate, 
but, well, yes, negotiate, I guess—negotiate transferring responsibility of the 

games to the private committee, with the help of Burt Pines, who was the 
city attorney at that time, who succeeded in doing that. From that point on, 

I was not involved. My involvement ended with the city essentially signing 
the contract with the IOC. Beyond that point, it became the organizing 

committee to select an executive director and to organize the games, which 

they did.  
PARKER 

Oh, okay. And was it difficult to get the IOC to agree to—what ultimately led 
them to agree to saying, “Okay, you know, we’ll break this rule that cities 

are usually financially responsible”? 
CALLEIA 

Well, I think at that point the United States Olympic Committee came into 
the picture, and I’m sorry I’m foggy on this point, but I think they were 

willing to guarantee any loss. As it turned out, they did very well as a result 
of the games. So I think that helped a great deal, and it not only helped—it 

also, I think, helped the IOC save face, so to speak. The IOC and a lot of the 
world press thought that we were very arrogant the way we were going to 

the IOC demanding certain things when we were supposed to be pleading, 
please, to give us the games. All what we were saying is that, “These are 

going to be spartan games. We want control. We’ll make you proud of us, 

but we’re going to do it.” And at one point, as you may have found out, Tom 
Bradley was ready to say, “Forget it.” And that’s when they blinked. We had 

a very important meeting in Mexico City, where I represented the mayor and 
the city, and there was a representative of the City Council in the person of 

the chief legislative analyst, Kenneth Spiker. And at that meeting were Mr. 
Kane, who was head of the United States Olympic Committee; Don Miller, 

who was the executive director of the United States Olympic Committee; 
and I think—I’m not sure now—there may have been one or two members of 

the United States National Olympic Committee, plus, of course, Lord Killanin 
and Monique Berlioux, who was the executive director of the IOC. 

The point that we made at that meeting was that, “We recognized the 
games belong to the IOC. We’re not trying to usurp that in any way, and 

that you are the guardians of the Olympics. We are hardnosed and have 



used, perhaps, some hardnosed language because of the political 

atmosphere in Los Angeles, and, again, we’ll do you proud.”  
PARKER 

Right. And part of the issue, I guess was that—was there—I guess it was 
only really Tehran was sort of—Iran was sort of in competition.  

CALLEIA 
Well, but they dropped out.  

PARKER 
They dropped out, so it was really—were there any other [unclear]?  

CALLEIA 
There was no one else unless they went back to another city. We were very 

strongly supported on the IOC by New Zealand, Australia, and several other 
countries. One guy in particular, he’s dead now, is Lance Cross from New 

Zealand was very good in giving us advice on how to work things out with 
the executive committee of the IOC.  

PARKER 

Was the administration involved at all once L.A. had secured the Olympics 
and it was leading up to them? Did they have any role in sort of negotiations 

with other countries about boycotting or not coming to the Olympics?  
CALLEIA 

No. Well, Carter, President Carter, almost killed the Olympics by essentially 
forcing the United States Olympic Committee to boycott the Moscow games 

because of Afghanistan. In retrospect, I think that was regrettable, but it 
was done and then, of course, tit for tat, they boycotted our games, and we 

thought that was also regrettable because they were an athletic powerhouse 
and competition, but we had tremendous representation from countries all 

over the world. So, yes, it was regrettable.  
PARKER 

Once the kind of Olympic, you know, Peter Ueberroth and the private sort of 
organization took over, how involved was the administration in kind of like 

the day-to-day organizing? 

CALLEIA 
Well, we maintained liaison. I essentially was through by then. But 

obviously, the city could not abdicate its responsibility for public safety, 
number one, and the issues of transportation, particularly, and things of that 

sort were also the responsibility of the city, so the city and the organizing 
committee needed to talk with each other because these Olympic venues 

generate a lot of traffic and the city needs to be aware of that, and what 
volumes of traffic to expect and what times of day that would be. So yes, 

there was very close, very close cooperation between the city and the 
organizing committee, and I think the police department did a very good job 

in coordinating many agencies in public safety.  
PARKER 

What was your experience with the Olympics? Did you go to events?  



CALLEIA 

Yes, I did. I went to track events and I went to the closing ceremony. I 
didn’t go to the opening ceremony. I didn’t have a ticket.  

PARKER 
But what were your memories of kind of what the city was like?  

CALLEIA 
Well, I think it was very exciting. I think people throughout the city were 

excited. I took my wife with me to the closing ceremony, and we drove 
downtown. I left my car at City Hall and we took a bus to the games. We 

met some foreigners on the bus, and it was really very exciting. It was 
exciting going to the games and coming back. It was sad to see them go, 

but everything comes to an end.  
PARKER 

Yeah, well, so one of the things that it seems like from some of the 
comments I’ve seen from Bradley is that he took away from the games was 

the strength, how effective that sort of public-private partnership could be. 

CALLEIA 
Yes. Well, he prided himself on that, because very early on in our 

administration, you may recall, there was the Arab oil boycott, and we 
worked very closely with the private sector to devise ways to survive the 

shortage of fuels and what have you. Also more or less during that time 
period—I don’t recall the exact date—California was going through a terrible 

water drought, and it was through a private-public partnership that we 
devised a conservation system that was recognized nationwide. On energy 

consumption, the idea of establishing a baseline, that started with our 
administration.  

PARKER 
So that was something that he carried forward into the games and that 

made him think that this kind of thing would be possible or—  
CALLEIA 

Well, yes. I mean, for instance, when we were competing with the city of 

New York in Colorado Springs because they were bidding for the games as 
well, one of the questions—I don’t know who asked it—they asked it of 

Governor Brown, Jerry Brown. He was governor then. They asked him, 
“What are you going to do about the drought?” [laughs] It was like Los 

Angeles was going to turn into a desert. I don’t remember exactly how Jerry 
handled it, but obviously we have occasional droughts, and sometimes they 

coincide with events. But when you talk to people who were here during the 
games, they will tell you the traffic flowed, everything worked very 

smoothly, and the only quote, unquote, “terrorist attack” was essentially a 
vanity crime by a misguided police officer who planted a bomb or a make-

believe bomb on a school bus and then “discovered” it to make a hero of 
himself, which was kind of sad.  

PARKER 



In this article, yeah. 

CALLEIA 
Very sad. But security was very, very good. People who were against 

bringing the games were afraid. Terrorism was beginning to grow all over 
the world. But Tom, being the kind of man he is, was not going to be 

intimidated by the threat of terrorism, and ideologically it’s unacceptable 
that terrorists should dictate how we behave. A lack of confidence, generally 

speaking, and I think the games did a lot to promote spirit.  
PARKER 

So I was wondering if we could switch gears and talk a little bit—another 
major thing that you were involved with was budget policy. 

CALLEIA 
More or less. [laughs]  

PARKER 
And so, you know, I was just wondering if we could talk about that sort of 

chronologically. And one of the things that struck me, looking at, you know, 

even Braude’s very early budgets, is even though you still had federal 
programs, how clearly, you know, the need to have an austere budget and 

the need to make sure that everything was in balance in case those monies 
went away, how prominent that was [unclear].  

CALLEIA 
Well, what was paramount in Tom’s thinking was that we must not spend 

more than we have, and therefore, all our revenue projections, I think, 
were, I guess, conservative, if one has to characterize it one way or the 

other. No budget was based on wishful thinking, and every penny that was 
being proposed to be spent, Tom wanted to be convinced that it was worth 

doing and there was some benefit to be derived from it. We always gave 
highest priority to public safety, and that included not only the police 

department and fire department, but also the Department of Sanitation. So 
those operations got our highest priority, but at the same time, we did not 

neglect the cultural life of the city, and we funded cultural activities through 

the general city purposes fund.  
PARKER 

Because, I mean, even in the first year it seemed like, you know, there was 
kind of an across-the-board cut where budget—where city departments 

[unclear] to reduce their expenditures by 5 percent and then propose to 
Bradley kind of why if they were going to go beyond that, or have new 

expenditures, kind of what the value was of it [unclear]. 
CALLEIA 

Well, we came into office where there was already an adopted budget, 
because that’s the way it works, and we wanted to make sure that what 

money we had was being spent wisely and that we would not be spending 
more than realistically we could expect. We trimmed the budget in that first 

year, but I don’t know what else I can tell you about that in specific terms. I 



know that if we had not trimmed the budget, we would have ended up in a 

deficit situation.  
PARKER 

Was it also on the radar, you know, there would be this tax roll that, you 
know, would ultimately come about in Proposition 13, but how much of that 

was a concern in the—  
CALLEIA 

Well, I don’t know whether that was so obvious in 1973 when we came in, 
because it culminated in ’78, as you remember. But taxes are not anybody’s 

favorite. I think it was important for us to show that money was being spent 
wisely, whatever it was, and I think that was sort of the guiding principle 

throughout. And then, of course, Proposition 13 forced us into some drastic 
economies. We had some differences with the City Council on that because 

we felt that the rational way to deal with the shortfall would be to eliminate 
certain programs that were not high priority. But the City Council, I think 

that year we sent to the Council something like at least six versions of the 

budget to try to base it on the actual revenue in hand, and they were all 
rejected, and the Council opted for achieving reductions through attrition 

and deferred maintenance. And that was creating enormous problems, 
problems of efficiency, because attrition is random, for one thing, and 

deferred maintenance only puts off the day of reckoning, so much so that we 
came up with a novel idea, and that is that we created the—I’m trying to 

remember what it was called [Municipal Improvement Corporation of Los 
Angeles (MICLA)]. Well, we created the nonprofit corporation, the name 

escapes me right now, even though I served on its board for many years. 
The idea was that this corporation would sell Certificates of Participation, 

which would have the benefit of tax write-off, and the money that would be 
raised with this paper, the city could up front vehicle replacements primarily, 

because at one point we were in a devastating situation where 20 percent of 
our automotive fleet was inoperable. You can’t operate the police 

department, the fire department, or public works with such a setup. That 

was approved, and I think that helped the city tremendously. That was done 
through a private committee that the mayor established. The mayor 

established a committee to advise him on the city budget, and the 
recommendation was the creation of this—gosh, I apologize. I can’t—  

PARKER 
We can look it up. 

CALLEIA 
I’m blocking on it.  

PARKER 
Was the private committee, was that the ad hoc Financial Committee?  

CALLEIA 
I think so, yes.  

PARKER 



And I was curious, what was Bradley proposing? What were the kind of 

programs that Bradley was proposing to cut that the Council said no 
[unclear]?  

CALLEIA 
I don’t remember.  

PARKER 
Okay. 

CALLEIA 
But it was a surgical operation across the board. But it was important to do 

it programmatically, because, for example, if you rely on attrition, let’s say 
in the Bureau of Street Maintenance, if you have a street repair crew, they 

have a driver and they have a truck. If the driver quits or dies, those six 
crew members are idled. So you institute a freeze, but you have to make 

exceptions for the freeze, otherwise you create just horrendous dislocation 
and inefficiency.  

PARKER 

Right. What about—well, actually, could you kind of walk through, you know, 
the yearly budget process and just how that worked inside the 

administration?  
CALLEIA 

Well, most of that is essentially established by the charter, where it requires 
the mayor to propose a budget. The budget goes to City Council. The Council 

modifies the budget any way it wants to. It comes back to the mayor. The 
mayor has veto power, by the way, line-item veto power, and then when his 

vetoes are sent back to Council, the Council has to muster ten votes to 
override the veto. Once that happens, then the city has an adopted budget. 

So there’s a difference between the proposed and the adopted budget. As 
you might guess, usually the debate was on issues that had a large 

constituency, police services, for instance, where if we didn’t propose to hire 
more police officers, there would be an outcry. But there was no money to 

hire them, so the idea of hiring police officers when you didn’t have the 

money to pay them was absurd. As soon as we had the money, we did 
increase the police force, but we never cut the police force. The percentage 

of the budget appropriated to police services was never reduced by us, 
compared to previous administrations, and as a matter of fact, I think it was 

during our administration, for the first time in history, that the combined 
appropriation to fire and police exceeded $1 billion, and that was a lot of 

money then.  
PARKER 

And another, I guess, issue with hiring police and fire would have been 
pension costs? Was that becoming— 

CALLEIA 
Well, yes, the pension issue came up during our administration, too, because 

there had been a charter amendment— [interruption]  



CALLEIA 

There had been a charter amendment which gave police officers and 
firefighters an unlimited cost-of-living adjustment. In retrospect, there was 

terrible fear that that would bankrupt the city, so there was another 
proposition submitted to the voters essentially to limit cost-of-living 

adjustment for the uniformed services to 3 percent. Well, that went to court, 
and the court ruled that you could not reduce the benefit retroactively, but 

you could do it only prospectively. So that’s how it was done, but in the 
meantime, everybody who had been hired under the unlimited cost of living 

kept drawing an unlimited cost-of-living adjustment.  
PARKER 

I see. And even then, would that still be a consideration in hiring, in terms 
of—you know, was that—I mean, I assume that would have been kind of a 

sizable chunk of the budget. 
CALLEIA 

Well, yes. Well, it’s always a consideration, because whenever you consider 

hiring anybody, there is the direct salary that you pay that person, plus the 
benefits package, and the benefits package includes long-term pension 

costs, so yes.  
PARKER 

Was there any kind of particular pattern in the relationship between Bradley 
and the Council? Were there particular Council members who would 

challenge the budget more so than others or for certain reasons?  
CALLEIA 

No, first of all, I think it’s important to remember that Bradley himself and 
some of his top people, myself included, were children of the Council in 

many ways. I had served as deputy to Councilman Marvin Braude and to 
Bradley when he was a councilman, and I had worked in the Office of the 

Chief Legislative Analyst before I went back to Bradley. Bradley, of course, 
had been on the City Council, so I think the mayor understood the 

prerogatives of the Council and, really, their duties and responsibilities. So 

he never felt that because they disagreed on a particular issue that this was 
particularly personal animosity or anything of the sort. Over time, the 

composition of the Council changed so there were fewer people who knew 
him one-on-one, as had been the others.  

PARKER 
What impact did that have? 

CALLEIA 
Well, when you’re on the City Council, it’s very difficult to get attention, and 

one easy way to get attention is to take on the mayor on any issue. So we 
had some of that, and, of course, on the Olympics, that was so obvious. 

People like Ronka, for instance, who I always thought was a jerk. But really, 
when you look at the twenty years of the Bradley administration and you 

compare his proposed budget with the adopted budget, there really is not a 



significant difference. I think one reason for that was that we were very 

careful in estimating revenues and in suggesting appropriations. We 
instituted, for instance, the budget timetable, as you probably found out, he 

mayor has to submit his budget by April 20, I think or something like that, 
but in January of every year, we would ask leading economists in our area, 

people from Andersen [UCLA] and the Chamber of Commerce and what have 
you, and some of the leading banks to meet not only with the mayor’s 

budget people, like me, but also with the people from the CAO and the CLA, 
and essentially get a feeling of what the economy was going to be like in the 

next year. People who were invited included the members of the Finance 
Committee and essentially any other councilperson who wanted to attend—

you can be sure I would have said yes—and some other key people. And 
that way, when we discussed the budget, we essentially had the same facts 

before us, the forecasts of the Chamber and of UCLA and what have you, 
and I think that made things easier in many ways so that no one could say, 

“Oh, where is the mayor getting these figures from?” 

Well, it was an open book where we were getting them from, and you could 
quibble with how precise these forecasts were, and, of course, forecasts by 

their very nature are never precise, so you have to still apply some 
judgment, but I think that helped the process a great deal.  

PARKER 
What about forecasting in terms of the federal and the state government, 

kind of what programs they’d keep or things like that?  
CALLEIA 

Well, that was less predictable, and that’s why, as you pointed out, we 
always organized our budget in such as way that if a certain revenue source 

such as grants were to disappear overnight, we wouldn’t be in a terrible fix. 
We could recoup.  

PARKER 
Yeah. One of the things that people like Raphe Sonenshein have written 

about is looking at how Bradley—one of the ways, or in the early seventies 

or mid-seventies that he was able to have a sort of balanced budget was 
that he did have a lot of money, federal money coming in that he could use 

for departments like the Community Development Department that you 
would have these more or less dedicated [unclear].  

CALLEIA 
Yes and no. Keep in mind that most federal grants or state grants, for that 

matter, require a match from the city. So, yes, it was nice to have the 
money, but we had to come up with money, too, so it was not a free lunch, 

as the cliché goes. We had to pay for it also. 
So what the grants helped us to do is really expand certain programs, and 

then there were, like, revenue sharing, for instance, where some of it had no 
strings attached except of accountability of some sort, in which case the 

Department of Community Development, for instance, was 1 percent funded 



that way. They performed a useful function, but if we lost the money, the 

department would have been essentially liquidated.  
PARKER 

Well, so I guess I’m curious at what did happen once, you know—it’s 
interesting, sort of ’78 you have the tax revolt and you also have that sort of 

the end of this influx of federal money to the city that Bradley really brought 
in. You know, that money starts to go away because of changes in the 

federal government. So what were the negotiations in terms of how to keep 
those kinds of programs alive?  

CALLEIA 
Well, I think that made the choice of priorities harder, but essentially it was 

no different than it had been before. You tried to do more with less or make 
sure that you don’t exceed your budget. Budget making goes through fads, 

and right about that time, zero-based budgeting was the rage. Zero-based 
budgeting essentially says when a department comes in with a budget 

request and asks x-million dollars for particular program, you say to him or 

her, “Suppose we don’t give you this money? What will happen?”  
PARKER 

Yeah, yeah.  
CALLEIA 

And although there is a format for doing zero-based budgeting, in theory, at 
least, we’re supposed to zero-base every program in the budget every year. 

I don’t know whether you’re familiar with the Blue Book, but the Blue Book, 
essentially, when it’s done right, questions every program. If a department 

wants more money for that program, you ask why. If he or she doesn’t have 
a good argument, it won’t be there. The increase won’t be there, at least in 

our administration. 
I don’t mean to make it sound easy, because it never is. Some programs are 

mandated by law, others are an obvious public need, other programs are 
desirable, generally speaking, in terms of quality of life and what have you. 

So I think Bradley gave a great deal of thought to the entire budget in detail.  

PARKER 
And that seems connected just to sort of his philosophy in general too. I 

mean, he kind of described himself as a fiscal conservative.  
CALLEIA 

Yes. My wife gets a kick out of the fact that his favorite store was Smart and 
Final. [laughs] After he retired and had had his stroke, I would spend one 

day a week with him and I would take him wherever he wanted to go, and 
occasionally he would want to go to Smart amd Final and buy things at 

Smart and Final. Sheila gets a kick out of that. But that was Tom Bradley. 
He likes to get worth for his money. His view of civil rights, which exactly my 

view of civil rights, is that your dollar should be worth as much as a dollar 
held by anybody, regardless of her or his ethnicity, nationality, station in life, 



whatever. Civil rights, it’s a question of being equal, and if your dollar is not 

equal, then it’s not civil rights. 
So, yes, there was a great emphasis on the money and making it go where 

it was needed. We had summer programs for kids and had limited number of 
internships. And then, of course, we did take advantage of the 

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. We hired people and then 
continued them. Where they had filled critical positions, we kept them on the 

city budget.  
PARKER 

Because, yeah, that would have been another big transition is that stopped 
being funded, I think—  

CALLEIA 
That’s right. That’s right. So some people had to be let go, but other 

positions, which had been filled by CETA people, we had to come up with the 
money. During our administration—I don’t know how it is now because the 

charter is different and they’ve created a new Department of Finance, which 

there wasn’t one when we were there, but there’s a natural affinity between 
the mayor and the city administrative officer, and in the preparation of the 

budget, of course, the CAO is absolutely critical, and we worked very closely 
with the CAO. I, for one, revered Dr. Piper, who was the CAO when we came 

in. I thought he was very good and he had good people.  
PARKER 

And he was the one from the Yorty administration.  
CALLEIA 

He was held over, yes. I think he was a guy of absolutely unquestioned 
integrity. He loved the city, had a dry sense of humor, and during the 

internal budget hearings, it was a pleasure to watch him as he called his 
analysts up one by one to answer questions by the mayor or by me or 

whoever. However, I don’t want to put words in the mayor’s mouth when 
they are in fact, my own, but I always felt it was important that the CAO 

report to both the mayor and the City Council, primarily because of that 

point I made earlier where their argument should be based on data that they 
share. I think some of my colleagues would have preferred the CAO report 

directly to the mayor and no one else. Well, on things that the mayor 
requested, I don’t question that. I think that should be strictly to the mayor. 

Also, when the CAO was asked for reports from the CAO—pardon me, from 
the Council. I’m sorry.  

PARKER 
When the Council has to report to the CAO. 

CALLEIA 
Yes, that requests to CAO from the Council should be from committees of 

the Council, not from individual council members.  
PARKER 

Oh, I see.  



CALLEIA 

Because otherwise, you have a situation where the mayor is competing with 
fifteen elected officials for the attention of CAO. That doesn’t make sense.  

PARKER 
Right.  

CALLEIA 
But a Council committee, I think, has the right and the need to ask for a 

specific report on a specific issue.  
PARKER 

Outside of the administration, was there anyone—I mean, then I know that 
he had, you know, an ad hoc Financial Committee and that he would also 

ask for these forecasting reports. Was there anyone in particular that 
Bradley closely, you know, advised with? 

CALLEIA 
Well, he did have a kitchen cabinet of sorts. Whether that was technical or 

political, I don’t know. I think probably it was more political than technical. 

And that kitchen cabinet, probably the most important was Steven 
Reinhardt, who was his advisor on a lot of issues. Another one was Nelson 

Rising. Another one was Sam Williams. He was an attorney, a private 
attorney, and a long friend of—on the staff, again on purely political issues, 

probably the closest people were William Elkins and Phil Depoian. I don’t 
know whether you’ve talked to either of them.  

PARKER 
One thing that I saw that you were involved with was that—I think it was the 

Monday Policy Committee, and it looked like you and Norman Emerson, Fred 
Schnell advising on larger policy [unclear]?  

CALLEIA 
Yes, we had so many groups, I can’t remember which ones were—for 

instance, whenever there was a hangup on something, the mayor would say, 
“Anton.” So I was on the Clean Water Committee, which dealt with the 

sewers, basically, and it was my job to keep it on track and find out if 

anybody was dragging their feet or there was a holdup. With the help of the 
CAO, we had a flowchart, critical path kind of stuff so that we could meet our 

deadlines. One thing that should not be forgotten is that Tom Bradley loved 
animals, and so do I, and I chose to be his liaison to the animal regulation 

department. We had good animal regulation commissioners and we 
abolished some terrible practices in the city, which I’m proud of, because I 

firmly believe that people who abuse animals will abuse human beings if 
they could get away with it. 

The budget is a big subject, and it’s very difficult to say it all in a nutshell.  
PARKER 

I know.  
CALLEIA 



All I can tell you is that his staff absolutely loved him, regardless of what 

their title was in the organization, and as I’ve indicated before, we had an 
organization chart on paper, but to what extent it really functioned that way 

is anybody’s guess. Toward the end, I suppose there was a kind of a 
distinction made between the old staff and the new staff, the old-timers like 

me and Elkins and Wanda, that sort of thing, and Grace.  
PARKER 

Want to take a break here? [interruption]  
PARKER 

Okay. So I just want to pick up after the Olympics were talking about 
changes in the economy and the labor structure, and some of Bradley and 

the administration’s approaches to that. So if you could kind of rephrase 
the—  

CALLEIA 
Well, I think realistically the city is at the mercy of the national and regional 

economy, but in terms of generating employment, in our case, wherever 

there was a turndown, if not a recession, in the city’s economy, we tried to 
counter that by expediting bond-funded programs. So where normally, let’s 

say, a bond-funded sewer program or water program or what have you 
would stretch over a period of years, as long as the money was there, we 

tried to infuse that money immediately and accelerate the program rather 
than let it go, dribble out slowly.  

PARKER 
So what kind of programs would those be? 

CALLEIA 
They were mostly public works programs of different sorts.  

PARKER 
Are there some examples of those from that time period?  

CALLEIA 
Sewers and storm drains and road construction, things of that sort. I don’t 

recall whether we had any bond issues to build any public buildings during 

that specific period, but that kind of thing, where you put more money in the 
pipeline than would normally be available.  

PARKER 
Sort of like a public works—  

CALLEIA 
Yes, it’s all public works. All public works. All of it is public works.  

PARKER 
Was that also a factor in kind of his focus on redevelopment, like just kind of 

stimulating that kind of growth that would employ people, or was that a sort 
of separate focus?  

CALLEIA 



Well, I’m sure he was aware of the benefit of the Community Redevelopment 

Agency, for instance, the programs up there would hire people, but I think 
the focus was on redeveloping the heart of the city, Bunker Hill.  

PARKER 
Because I know one of the things that happens later in the eighties is there 

starts to be further increasing protests from some of the low-income 
neighborhoods saying, like, “This money isn’t trickling down to us,” and 

because of the way the labor and the economy has changed, you know, it’s 
increasingly difficult to get sort of living-wage jobs in the city. 

CALLEIA 
Well, I think that’s when the thrust began to require a living wage of 

employers, but the specifics now elude me. I’m sorry.  
PARKER 

Were there other kind of economic initiatives or strategies that you 
remember the administration focusing on?  

CALLEIA 

The redevelopment in South Central was to revitalize the economies of those 
areas, and specifically the flower market and the produce market. I think we 

had a big project at Vermont Slauson, I’m not sure. Yes. And, of course, we 
tried very hard to provide access to city contracts to small firms which could 

not put up the expensive bonds and what have you. That was part of our 
economic program.  

PARKER 
I guess was that difficult for Bradley, given the aims he came in with to 

address civil rights, to see this kind of inequality growing in the city?  
CALLEIA 

Well, I’m sure it was. It must have been painful. Yes, it must have been 
painful. But inequality was growing across the country, and it’s at a 

frightening level right now. Cities are at the mercy, really, of federal policy 
and to a lesser, but even important degree, of state policy.  

PARKER 

Were there particular shifts in the way—the city’s relationship to the state 
that were affecting that at that period in the late eighties?  

CALLEIA 
Well, after Proposition 13, where the state—first of all, I think Proposition 13 

passed because the state had developed an obscene surplus and continued 
taxing. After Proposition 13, the state offered a bailout to all the cities, and it 

was then that it became apparent that what the state gives, the state can 
also take away. The notion of home rule was becoming very, very fragile. By 

home rule, I mean secure sources of revenue that local government could 
rely on, and essentially have enough revenue to do what cities need to do.  

PARKER 
You mean in terms of, like, property, the property tax base or— 

CALLEIA 



Well, the property tax base hurt us. Proposition 13 put the limit on it. But 

one aspect that’s very seldom discussed is that Proposition 13 made the 
city’s financial health more dependent on the economic activity of the city—

of the environment, pardon me, outside the city, so that when there was lots 
of commerce and lots of business, there was enough revenue coming in to 

make up for the loss from the property tax, but when the economy was in 
some kind of recession, then that’s when you felt the squeeze, because prior 

to Proposition 13, the property tax tended to carry over or carry you through 
the lean periods, so to speak, because property values did not change. If 

anything, they went up.  
PARKER 

Yeah. Right.  
CALLEIA 

But when you limit it to 1 percent of market value, the people who really 
benefit are big corporations where there is no change of ownership, at least 

on paper. So they’re still using a 1978 tax base. 

PARKER 
One of the interesting things, it seems like, from Proposition 13 is that even 

though it’s those big corporations, in Los Angeles, at least, a lot of them 
were against the passage of Proposition 13, like the big corporations like 

Bank of America, Atlantic Richfield, and it was more the kind of individual 
taxpayers and smaller businesses, it seemed, that—  

CALLEIA 
I don’t recall, but that wouldn’t surprise me if that was the case. I don’t 

remember.  
PARKER 

I mean, I guess, yeah. I guess, you know, kind of going back to the 
inequality that we were talking about, I was wondering if you could talk a 

little bit about the civil unrest in ’92, and the administration’s response to 
that.  

CALLEIA 

Well, I think it was heartbreaking for Bradley to see that happen. Whether 
one sees some justification for that kind of destruction or not, the truth of 

the matter is that most of the people who were arrested during that period, 
during that disturbance, had criminal records. So I think it was a case of 

finding an opportunity to—and I don’t know where one draws the line 
between political protest and criminal activity. This is me talking, not 

Bradley. I think there was a lot of random destruction that could not possibly 
be justified in political terms. Bradley was dead set against any kind of 

violence, couldn’t justify it. The fuse for that was the—  
PARKER 

Rodney King. 
CALLEIA 



Rodney King case, and Tom tried to tell the black community to be calm 

about the injustice that was happening. I remember the night that the riot 
broke out. Ironically, I had gone home early because one of my colleagues 

was leaving, and my wife and I were going to throw a party for her. And I 
get this call and I rushed down, saw the mayor immediately, presented him 

with a declaration of local emergency, which he signed immediately. That 
evening—I think I spent the night down there—I saw some really random 

destruction looking out the window of my office. There was a group of guys 
running down the street torching cars. I tell you, I’m not a violent man, but 

if I had had an automatic weapon, I would have opened up. It was terrible. 
And they came into the lobby, Main Street lobby of City Hall, and set several 

trash cans on fire. I didn’t think it was accomplishing any political goal.  
PARKER 

So was most of the staff there in City Hall?  
CALLEIA 

Well, I don’t know who else was there. I was there, my secretary was there. 

Yes, there were other people, sure.  
PARKER 

Do you remember what Bradley’s reaction was?  
CALLEIA 

Well, he ordered the declaration of local emergency. He got in touch with the 
governor. We ordered a curfew. What else did we do? We ordered a curfew. 

I think we requested the California Highway Patrol to provide protection for 
our firefighters because trucks were being attacked. What else did we do? 

And then, of course, the request for troops. I think Pete Wilson was the 
governor at the time, and the California military promised to act 

immediately, but it was days before we saw any troops on the streets. Then 
ultimately there were thousands of troops. 

PARKER 
What was the transition to—what were the conversations leading up to 

deciding on a program that would become Rebuild LA?  

CALLEIA 
I was not privy to that. You’re referring to Tom Bradley asking Peter 

Ueberroth?  
PARKER 

Uh-huh.  
CALLEIA 

I was not part of that. I don’t know.  
PARKER 

Do you know how kind of soon thereafter that happened? Was it [unclear]?  
CALLEIA 

It happened very rapidly, because I think the fires were still smoldering 
when the mayor called me in and he said, “Talk to the fire chief, and I would 



like the chief and you to take a helicopter to John Wayne Airport and pick up 

Peter Ueberroth.  
PARKER 

Oh, okay.  
CALLEIA 

He said, “But before bringing him to City Hall, I want him to have an aerial 
tour of the area.” And I remember meeting Peter, flying down to John 

Wayne Airport with the chief, Chief Manning. Peter came on board, and 
needless to say, I let Manning give him the commentary on what we were 

seeing on the ground. So he thought of rebuilding right away and involving 
Peter.  

PARKER 
What did that look like from the—what was the helicopter ride like? 

CALLEIA 
Well, it looked like war. There were certain patterns which were interesting, 

but from the air, all you see is wreckage and ashes. The mayor had great 

admiration for Peter Ueberroth’s management skills, and also Peter had good 
standing in the business community, in the corporate community, and the 

mayor thought that Peter could mobilize reconstruction.  
PARKER 

Yeah, it’s just interesting the kind of shift from the response to Watts where, 
you know, it was kind of a full government mobilization, and after ’92, it 

seemed like the response, you know, was really looking to the private sector 
to kind of spark that—  

CALLEIA 
Yes, I think that was obvious, and I think that was the intent.  

PARKER 
I was just wondering, I guess, the kind of—if there was a background that 

you were aware of to Bradley’s decision-making process and, you know, 
beyond Ueberroth being someone that he trusted.  

CALLEIA 

I did not sit in. Although I went to pick up Peter, I did not sit in with any 
conversation he had with the mayor. I had my hands full, so whatever they 

said.  
PARKER 

I guess in terms of your responsibilities and that kind of last term of 
Bradley’s, you know, twenty years, what kinds of things were you focused 

on?  
CALLEIA 

Well, I mean, the operation of the office continued to the very last day, and 
then I guess Riordan and the mayor had talked, and I stayed on for another 

month to help the transition from Bradley to Riordan. So I’m sure you’ve 
come across this. When Bradley took over in ’73, he really hit the ground 

running, knew the city, knew everybody, had staff that he could count on 



and what have you. Riordan brought in a lot of new people, and some of 

them had no experience with the public sector whatsoever, and he himself 
did not understand the structure of the city. He thought he was going to be 

the CEO of a corporation where the board is usually a rubber stamp for the 
CEO. It’s not that way in a democracy, buddy. 

I worked with him one-on-one, and I thought he was always very pleasant 
and well meaning, but he was dying to pick issues with the City Council, 

which I think is a waste of time. If you want an argument, wait till we have 
one that’s really worth our energy.  

PARKER 
Yeah. What kinds of things was he going after?  

CALLEIA 
The staff that he brought with him would question every Council action. I 

didn’t do that for twenty years, unless there was something really, really 
critical or smelly about it. The Council is the governing body, and so to 

essentially look askance at everything they do is silly and wasteful, but 

that’s the way he operated.  
PARKER 

I mentioned Bradley’s relationship with the Council, and you talked a lot 
about how he came out of—he came out of the Council, he was, you know, 

very, very familiar. It seemed like later in the eighties, I was wondering if 
that relationship changed at all because in some ways it seemed like the 

Council became somewhat more assertive in, you know, taking control over 
the CRA, or not taking—but, you know, passing the ordinance and things like 

that. And you had some Council members, maybe Yaroslavsky and other 
people challenging the mayor on some issues [unclear]. 

CALLEIA 
Well, it’s interesting. At one point, Yaroslavsky wanted to run against the 

mayor, then changed his mind. Ferraro challenged the mayor. There was no 
way he could win. It was foolhardy. I was friends with Ferraro for a long 

time, and it was painful for me to see that happen. Then when there was the 

Charter Reform Commission created, Ferraro, as the president of City 
Council and acting mayor, appointed me to the commission. So I had good 

relations with the Council to the very end. Sheila says that one councilman 
in particular was in tears. [laughs] I didn’t see that.  

PARKER 
He was in tears when?  

CALLEIA 
Well, the Council gave me a sendoff. They invited me to the Council and 

awarded me with one of those big resolutions and they each said something 
about it. Each one of them, regardless of what their politics were, I had 

great respect for because they had done something that I never had the 
constitution to do. They put themselves up for approval or rejection, and I 



can’t stand rejection. [laughs] But anyway, that’s personal. What do you say 

we break for lunch? 
PARKER 

Okay. Sounds good. [End of April 16, 2013 interview] 

1.4. SESSION FOUR 

(April 16, 2013) 

PARKER 

All right. This is Caitlin Parker. It’s April 16, 2013, and this is the second 

session with Anton Calleia. So we were beginning to talk about Bradley’s 
social justice orientation. 

CALLEIA 
Yes. I think his whole motivation was toward achieving social justice or 

improving social justice, not only society at large, but I think he wanted to 
exemplify that kind of justice within the city as well, so he felt that how the 

city treated its employees had to be exemplary. So this business of 
discrimination against women, for instance, had no place in the city. He 

concerned himself with the issue of comparative worth between men and 
women in the city where you had, for instance, a librarian at an entry level 

getting less than a truck driver, which was, prior to that, justified on the 
basis that a truck is a very costly piece of capital equipment and therefore 

he had bigger responsibility than the librarian. That may be, but in terms of 
personal preparation for the job, obviously the librarian with an M.A. in 

library science had worked harder at achieving that degree of competence 

than the truck driver. We worked it out peacefully. We also established a 
hard and fast rule that in oral examinations you could only ask questions 

that related to job performance. You could not ask anything else, particularly 
personal questions. So it was a question of fairness. I think Tom was very 

fair, fair in everything he did, fair in the way he treated his staff, and I have 
no complaints about that. Sometimes I felt overloaded, but that’s not 

because he was being unfair. And he loved the city. It’s easy for a politician 
to say that he loves the city, but I think Tom really loved the city. In private 

conversations, you could tell that his love for the city was genuine, and 
when he talked about the city, he was not talking about a piece of 

geography; he was talking about the people of the city and the diversity of 
the people in the city, and how everybody belonged at the table, so to 

speak. I think that was a cause worth working for, and that’s why I and all 
my colleagues, I think, devoted themselves to it. He was obviously 

supported by labor. He, I think, instinctively believed in collective 

bargaining, even though during our administration that became a state 
mandate, but that didn’t mean that he saw capital or employers as being the 

bad guys. I think from our point of view, we needed capital to increase 
wealth and we needed unions to distribute it more fairly. On a personal 



level, he was very disciplined and he expected personal responsibility from 

everybody, and I think he exemplified personal responsibility, that you were 
responsible for what you did or did not do. 

Going out of office after twenty years of what a lot of people view as a very 
successful administration, his words were incorporated in a letter that he 

distributed to all his regular supporters, is that he awaits the judgment of 
history for people to decide what he did and what he did not do. And so I 

think he knew that there perhaps were things that he might have done 
which he didn’t, but he did the best he could, and I think that was genuine. 

His effort, I think, was genuine. He worked very, very hard.  
PARKER 

Looking back, for you and the administration, you know, what are those 
things now that you have some hindsight looking back, you know, that 

you’re really, really proud of? 
CALLEIA 

Well, I’m really proud of everything, and I know that may sound like a 

copout, but we did so many things and were involved in so many things. You 
know, priorities changed with the times, so what might have been urgent 

one year was less urgent the next year because something else had replaced 
it in priority. But I think everything was done purposefully and I think with 

our eyes wide open as to what we were doing and want to achieve. We 
really had no secrets, and I know people are cynical about that. It is true 

that sometimes we were discussing things internally that should have 
remained internally until they were fully developed, because otherwise, they 

would never come to pass or be rejected, because the media, particularly, 
would pick up on them and before you know it, it becomes a political 

football. That’s what you contend with when you’re in public office. The 
media—and I’m speaking as a former reporter—I think I was scrupulous in 

being objective and accurate in what I reported, but still, the media become 
participants in what’s going on. I mentioned Ken Reich, who replaced me. 

Ken Reich, in covering the Olympics, became practically a participant in the 

negotiations because, first of all, I think he thought he was going to get the 
Nobel Prize for discovering some terrible faux pas or malfeasance or 

whatever you want to call it, and, of course, it wasn’t there. He encouraged 
Ferraro to let Ronka go to Athens, for instance. Ronka did not represent the 

City Council, because the City Council had given us a majority vote, and all 
that Ronka could do is really create controversy. Of course, I think from Ken 

Reich’s point of view, controversy is what makes the news. He was much 
easier on Ferraro than he was on Bradley or me, but I think I knew all the 

time that in the Olympic project I was as much as a decoy as I was the point 
man. What I mean by that is that all fire which was directed at me was fire 

which otherwise would go against Bradley. It worked, but not because Tom 
would not have accepted responsibility, because he did. He did from the very 

start. 



That’s the kind of operation we had. Sometimes, as his representative in the 

City Council, I would be in the hot seat all morning, taking questions with 
some Council members accusing me of not telling the truth or suggesting 

that Tom Bradley had ulterior motives in proposing one thing or another. 
Internally, I would get very mad. I couldn’t say anything in Council, but then 

I would go in and explode with Tom Bradley. [laughs]  
PARKER 

Specifically on the Olympics?  
CALLEIA 

I’m not talking any specific issue, I mean, but I would go back and I just 
was fuming, reading to explode. So I’d go into his office. I would say, 

“Goddamn!” and he would start laughing and calm me down. 
There were many times where there was one particular Council person, he 

would say that we were lying or that Tom Bradley was not telling the whole 
story, which was not true. We were telling the whole story all the time, and I 

would go back and I would say to Tom something like, “That so-and-so, 

damn it, I’m going to jam up everything that’s in his district.” And Tom 
Bradley would start laughing. “You’re not going to do anything of the sort. 

Just calm down.” But this venting with Tom was a nice relief, even if he 
laughed at me. So it was that kind of relationship, which I think is very 

revealing as to his personality and what have you. Sometimes we would play 
jokes on him. I don’t know whether Wanda told you, but once a month he 

would have Open House. Did she tell you the Open House story?  
PARKER 

I don’t know if she’s told me that story.  
CALLEIA 

Well, anyway, once a month, regardless of who you were, without any 
appointment, if you wanted to talk to the mayor, you could come in and talk 

to the mayor. The way it worked, the mayor would sit at his desk in the 
reception rather than his real office, which was a tiny corner of the executive 

suite. People would come in and staff would take their name, and, in turn, 

they would go in to talk to the mayor, and there would always be a staff 
person to take notes. 

One day, it was getting late and there were still people in the waiting room, 
and the chief of staff, Maury Weiner, turned his coat inside out and put 

something—I don’t know whether he put anything on his head, but he went 
to pretend he was somebody off the street. He started rambling at the 

mayor, and for a while, Tom was so tired, he didn’t catch on. Then, of 
course, Maury started laughing and everybody else started laughing. 

Another time, staff people had a habit of barging into his office, and it’s not 
that he didn’t want anybody to talk to him, but it was very disruptive when 

people came in. He said, “I would like to have a light out there. When the 
light is on, I don’t want to be disturbed.” So I thought that’d be funny, and I 

got a police red light bar. Well, it didn’t fly as a joke. But he was accessible 



to his staff, and as I think I’ve told you before, it really didn’t matter 

whether you were senior staff or junior staff as perceived by the outside. 
You worked for the mayor and he was aware of it, and if you wanted to talk 

to the mayor directly, you certainly could. And I think that’s also—it may not 
be considered good organization, but it worked and I think it made for open 

government. Wanda was—I think she retired as his chief administrative 
assistant. Physically, she was closest to him, and they also had established a 

good relationship because she had been his executive secretary in the 
Council office. So she had really day-to-day close contact with the mayor. 

There were several secretaries that reported to Wanda. I think my funniest 
story about that was—I won’t mention names, but we had a secretary there 

who was very loyal and really loved Tom. One day, Tom Bradley called her 
and he said, “Please get me the Gettysburg Address.” Now, you and I know 

what the Gettysburg Address is. And she went through the card file. In those 
days, we didn’t have computers. She called the mayor back and said, “Mr. 

Bradley, we don’t have an address for Mr. Gettysburg.” [laughter] He 

thought that was exceedingly funny, exceedingly funny. He didn’t want to 
humiliate her in any way, and I found this out in a roundabout way. He 

never told me that, but I know that it happened. 
Of course, he’s legendary in one respect, and that is on his way to work 

every morning in the car, he would use various different streets, and if a 
street looked like it was neglected or had potholes or what have you, he 

would make a note of that. When he came to City Hall, he would let street 
maintenance know that stretch of street between so-and-so is in terrible 

shape, and expect it to be fixed. What was humbling was that you research 
an item and you go in to brief him, and sometimes he would know more 

about it than you did. He was very diplomatic, but also he had this poker 
face. He’d just sit there and listen and show no reaction whatsoever. You 

wonder whether anything you said had registered, and you leave feeling 
you’ve done your best, but whether you’ve really enlightened him or not was 

anybody’s guess. Some staffers found that very disconcerting, I suppose. I 

learned to live with it. He listened to everybody, and just because he didn’t 
say anything didn’t mean that he agreed with you or that he disagreed with 

you, for that matter. But there was a greater danger that if he took a 
position that coincided with what you had recommended, there was a 

temptation to say, “Well, I told him to do that,” or, “I advised him to do 
that,” when in point of fact, only god knows how many other people he 

talked to and it’s not necessarily your advice.  
PARKER 

Was he generally quick on making—what was his decision-making process 
like beyond that? Did you have a sense of—was he a quick decision maker? 

Did he like to deliberate [unclear]? 
CALLEIA 



Well, I don’t judge the wisdom of decisions on the basis of how quickly 

they’re made. I think some decisions deserve more deliberation than others. 
So I think he gave a lot of thought to everything he did. Nothing was 

shooting from the hip kind of stuff. As a matter of fact, I’m sure of that. I 
happen to believe that good decisions essentially make themselves. What I 

mean by that is that I don’t mean to take credit away from anybody who 
makes them; my point is that if you have the correct facts and you 

understand the environment, then really your options are limited if you want 
to make the right decision. So, in effect, good decisions make themselves to 

that extent. So it’s not a question of Tweedle-dee, Tweedle-dum, or tossing 
a coin.  

PARKER 
What was that—I was curious about that period of, you know, you were 

talking about the letter that he composed on his retirement, and I was just 
wondering if you’d talk a little bit about the kind of end of the administration 

and if there was anything that was a priority that he wanted to make sure, 

you know, [unclear]. 
CALLEIA 

Yes, I think the occasion for that letter was a testimonial dinner that took 
place, I think, at the Century Plaza, and it was organized to launch the 

Bradley Library Foundation. The people who were invited, anybody could go, 
but the people who showed up were basically people who had supported him 

for many years. They were the core of his support. The room was jammed, 
but still that was—you know. I think he was being open to them, saying that 

he had done his best and what he leaves behind are these records of his 
administration, but it’s up to history to decide whether what he did or did 

not do is—and I think that shows an extraordinary degree of humility, 
because I think any other politician would have said, “We have done this and 

done that,” and a whole litany of things he had accomplished in twenty 
years, but instead, I think he understood human limitation and was willing to 

live with that, since he believed he had done the best he could. I may have a 

copy of that letter somewhere, if you’d like it.  
PARKER 

I was curious, of you looking back, think of—because one of the things I was 
talking with Wanda about is, you know, the end of—or the start of term 

limits, and Bradley is the last mayor to really have kind of—and really is 
exception in having this twenty year—and I was wondering if, looking back 

on it, you see it—you think of there being specific phases of the 
administration, you know, just beyond the four-year terms.  

CALLEIA 
You’re talking Bradley’s administration?  

PARKER 
Yeah, if they’re kind of the way you remember it, sort of distinct periods that 

you would break it up into. 



CALLEIA 

No, I see it as a continuum except for the two times that he ran for 
governor. Unfortunately, both times he failed. I think during the last term it 

was time for him to quit. So I think there was an awareness that we’re on 
the way out, but I didn’t see anybody slack off in any way. We were still 

going to the very last day, literally. For the longest time after our 
administration was long gone, I would visit City Hall occasionally, and people 

would tell me how much they miss Bradley. Quite frankly, I used to be sort 
of dubious about their sincerity. I thought they were just buttering me up, 

but I think many really thought of that. It was a stable period where there 
was orderly change, and there was something else, which I think is very 

necessary: there was a feeling of continuity. There needs to be. The 
administration that went before you did things differently than you did, and 

you have to separate the political campaigning from what that really was 
done at City Hall. Obviously, we did not go into City Hall with the idea of 

sweeping everything out, because the truth of the matter, we were part of it 

in the City Council. And I think continuity is important and to recognize that 
what you are able to achieve was possible because of the people who had 

gone before you. And that was very gratifying. At his funeral, several people 
said, “I wouldn’t be here if it were not for Tom Bradley.” And that was true. 

A lot of people, I think, were able to achieve their potential under Bradley, 
which would not have happened otherwise. In the old days, people were 

disqualified from city service for arbitrary reasons, but, of course, the cover-
up was “not qualified.” It’s amazing how many women and people of color 

were “not qualified.” So we tried to be fair. On civil service exams we took 
the scores very seriously, all the way up to general manager, even though 

he had the choice of one of the top three candidates. 
So I think if one were to say to me what kind of atmosphere or attitude 

prevailed in the Bradley administration, I would have to say fairness on 
every level. If there was a general rule for everybody to observe was that 

we should do the right thing. I know that’s kind of cliché these days, but it 

was true. Do the right thing. Tom would send me a file with no instructions 
whatsoever, but I knew, because I knew him, how he would want to handle 

that file, and so when I prepared a course of action which would require his 
signature, ninety-nine times out of a hundred he would have no problem 

with it whatsoever. Sometimes he’d find ways to say it better, but it was the 
same thrust, because Tom could write, beautiful handwriting, which I never 

had. It was my job to write the yearly budget message. Now it’s called the 
State of the City message. I would write it and, you know, after a while, it 

becomes very prosaic. Except for your introductory paragraphs, the rest is a 
listing and an explanation of the changes you have made. I would submit my 

draft to the mayor and sometimes he would choose better words to say than 
I did, which is exactly what I wanted. It’s his budget message, not mine. It’s 

hard to believe that for twenty years we did that. 



We also tried to rationalize the process without dehumanizing it. The 

metrics, I think, can be very cruel sometimes, but we honestly tried to come 
up with objective measures of effectiveness for city programs, because, after 

all, how do you measure success if not by effectiveness and cost. Efficiency 
was not how big a number you can achieve with this money, but how well 

you could do a job, whatever it happened to be.  
PARKER 

I was especially curious about—that was one thing we didn’t talk about with 
the budget was I was—we talked about the Council’s input and reactions to 

the budget, but would there also be kind of an open budget process with the 
public at all?  

CALLEIA 
No. Well, the opportunity for the public was to react to the proposed budget 

once we sent it to Council. The Council would hold public hearings both in 
the Finance Committee as well as in the full Council, if they chose to. That 

was an opportunity for anybody to comment on the budget. Needless to say, 

although there were no internal hearings that invited people from the 
outside, anybody who wanted to write the mayor about the budget process, 

whether it was to say that some program needed emphasizing or another 
one needed defunding altogether, those were all considered, and the 

reasons for them. Usually those people received some kind of a reply from 
our office, because one standing rule was any communication to the mayor, 

we would respond to it, whether it was phone call or a letter or whatever it 
was. So there was public input, but Tom Bradley, like my earlier boss, 

Marvin Braude, considered himself a trustee for the public, and that meant 
that he felt an obligation to exercise his best judgment, which was not 

always the most popular course of action. For instance, I don’t know which 
term it was, but the city was in really bad straits and he went to the public 

for a tax increase. He was supported. He was reelected. I think that means 
that the public likes to be dealt with as grownups rather than sugarcoating 

everything, promising a lot of stuff that ultimately you could not deliver. 

One thing that we wanted from the start was really to do something about 
the Central Library, because the potential for a fire there was ever present, 

which ultimately, unfortunately, happened. We were not able to negotiate a 
deal for the library until very close to the end of our administration. That 

was also an original way that we did it. It was by selling air CO2 rights, 
which enabled us to correct the fire hazards in the library and expand the 

library. As Sheila told you, I used to leave the house very early, especially 
when I wanted to see some proposed zone change or some other land-use 

decision, and invariably, he was always at the office before I was and always 
there after I left. So he put in incredible hours and worked very hard at it. 

You wouldn’t expect a person who worked with him for as many years as I 
did to say anything that would be derogatory or damaging, but the truth is, 

it’s hard to fault him for anything, from my point of view. He was honest in 



his dealings with everybody. When we came into office, there was the Group 

of 25 downtown, which had tremendous influence on city policy on a lot of 
economic issues. I think they were suspicious of us when we first came in, 

and I think we were all liberals, but it’s amazing how quickly we gained our 
confidence and cooperation on many, many things, and I think they 

understood that Tom’s concern was essentially preserving the fiscal integrity 
of the city and to use taxpayers’ money wisely, with an eye to the future as 

well, so sometimes we’re investing in the future, which may not have a 
payoff right away, and that’s always very difficult for a politician, because 

the public, generally speaking, wants something they can see right now and 
has a very short memory. 

I’m very proud, and I’m sure you’re going to find that everybody you talk to, 
the longer they had been with Tom, I think the more they would express the 

same feelings that I have toward Tom. Toward the end we had some high-
ranking people on the staff who really did not understand Tom, but that’s a 

story for another day. As far as later relations with the Council, I think I was 

lucky most of the time. The way I approached the Council is that there were 
constantly shifting coalitions, and my job, essentially, beside trying to 

persuade all of them to go along, was to identify who among the Council 
members would coalesce around a particular issue, and then I would be able 

to venture an estimate as to how we would fare if this went to the Council. 
My relationship with most Council people was such that it was not difficult 

for me to do that. But then as the Council changed, as I told you, it became 
more difficult, and also I think by then some people had come from the state 

level, and the partisan politics and the lobbying that goes on in Sacramento, 
when brought to the city, was detrimental. I still believe that very strongly 

now. I mean, Tom is long gone, so I don’t know how he felt about it, but my 
observation is that those people who have come to the city from state office 

have been a bad influence.  
PARKER 

Because they’re coming at things with [unclear]? 

CALLEIA 
Yes. I think the people who advocated term limits had in mind destroying 

the political—well, essentially not destroying, but displacing the professional 
politician who spent a lifetime in public office. And so now under term limits, 

the mayor still can only stay for two terms and the Council members for 
three, but in the meantime, what’s been happening has been a case of 

musical chairs. People go from the Council to the state legislature, then back 
to the city. I don’t know how it is with three terms instead of two, but when 

it was just two terms, they come to the city and they’re already thinking 
about reelection instead about taking on something that needs a longer 

horizon, a longer lead time. Things do not happen overnight, and when you 
have term limits and you have to be thinking of where your next move is 

going to be, you don’t have much time to think through what should happen 



in the city ten years, twelve years from now. I thought Tom always had a 

long horizon in that respect. He not only believed in the city, but he wanted 
the city to go into the future being a good place to be.  

PARKER 
And I would imagine it would be a similar thing where you wouldn’t have 

people like—you know, staff like you who were there for such a long period 
of time with the kind of institutional knowledge. 

CALLEIA 
Yes, institutional knowledge is critical, because, as you know if you studied 

organization, the informal organization sometimes is really what gets things 
moving, so that if there is a problem in a particular department, I knew who 

to call and say, “What’s going on here? What do you need to set it straight?” 
Instead of going about it the bureaucratic way where this level only talks to 

this level, and you have to go through the chain of command. On that level, 
I think our informal organization worked very, very well, whether it was to 

create a childcare center in City Hall or to reach agreement on some issue 

that involved another agency. We knew where our horses were and who 
could pull his weight. Riordan got credit for the city’s response to the ’94 

earthquake, for instance. Well, the organization that responded to the ’94 
earthquake was the organization we built up and that I trained with and got 

funding for during our administration. We created the emergency operations 
organization, and they responded splendidly. They did a very, very good job. 

That’s satisfying, even though someone else got the credit for it, that the 
city was prepared.  

PARKER 
But are there other parts of the sort of the city infrastructure, or is there just 

the way the city operates that you kind of look back and say that was the—
you know, that was from the Bradley era [unclear]? 

CALLEIA 
Well, there are many things that started with the Bradley era. Using the 

Community Development Agency to provide low-cost housing, that started 

with the Bradley era. Little Tokyo and the other place on Bunker Hill was our 
idea. The Museum of Contemporary Art we made possible. We had excellent 

relations with the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, and I represented 
the city on the Conservancy for eleven or twelve years, I don’t remember, 

and served two terms as chair. So it was a broad concern, including the 
environment, so it’s very satisfying to look at the hillsides, because it was 

during our administration that the slope density ordinance was adopted and 
many other things that put the city on the right path toward the future. I 

think it’s important when you’re in an office like that to have a sense of 
history, because, first of all, I think it teaches you some humility because 

you’re not really the pioneer. You’re coming after somebody. And secondly, 
what you do has consequence, and that is gratifying, provided it’s for the 

good. I feel that when I talk like this, I’m talking more about Anton Calleia 



than Tom Bradley, but truthfully, it was Tom Bradley that provided the 

environment and the opportunity. Tom and I, I think, knew each other so 
well that if there was a file that he felt I ought to look at and make a 

recommendation on, all he had to do was put a slip of paper with “Anton” on 
it and I knew exactly what bothered him or what he wanted to know. Sheila 

and I kid each other because sometimes I call her a witch, but in point of 
fact, sometimes we don’t finish sentences because I know what she’s going 

to say and she knows what I’m going to say. And I think my relationship 
with Tom Bradley was sometimes like that. He didn’t have to spell it out for 

me. I knew what he wanted done. 
In terms of the operation of the city, Tom respected the City Council, which I 

think is very important. Twenty years is a long time, and it’s also a long time 
for me to be away, so things have changed. I’ve often wondered whether 

the Council will ever do a reevaluation of the charter since the new one was 
adopted, but apparently there’s no sign of that. The new charter gave the 

controller the authority to conduct performance audits. I felt when the 

matter was before the Charter Reform Commission that the controller really 
was not equipped to conduct a management audit, because unless you know 

what is required of each department and you have objective measures of 
effectiveness which are geared to the budget appropriations, how do you 

judge their performance? You go out and listen to complaints? How do you 
do it? A fiscal audit, a financial audit is something else. I think that’s 

certainly the role of the controller. The performance audits have given 
greater exposure to the Controller’s Office, which is good for Wendy, who, 

by the way, was in our office too. The controller can find a problem, but 
doesn’t have the power to correct it. He can tell the Council and he can tell 

the mayor, and the report will be shelved like every other report. So that’s a 
shame, actually. 

Somewhere during our twenty years we started essentially asking each 
department head to sign a contract as to what they proposed to accomplish 

in the fiscal year, and I think that was helpful. It was very helpful. It was 

helpful because the debate as to whether something should be included or 
excluded was, in itself, very revealing.  

PARKER 
[unclear] clear priorities.  

CALLEIA 
Yes.  

PARKER 
Well, I think that’s all my questions.  

CALLEIA 
Well, I hope I’ve been helpful.  

PARKER 
You’ve been very helpful.  

CALLEIA 



And I wish you luck on— [End of April 16, 2013 interview] 
Parent Institution | TEI| Search | Feedback 

Date: 2013-12-05 
 

 

http://www.tei-c.org/
http://www.tei-c.org/
http://www.google.com/
mailto:feedback

