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ABSTRACT
Growth and Conflict at the Suburban Fringe:
The Case of the Livermore~amador Valley
by

-Douglas Andrew Greenberg

The Livermore-Amador Valley is located southeast of
Oakland, California. Despite a strong booster tradition,
through World War II Livermore and Pleasanton were small
mercantile centers characterized by slow population growth.
The 1952 opening of the University of California Radiation
Laboratory brought rapid residential development to
Livermore. The arrival of hundreds of scientists and
engineers, however, created an enduring split between
oldtimers and the laboratory professionals.

Bedroom-type development spilling over from the East
Bay first occurred not in Livermore or Pleasanton, but in
tiny Dublin. Alameda County permitted the construction of a
large, unincorporated "master-planned" community. The
sudden appearance of "San Ramon Village" triggered
accelerated residential develcopment throughout the valley.

Two hew interstate highways made the area attfactive
for homebuilding. During the sixties, the infrastructure
necessary for rapid growth was provided, but within a
fragmented governmental structure.

As the valley population increased by 8-10% per year,
growth-related problems developed.. In Livermore, a group

of scientists and engineers organized to force homebuilders
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to increase lot sizes, build more varied subdivisions and
shoulder more infrastructural costs. Meanwhile, planning in
the west valley was hampered by a bitter interjurisdiction
dispute between the City of Pleasanton and the special
district agency providing services for Dublin. In
Pleasanton, moreover, city council approval of numerocus
residential density increases generated strong protests.

By 1971, air pollution was severe, Livermore schools
were .overcrowded, and there was an impending shortage of
treated water. The discovery that the principal west valley
wastewater treatment plant was overloaded resulted in a
moratorium on new sewer connections.

In response to these crises, some Livermore scientists
founded Save All Valley Environments, SAVE Inc. Supported by
a liberal local newspaper, this group led a successful 1972
initiative campaign in both cities to stop growth until
infrastructural problems were resolved.

After the SAVE vote, Livermore revised its general plan
to permit only 2% annual population growth. More progrowth
Pleasanton established a similar policy, but mainly because
sewer capacity was restricted. Environmental quality held a
high priority in state and federal policymaking during the
seventies. Because of the valley smog problem, grant
funding for a large wastewater conveyance facility was
restricted to accommodate just 2% annual population growth.

By 1978, both Livermore and Pleasanton established

residential growth management programs, designed to screen
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competing housing proposals and limit new construction. By
1981, however, a new building boom arrived in the west
valley, this time involving offices and other types of
commercial development. The approval by Pleasanton of the
giant Hacienda Business Park meant that ultimately the
community would become a rééional job center. ‘ In response
to the impending jobs surplus, Pleasanton then moved to
relax restrictions on homebuilding. Envious of Pleasanton's
new-found wealth, Livermore voters elected a strongly pro-
growth city council in 1985,

The growth control problem stems from the contradictory
nature of suburban development. Suburbanization - was
facilitated by a very weak system of controls over land
development, Residents' expectations for a pastoral
environment, however, are frustrated by 'continuing land
conversion. The SAVE movement resulted from the
concentration of highly-educated professionals in Livermore.
A vocal minority of local scientists and engineers was able
to effectively, if temporarily, thwart the pro-gfawth

interests that usually dominate suburban politics.
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Chapter I
Introduction

During the quarter-century following World War II, the
U.S. economy grew in spectacular fashion. For most citizens,
the postwar boom meant steady employment, rising income and
a cornucopia of affordable consumer goods. Ideologically,
this abundance reaffirmed the long-~standing American faith
in economic growth as a crucial benchmark of human progress.
In the words of economist Walter Heller, growth was "the pot
of gold and the rainbow" (Hodgson 1976: 80).

At the heart of postwar affiuence was the
residential suburbanization process. During the fifties,
bvef“three-quarters of the popﬁlation increase within U.S.
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas occurred within
suburbs; by the sixties, this figure exceeded ninety-five
percent (Muller 1981: 22). As new housing tracts arose on
lands occupied previocusly only by cattle or orchards, the
dream of home ownership became a reality for millions of
families. By 1870, over sixty percent of U.S. homes were
owner-occupied.

By the close of the 1960s, however, both the reflexive
identification of growth with progress and the unbridled
process of suburban homebuilding were under widespread
criticism. Ironically, this attack was launched in part by

affluent suburbanites who had benefitted substantially from
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economic growth. As the tranquility of formerly-outlying
small communities was marred by "sprawl" and pollution, some
citizens began to view land development as more a curse than
a blessing.

Frdm New York to California, citizen-activists
organized dgrassroots movements +to curtail or even halt
growth altogether. Typically, such .movements arose in
places that had undergone particularly rapid development
during the previous decade. Because of unrelenting growth,
formerly rustic landscapes were now urbanized, and voters
were requested regularly to bond for schools and other
infrastructure that would mainly benefit new residents. 1In
response, suburban activists sought to implement ordinances
which, through a variety of techniques, would restrict the
issuance of residential building permits.

To these citizens, "growth control" represented at
least a partial solution to local environmental and £fiscal
problems. However, inasmuch as unfettered suburban
development had been an integral part of the postwar city-
building process, the antigrowth revolt represented a major
challenge both to the Building industry and to urban
policymakers at all levels of goverﬁment.

This dissertation analyzes the origins, goals, tactics
and achievements of a grassroots growth control movement in
the Livermore~Amador Valley, California. 1In the work that
follows, both the suburban growth érocess and the
accompanying political struggles within the communities of

Livermore and Pleasanton are reviewed and evaluated.
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The Background of This Study

This research was motivated in part by a series of
works by Richard aA. Walker (1977, 1978, 1981), in which he
argued that suburbanization has functioned as a "solution"
to certain economic problems and social tensions intrinsic
to American capitalist development. Walker demonstrated
that as early as the 1830s wealthy urbanites began to
relocate their residences to the outskirts of Aflantic
seaboard cities. The resulting spatial separation of social
classes served to ameliorate potential antagonism. By the
1880s, the construction of new streetcar suburbs provided a
significant outlet for capital investment, thus helping to
stave off the threat of overaccumulation and economic
stagnation, Finally, suburban life redefined for Americans
their relationship with nature. For millions of workers,
industrialization provided only a degraded form of contact
with mnature in the workplace. What was taken away in the
realm of production, however, ultimately was returned in the
form of the suburban lifestyle and consumerism.

By the suburban boom of the 1950s, the scale of
development was sufficiently grand to c¢reate seemingly
endless markets for homes, autos, petroleum products,
appliances and other accoutrements of the suburban way of
life, Meanwhile, the accessibility of home ownership and a
consumer lifestyle to a large portion of the population

served to blunt what had been significant labor unrest
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during the Great Depression.

Residential suburbanization clearly abetted the
stability of the American socio-economic system during the
postwar decades. Moreover, by the late 19605 a consensus
evolved among academicians that the new suburban
subdivisions provided a viable solution to what had been a
severe wartime housing shortage. Although popular literature

such as John Keats' The Crack in the Picture Window (1956)

and William H. Whyte's The Organization Man (1956) portrayed

the new suburban housing tracts as sterile, boring enclaves
of conformity, Scott Donaldson (1969) lambasted such %orks
for perpetrating what he termed the "suburban myth.“
Herbert Gans' experiment in participant-observation  in
Levittown, New York 1led him to conclude that the instant
community was in fact "a good place to live" (1967: 432).
Furthermore, a study of Milpitas, California, by sociologist
Bennett Berger (1960) dispelled the notion that suburbs
necessarily housed only the "middle class." Berger showed
that there were indeed working—-class suburbs, with which
their inhabitants seemed reascnably satisfied.

As the sixties drew to a close, however, it was
apparent that the city-building solutions of one era can
become the source o©f problems for the next. The
polynucleated, decentralized system of suburban land-use
conversion facilitated the rapid construction of millions of
inexpensive homes with but minimal planning. Consegquently,
as suburban communities continued to grow, some of the very

amenities for which suburban residents had moved from the
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central cities were eroded. Small community size, open
space, clean air, the balance between rural and urban
lifestyle--all were threatened by continued growth.
Increasingly, the interests of early suburban migrants
became antagonistic to those of both the homebuilders and
potential newcomerg. Apparently, the one-time "solution"
had begotten a spate of new problems, ultimately manifested

in the rise of growth-control movements.

Previous Work on Growth Control

In the wake of the growth control "explosion" of the
early 1970s, a voluminous literature developed addressing
the legal and planning issues associated with this new
movement. In a three~volume collection of readings edited
by Scott (1975), a survey of growth-control cases and
techniques was presented. The orientation of this Urban
Land Institute publication was pragmatic, aimed at helping
developers and planning professionals to cope with this
sudden challenge to the prevailing system of land
conversion. Other planning-oriented works were published by
Brower et al. (1976), Burrows (1978), Finkler, Toner and
Popper (1976}, Franklin (1973), Hughes (1974), and Mocine
(1976). Some discussions (Bosselman 1974, 1976; Potomac
Institute 1974) focussed upon constitutional questions
raised by the new growth management programs established in
such towns as Petaluma, California, and Ramapo, New York.
Deutsch (1974) was the first to review these issues with

respect to Livermore.
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A series of cost-revenue studies sought to determine
whether residential development "pays its way" in terms of
taxes generated versus services required. The Associated
Home Builders (1972) and Gruen, Gruen & Associates (1972}
concluded that it did: Appelbaum et al. (1974) and
Livingston and Blayney (1971) argued that at least in some
cases, it did not.

Once dgrowth controls were enforced in communities
across the nation, researchers labored to establish the
extent to which these and other forms of land-use regulation
might raise housing costs (Dowall 1979, 1984; Seidel 1978,
Nicholas et al. 1982). Finally, a detailed case study was
published evaluating the administrative and political
consequences of a growth management program in Fairfax
County, Virginia (Dawson 1977). This planning-legal
literature has continued to grow, with the publication of a
fourth ULI volume of readings on growth management in 1978
(Schnidman ed.), and a fifth in 1980  (Schnidman and
Silverman eds.). ~

Comparative research has shown that growth control
movements arise most commonly in particular types of cities.
On the basis of a brief overview of Boulder, Petaluma, and
Boca Raton, Rosenbaum {1978) postulated that receptivity to
growth controls was strongest in communities of between
15,000 and 75,000 that are characterized by 8-10% annual
population increase, an independent employment base, prior

land use planning experience, rising property taxes, and an
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infrastructural crisis of some kind. Although Gottdeiner
and Neiman (1981) claim that support for growth controls in
Riverside, California cut across class lines, a survey of
Northern California growth-control communities by Protash
and Baldassare (1983) showed that "mobilization against
growth" is most 1likely to occur in fast-growing "white-
collar" communities with a high percentage of owner—oécupied
units.

In matters in which self-interest and civic ideals are
closely intertwined, it is extremely difficult to ascertain
the "real" motivations underlying political beliefs. Not
surprisingly, then, there is no consensus regarding the
subjective origins of anti~-growth sentiment. Most literature
has associated the phenomenon with increasing affluence and
environmental concern. In the 1873 Rockefeller Brothers

Fund Task Force Report, The Use of Land, William K. Reilly

referred to a "new mood" in America emphasizing "quality of
life." That such an attitude did emerge among well-
educated, affluent Americans was suggested in a bestselling
1970 book by Charles Reich, and was supported by an
extensive survey study by Ronald Ingelhart (1977).
Ingelhart found that young, well~educated citizens of
several Western countries did embrace what he terms "post-
materialist" values, including a high level of environmental
concern. Studies of the environmental movement itself
confirm that it is a white, upper-middle~class phenomenon
(Bﬁttel and Flinn 1974; Harry, Gale and Hendee 1969; Van

Liere and Dunlap 1980).
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A case study supporting these linkages between upper-
middle-class standing, environmentalism, and growth control
sentiment was published in 1980 by geographer David Ley. The
temporary ascendancy to power in Vancouver of a grassroots
coalition stressing "quality of life" was linked to the
transformation of that city during the seventies from a
blue-collar industrial center to a "post~industrial®
métropolis dominated by office functions.

While agreeing that growth~-control sentiment is
strongest within the professional, white=-collar population,
some scholars have rejected Riley, Ingelhart and Ley's
essentially sympathetic interpretation of "the new mood."
MIT professor Bernard Frieden, for example, has claimed
(1979} that the anti-growth crusade is little more than a
ploy by suburbanites to protect their idyllic preserves at
the expense of those who have not yet partaken of the
American Dream of home ownership. According to Frieden, the
rhetoric regarding "new values" and "quality of life" is all
merely part of "the environmental protection hustle,” a new
version of a very old game: class-based exclusionary zoning
practices (cf. Danielson 1976; Dyke 1971; Ellickson 1977).

This more jaundiced view of environmentalism in general
has been shared by Aaron Wildavsky (1981) and William Tucker
(1982). Even some Marxist analysts have concurred with this
cynical position, maintaining that the "ecology" movement is
merely a convenient vehicle for middle-class interests

(Enzenberger 1974; Castells 1978). Perhaps because of a
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prevailing bias against the relatively affluent denizens of
the suburbs, those on the political left have been little
inclined +to appraise the suburban growth-controls movement
as part of the widespread grassroots urban activism of the
post-sixties period. Whereas Boyte (1980) ignores suburban
issues completely, Hoch (1980} dismisses growth control
advocates as selfish elitists, 1in much the same manner as
Frieden. Only Gottdeiner (1983; also Gottdeiner and Neiman
1981) and Walker and Heiman (1981) have presented the issue
as a legitimate grassroots struggle over state management $f

the 1ocal development process.
Overview of This Study

The emergence of growth management as a prominent issue
during the seventies has been well-~documented. To date,
however, the historical treatment of individual cases has
been cursory at best. No research has demonstrated, for
example, the ways in which the growth revolt evolved out of
previous problems and concerns within a suburban community;
nor has there been a careful documentation of the evolution
and trajectory of a specific grassroots movement. This
dissertation provides such a study.

Above all else, the struggle over local growth control
will be presented as a crucial element within a broader
process of geographical evolution.  Accordingly, .no
overriding hypothesis is proven, but a number of themes
emerge. First, it is demonstrated that some growth-related

problems can be traced to the very structures, institutions
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and practices that facilitated suburban development for a
decade or more prior td the growth revolt. In other words,
suburbanization has proven to be a contradictory process.

Second, it is shown that there has 1long been a
disjuncture between the localized suburban political
structure and the regional, even national brientation of the
economy. Consegquently, the cherished ideal of community
self-determination that wunderlies the ideology of "home
rule" has consistently been shattered. In reality, outside
forces largely govern the rate and type of development that
a suburban city will receive.

Third, the control-growth §trugg1e that enveloped the
Livermore-Amador Valley is shown to have emerged primarily
from social divisions within the city of Livermore,
Consistently, a progrowth stance has been championed by
local business interests, as represented by the 1local
newspapers and the chamber of commerce. - The control-
growth position, on the other hand, was advanced by members
of the new professional-technical strata--most notably,
scientists and other educated professionals associated with
a giant ﬁuclear research laboratory. The growth-control
campaign evolved, in fact, out of a much longer-term effort
by these professionals to exert control over community
development.

Fourth, the importance of leadership within a
grassroots political movement is stressed. Although the

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory professionals provided the
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core constituency for the growth control campaign, it 1is
likely that without a handful of key individuals the
movement would never have become significant.

Finally, this study supports the conclusions of
Gottdeiner (1983) that what fundamentally motivates the
leaders of growth control movements is not a desire to
exclude the poor and minorities, but .a typically=1liberal
expectation that local government should plan rationally and
should protect the quality of life for all citizens.

It should be added at the outset that descriptions and
analyses are included which are tangential to these growth-
oriented themes. Partly, this 1is a reflection of a
secondary goal of this research: to produce a viable work of
local history, a careful documentation of the evolution of a
specific place during an eventful time in its development.
I have tried where possible to convey the complexity of real
history, the flavor of political debate, and the zeitgeist
of postwar suburban public life.

In _Part One, composed of Chapters II and 1III, the
communities of Livermore and Pleasanton are introduced,
including an overview of their histories through World War
II. Much of this section is descriptive; a reader who
wishes to concentrate upon the postwar growth process may
choose to skip over this material. The modern era for any
locale, however, is rooted firmly in its past. This section
on early history documents not only a legacy of frustrated
local ambitions for growth, but also the contribution of

small-town boosterism to a counter-productive parochialism

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



12

within each valley community.

Part Two analyzeé the postwar suburbanization process
that transformed the Livermore-Amador Valley during the
fifties and sixties. Chapter IV provides an overview of
postwar suburban growth, including significant 1laws and
institutions that influenced@ its direction and form.,
Chapter V depicts the first wave of growth in Livermore,
resulting from the opening of the Radiation Laboratory in
1952. The arrival of hundreds of scientists and engineers
created a "town and gown" split within the community which
has\ continued since. Chapter VI analyzes an unfortunate
contribution by county~level politicians to subsequent
planning problems. Approval of a giant "planned community"
ﬁear the +tiny hamlet of Dublin set off a new era of
"bedroom" development in the valley, but also triggered a
lengthy period of unproductive interjurisdictional strife
between the new community and the c¢ity of Pleasanton.
Chapter VII traces the myriad ways in which infrastructural
obstacles to growth were overcome during the early sixties.
Through a fragmented political structure, the highway
access, schools, water, and wastewater treatment capacity
necessary to subsequent development were provided. Chapters
VIII and IX analyze the growth boom of the sixties in
Livermore and Pleasanton, respectively. It is shown that
the general plan ideals of comqpnity—controlled, balanced

growth were cast aside in the face of apparently

unstoppable pressures for residential development. As open
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land within the valley was transformed into suburban
"sprawl," some Livermore citizens organized politically to
exert stricter controls over the homebuilding process.
Elected officials, however, were both unable and unwilling
to alter significantly the course of development.

Part Three analyzes the period of "controlled" growth
that has characterized the valley betﬁeen late 1971 and
1985. Chapter X introduces the environmental and growth
control movements that burst upon the national scene during
the late sixties and early seventies. In Chapter XI, the
problems resulting from rapid growth in the Livermore-Amador
Valley are discussed, along with the political backlash that
culminated in the imposition pf growth controls. Chapters
XI1 through XIII trace the evolution of public debate and
government policy at the local, state and federal levels as
these two communities lurched toward permanent solutions to
their growth-related problems. Chapter XIV shows the
fragility of the growth-control consensus. Within a
context of inflating home prices and economic uncertainty,
the progrowth forces were able to launch an effective
counter-attack against growth restrictions. Chapters XV and
XVI provide a preliminary sketch of growth management
during its first, tumultuous years, and discusses the
possible erosion of these systems as renewed pressures for
growth become irresistible. Finally, in Chapter XVII, the
major themes emerging from the preceding chapters are

reviewed and evaluated.
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Theory

Whereas over-preoccupation with theory can be
crippling to empirical research, there is no such thing as
pure, concept-free observation. Inquiry inevitably proceeds
in accordance with prior knowledge and values, including
unacknowledged ideological assumptions. Oout of a virtual
infinity of possible "facts," we focus upon certain aspects
of reality rather than others, and interpret them in
particular ways. Because theory and method are unavoidable,
then, some discussion of the underpinnings of this study is
in order at the outset.

Like all academic disciplines for which human activity
is a central object of inquiry, human geography has
undergone considerable ferment over the past several decades
concerning methodological issues. Partly in reaction to the
unsystematic inquiry typical of previous scholarship, and
also in accordance with trends within the postwar social
sciences as a whole, there emerged during the fifties a
"quantitative revolution™ in human geography. Through
statistical analysis, gecgraphers believed that the
discipline could be placed on a fully "scientific" footing
(e.g. Bunge 1969; Haggett 1966; Amadeo and Golledge 1975).
Theory would be constructed through rigorous use of
mathematical testing. The most thorough programmatic
statement of this approach was David Harvey's 1969 tour de

force, Explanation in Geography.

The ultimate failure of the quantitative revolution was
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due to flaws not in its mathematics, but in its positivist
philosophical underpinﬁings. A first major weakness is the
assumption that social processes can be inferred from
spatial patterns of human activity (Olsson 1969}. Second,
crities point out that in their search for objective facts,
positivists necessarily transform human subjects into
objects, assemblages of data to be measured and manipulated
(Pred 1981). Third, positivists fail to appreciate that
social life is linguistically-mediated, hence founded wupon
intersubjective meanings that cannot be captured through
mathematical representation (Taylor 1971).

Qverall, under the rigid assumptions of the new
quantitative geographers, much of the essence of social life
is obliterated for the sake of maintaining a "scientific"
method. Such flawed abstraction processes were long ago
dismissed by Alfred North Whitehead (1929) as "the fallacy
of misplaced concreteness."

Opponents of positivist inguiry have also attacked its
p?litical implications. The claim that social science can
be value~free has been soundly criticized (see Keat and Urry
1982). Moreover, particularly in the highly-charged social
atmosphere of the Viet Nam war éra, it was alleged that a
"scientific" geography is inherently manipulative;

. predictive knowledge regarding spatial behavior can easily
be used for social control (Rieser 1973).
Although heavily criticized, positivist research in

geography has by no means disappeared (Golledge and
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Couclelis 1984). However, some sophisticated scholars of
the "quantitative revolution" have become disenchanted.
Like Wittgenstein before him, Gunnar Ollson (1969, 1978)
turned to complex forms of linguistic analysis in search of
a new philosophy of inquiry that would transcend the
imprisoning structures imposed by conventional forms of
representation. David Harvey, on the other hand, adopted
Marxism as an alternative basis for a truly "scientific"
approach to spatial phenomena_(1973, 1978, 1982).

Meanwhile, methodological approaches to geographical
ingquiry have proliferated. Phenomenologists, existen-
tialists, and other "humanist" geographers stress meanings,
values, being, and perceptual aspects of human-environment
relations (Buttimer 1876; Tuan 1974, 1976; Relph 1976;
Seamon 1984). In doing so, however, they implicitly reduce
the complexity of social existence to the summation of
individual perceptions and beliefs. Although more rooted in
material life, Weberian writings (e.g. Ley 1980, 1981) are
based upon a neo-Kantian separation between erklaren
(explanation) and verstehen (understanding). Because the
objective-structural and subjective determinants of human
behavior are not adequately integrated, Weberians tend to
treat volitions and belief-systems in a voluntaristic
manner.

Inasmuch as its inspiration is drawn from the work of
Richard Walker, this inquiry bears the stamp of Marxist
thought. Accordingly, it 1is maintained that economic

processes and class relations provide the fundamental bases
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for political and ideological phenomena. At the outset, I
intended to follow the structuralist approach that has
become popular within contemporary Marxist analysis (e.qg.
Althusser and Balibar 1970, Castells 1977). This involves
focussing not upon the consciousness of individuals but the
generative properties of the social system (Bhaskar 1979).
Such structures impel individuals to act in accordance with
particular class and gender roles, and also govern the
macro-level logic of capital accumulation.

Structuralism, however, cannot provide a satisfactory
foundation for a case study of this type. There is no
proper way to write local history without detailed attention
to unique circumstances and the influence of individuals.
Although people are strongly shaped by social forces, they
cannot be treated as mere "bearers" for economic, social,
and ideological structures (Thompson i978, Duncan and Ley
1982). The determinants of specific human actions are
complex, including personality traits stemming from
experiences unique to a particular life-path (Pred 1984).

The tension between structure and agency that shapes
human history was well expressed by Karl Marx himself when
he declared: "Men make their own history, but not of their
own free will"™ (1973: 146). The most ambitious attempt to
reconcile this duality is the "structuration"™ approach
proposed by Anthony Giddens (1979). Within this perspective,
"structure" is treated not as a rigid determinant of human

behavior, but as the set of generative rules and resources
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from which individuals draw creatively during social
interaction. People .then can pe viewed as complex and
reflective sources of thought and action. At the same time,
however, in pursuing their goals individuals are impelled
by preexistent, wider circumstances that they did not
themselves create.

With regard to this case study, additional reflection
will be required before the explicit links between structure
and agenby can be posited. Here, the objective has been
merely to analyze the history of the battle over growth in
the Livermore-Amador Valley. Still, the perspectives
acquired through the exploration of structural-Marxism and
the structurationist alternative have informed both the

research process and the presentation.
Method

The core of this work is a reconstruction of the
events that have influenced the growth process in the
Livermore-Amador Valley. Toward this end, the raw
materials for research were essentially threefold: 1local
newspapers, government documents, and interviews. I
reviewed thousands of issues of local newspapers, mainly
spanning the period between 1950 and 1985. Regarding such
source material, I was fortunate; during the postwar period,
as many as three local papers covered growth-related events
simultaneously.

Beyond newspaper accounts, a vast and ever-expanding

array of government documents exists germane to local growth
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issues. These include city and county general plans,
minutes from city council meetings, and numerous reports
prepared by government agencies or consulting firms
pertaining to such specific problems as water supply and
sewage disposal. Since 1970, the trickle of government
documents has turned into a torrent, as environmental impact
reports have been produced for innumerable proposed
construction projects. These reports have become a
valuable source of background material regarding geography,
demogfaphy, and economic development.

Although the editorials and letters published in
newspapers revealed some local opinions regarding political
issues, interviews with long-term residents provided the
"between .the lines" understanding that an outsider otherwise
would miss. Beginning with my initial seminar papers on the
Livermore-Amador Valley, I .interviewed over sixty-five
individuals. In determining who should be interviewed, I
employed a "snowball" technique, asking interviewees who
else might be considered a valuable source of ‘insight or
information. Some influential figures were interviewed
several times. Interviews ranged in length from forty-five
minutes to over six hours. On the whole, people were
remarkably cooperative and accommodating: only two former
public officials rebuffed repeated requests for an
interview.

Although some individuals proved invaluable in

providing information, I could not count on interviewees to
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recall complex events that in some cases occurred twenty-
five or more years previously. Consequently, in preparing
for interviews, I tried to have a general understanding of
"the facts" beforehand. My questions, then, would involve
matters of opinion, interpretation, and reflection.

Finally, it should be added that an - important, but
intangible aspect of my method was my ongoing physical
presence within the Livermore-Amador Valley itself. My many
automobile trips from Berkeley to The valley gave me ample
time to see the neighborhoods, construction projects, and
landmarks to which my written sources referred. Whether
driving to the Livermore Public Library for a marathon
session reviewing microfilm, or studying the road map to
find the address of my next interview, I had the opportunity
to study the valley as its landscape was transformed before
my eyes. That I found this valuable reflects, perhaps, my
absorption of the philosophy of the field-oriented "Berkeley
School®™ of geography. My field experience, however,
confirmed my belief that raw observation is never naive.
As I learned more about valley history, I "saw" a different
landscape. My fieldwork, then, involved a dialectic between
obsefvation and study, as the place that I read and heard
about merged ever more closely into the place that 1I

observed.
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PART ONE

The Era of Slow Growth

Every human landscape, every habitation, at any
moment is an accumulation of practical
experience....The geographer cannot study
houses and towns, fields and factories, as to
their where and why without asking himself
about their origins....If the object is to
define and understand human associations as
areal growth, we must find out how they and
their distributions (settlements) and their
activities (land use) came to be what they are.

Carl 0. Sauer, "Foreward to Historical
Geography,"™ 1941 (1963: 360).

The suburbanization process that transformed the
Livermore-Amador Valley after 1952 did not take place on a
featureless plain, but within a distinctive physical
environment long occupied and highly modified by human
activity. The following two chapters introduce the land and
its early inhabitants. The lengthy period during which the
valley remained pastoral and sparsely-populated bequeathed a
legacy not only of 1land-use patterns and econonic
relationships, but also of traditions and attitudes that

conditioned the subsequent period of rapid development.
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Chapter 11
Geographical Setting and Early History

Located among the rugged ridges of the Diablo Range,
the Livermore-Amador Valley lies slightly inland from the
California coast, "between the sea and the San Joaquin”
(Figure 1). Definitions of the Livermore-Amador Valley are a
source of confusion, since the area can be considered either
as four distinct geographical subareas, or as a single
entity characterized by a distinctive hydrological drainage
pattern. From the western edge of the Aamador Valley
eastward across the Livermore Valley to the Altamont Hills,
the terrain slopes gently upward from 350 to around 650 feet
in elevation over a distance of fourteen miles (Figure 2).
To the north of the city of Livermore, the small Las Positas
Valley extends northward approximately three miles. The
overall north-south width of this three-valley area varies
from three to six miles. From Dublin, the southern San
Ramon Valley extends four miles northward to the low divide
that separates the South San Ramon and San Ramon Creek
watersheds.

Fgr the purposes of this study, the Livermore-Amador

Valley, or simply "the valley," shall generally be

*

This same territory is sometimes called the "Tri-
Valley" area, with reference to the Livermore, Amador, and
southern San Ramon Valleys. This name will not be used here.
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CONCORD
@ WALNUT CREEK
; LIVERMORE-AMADOR
.‘ OAKLAND VALLEY
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Figure 2. '
i Livermore-Amador Valley Area, 1945 .
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treated as a single entity. The four distinctly-named
subareas comprise, in fact, parts of a single watershed
system. A series of small, seasonal creeks flow into the
Arroyo de la Laguna, so named for a lake several hundred
acres in size that once occupied the poorly-drained area
southeast of the present junction of Interstate Highways 580
and 680, Although early in the present century reclamation
efforts eliminated both the lake and a surrounding marshy
area, even in 1985 several inches of standing water would
remain for weeks after a heavy rain (Figure 3).

The Arroyo de 1la Laguna is a tributary to Alameda
Creek, which winds westward through*Niles Canyon to empty
ultimately into San Francisco Bay. Complementing this
surface drainage pattern, a common groundwater basin
underlies the four valley areas. With up to 400 feet of
gravelly, water-bearing sediments 1ying just beneath the
valley floor, the area historically has borne a large
reservoir of underground water. In the south-central
portion of the Amador Valley, groundwater levels were at one
time sufficiently high to produce artesian conditions.

A small percentage of local runoff drains from the
groundwater basin through the porous gravels of the Niles
Cone, which presently provides a major portion of the water
supply for the cities of Fremont, Newark and Union City. A
significant feature of valley hydrology is the tendency for
all salts, natural or man-made, to be flushed

*The average flow of Alameda Creek between 1892-1962
was 123 cubic feet per second (U.S. Geological Survey 1984).
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Figure 3. Natural Factors.
Above: Cattle stay coocl by wading in water still
standing several weeks after 1985 winter rains.
Below: Poor visibility is due to photochemical smog
induced by thermal inversion conditions on a summer
afternoon. View is from western end of valley (above
Dublin) looking southeast.
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ultimately into the Alameda Creek drainage system.
Consequently, very shall amounts of upstream pollution can
be of concern to downstream water users.

Like most of coastal California, the valley is
characterized by a mediterranean climate. Cool, wet winters
alternate with warm, dry summers. Since winter storms travel
from west to east, the Amador Valley receives far greater
rainfall than does the Livermore. Whereas average annual
precipitation in Pleasanton is over 21 inches, in the city
of Livermore the total is but 14 1/2 inches. The location
of the valley slightly inland causes temperatures to be
somewhat hotter in summer and cooler in winter than in the
Bay Area to the west.

Because the valley is surrounded by ridges from one to
Ehree thousand feet in elevation, it is subject to periodic
thermal inversions. These occur commonly during the hot,
dry summer months, when air circulating out of the offshore
Pacific high pressure cell descends, warms, and forms a
thermal cap over cooler air beneath. In modern times, this
meteorological phenomenon has contributed to an air
pollution problem that reached its most severe levels during
the late sixties and early seventies (Figure 3).

Its 1location and'topography have caused the valley to
serve as a natural corridor linking two neighboring lowland
areas, the San Francisco Bay plain and the San Joaquin
Valley. So central has this function been within valley

development that local historians Reginald and Grace Stuart
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entitled their book describing the first years of white

occupation of the area Corridor Country (1966). Long before

the arrival of the first Spanish explorers, in fact, inland
aboriginal groups such as the Miwok used the valley both as
a trade route and a pathway to and from the rich shellfish
beds of the eastern shore of San Francisco Bay (Davis 1974).

The valley served as a home not oniy for the Costanoan
Indians, but for a rich fauna and flora as well. In the
oak woodlands of the hills and perennial bunchgrass
savannas of the lowlands, elk, antelope, mountain lions,

and even grizzly bears abounded.

*
The Spanish and Mexican Periods

Such varied and spectacular wildlife would undoubtedly
still exist today, were it not for economic and political
changes in Europe which from the sixteenth century onward
caused explorers, merchants, and missionaries to venture
into the so-called New World in search of empire, riches
and converts to the Christian faith. By the mid-eighteenth
century, <California had fallen within the Spanish sphere of
imperial influence. Although "Alta California” was
considered a distant, unimportant corner of the Spanish
empire, King Charles III became concerned that the Russians

would move southward from their fur-trapping outposts along

*
Sources for this and the following section include:

Halley (1876), DeNier (1928), Stuart and Stuart (1966)
Newton (1968), Calhoun (1973), Burns (1975), and Davis
(1976) . )
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potentially rich territory. Consequently, after 1769 Spain
sent expeditions composed of military and clerical personnel
into California to assert Spanish influence, and hence
secure the region for the crown.

Led by Pedro Fages and Father Juan Crespi, the first
Spanish explorers reached the Livermore-Amador Valley in
April 1772, while in search of a land route to Drake's Bay.
No attempt was made to settle the region, however, until the
arrival of missionaries a quarter~century later. On June 11,
1797, Mission San Jose de Guadalupe was founded at a site
located within the present-day city of Fremont. Soon
thereafter, the Amador Valley (then called el Valle de San
Jose) and the surrounding uplands became part of the mission
grazing lands. Although the Franciscan priests who founded
the California missions controlled vast acreages in their
efforts +to Christianize the aboriginal population, formal
title to mission lands remained with the Spanish crown.

During the Spanish period, the 1largely inadvertent
destruction of the native inhabitants of California
commenced. Although some became Christianized, many more
either ran away or else succumbed to European diseases, to
which they had no resistance. At the same time,
extermination of the big game of central California began,
and the natural vegetation was forever altered through the
introduction of European annual grasses.

The most far-reaching changes in land-use patterns in

coastal California, however, did not occur until the
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repercussions of Mexican independence (achieved in 1821)
finally reached the more distant outposts of the Hispanic
settlement area. Between 1822 and 1824, Spanish authority
over Alta California ended. After a decade passed during
which the missions continued to function independently of
any centralized authority, the new Mexican '~ government
ordered that all mission lands be secularized. Thus began

the era of the so-called Californiocs, those fortunate few

who benefitted frqm the issuance by the Mexican government
of generous grants of land either aé political favors or as
rewards to military officers for their 1loyal long~term
service in remote Californian outposts.

In November 1836, the California representative of
the Mexican government, Governor Juan B. Alvarado, ordered
the secularization of Mission San Jose, with its mainly
aboriginal population of two thousand inhabitants. By 1839,
the mission lands and much of the surrounding area that lay
within the present-day Livermore, Amador, south San Ramon
and Las Positas Valleys had been parcelled out intoc five
separate grants. A grant of 16,517 acres was issued to the
former major-domo of Mission San Jose, Jose Maria Amador.
Amador (1794-1883), who had lived near the present-day site
of Dublin since 1827, applied for his grant in 182%, and
received title +to his lands five years later. South of
Amador's Rancho San Ramon, Mexican soldier Jose Dolores
Pacheco was granted 8,894 acres for his Santa Rita Rancho in
April 1839. Pacheco never lived on this land, however; the

rancho was overseen by Francisco Alviso. Alviso was also
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the grantee fér the 17,760 acre Canada de los Vaqueros
rancho, located mainly in what presently is Contra Costa
County. By far the largest grant issued in the area,
however, was awarded in 1839 to military men Agostin and
Juan Pablo Bernal, Antonio Sunol, and Antonic Maria Pico.
Rancho el Valle de San Jose encompassed 48,436 acres,
including the present-day sites of both Pleasanton and
Livermore.

A fourth grant was issued in 1834 to a former New York
blacksmith named William Gulnac (Newton 1968: 71-72).
Gulnac's interests, however, ultimately passed to Robert
Livermore and Jose Noriega. Born in Springfield, England,
Livermore (1799-1858) had grown disillusioned with life as
an English sailor, and had deserted his trading ship the

Colonel Young in 1822. After drifting between settlements

for several years, Livermore resided for a time in the Sunol
Valley. He then stayed with Amador at Rancho §San Ramon
before moving eastward a few miles to occupy his own lands.
Livermore accommodated himself to his new homeland first by

becoming a member of a prominent Californio family through

his marriage to the widow Josefa Higuera Molina in 1838, and
then by securing Mexican citizenship in 1844,
The period between 1833 and 1848, during which the

Californios ruled, 1is portrayed by some historians as a

pastoral golden era during which 1life was elegant and
comfortable (e.g. McCann and Hinckel 1937, De Nier 1928).

Although certainly the immediate families of land grantees
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lived the high life characteristic of feudal nobility, the
hard work on the ranchos was performed by native
Californians. Not surprisingly, there were sporadic
rebellions against the ranchers and their allies throughout
the 1830s by such aboriginal groups as the Miwoks and
Yokuts. Several of these raids passed directly through the
Livermore-aAmador Valley “corridor," and were resisted
vigorously by those very men for whom these areas
subsequently were named.

Beginning in the late 1830s, the spectre of American
occupation and annexation loomed over California. The entry
into Californian economic life of adventurers 1like Robert
Livermore was but the beginning of a torrent of non-Hispanic
BEuropeans and Americans who would arrive in search of 1land

and wealth.
The Americans Arrive

The passage of political and economic dominance over
the valley from Mexicans to Americans was achieved both
through conflict and by peaceful means. Viewing the takeover
of California as a part of the "Manifest Destiny" of the
United States, some American settlers, diplomats, and

military  men treated the Californios with disregard even

before the actual seizure of California by the U.s.
government. Colonel John C. Fremont, for example, reputedly
stole 47 of Jose Amador's horses during an 1846 passage
through Rancho San Ramon (Calhoun 1973: 26). After the so-

called Bear Flag Rebellion of that same year, the conquest
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of California by the United States became all but
inevitable. As a result of war and the subsequent Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo signed in February 1848, Mexican rule over
California ended. On September 9th, 1850, California became
the 31st of the United States of America.

The onset of the California gold rush in 1849 placed
further pressures upon the ranchers. Although Robert
Livermore became known for his hospitable treatment of
argonauts as they passed through the valley en route to the
gold fields, Agostin Bernal became concerned over swarms of
American squatters who had designs upon his landholdings at
Rancho el Valle de San Jose.

Attempts at preemption by American settlers, and
attendant conflicts over title to the original.hexican land
grant areas became, in fact, commonplace throughout coastal
California. This was both because Americans tended not to
recognize the previous authofity of Mexican law, and because
the Mexican system for surveying lands and establishing
boundaries was inexact, to say the least. Disputes over the
legitimacy of land grants resulted finally in the
establishment of a United States Land Commission in 1851,
the task of which was to review the claims of the grantees
and their families, and hence to determine the ownership
status of the lands involved.

After arduous court reviews that lasted from five to
twenty years, the legitimacy of all of the Californio grant

claims in the valley ultimately was upheld (although the
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Livermore Rancho was reduced by the commission to 4,000
acres). Even so, particularly after 1871, a significant
amount of 1land outside of the rancho boundaries became
available for preemption. Under the preemption laws,
squatters could claim up to 160 acres, provided that they
occupied the land for a specified period of time, and made
demonstrable improvements.

In response to the mounting pressures upon the

original landholders, some of the Californios began to sell

their lands. As early as 1846, Francisco Alviso had sold his
Canada de 1los Vaqueros grant to Livermore and Noriega,
greatly expanding the holdings of the Englishman and his
partner. Around this same time, Jose Amador sold 100 acres
of his Rancho San Ramon to two Americans, Michael Murray and
Jeremiah Fallon, who established the first permanent "Anglo"
settlement. Dublin was located at the natural crossroads
where traffic moving north to south down the San Ramon
Valley intersected that traversing the now well=-known
Livermore-Amador Valley corridor linking the East Bay with
the Central Valley and the Mother Lode. Financially stressed
and wishing to mine gold himself, Amador sold the remainder
of his holdings in 1852 to James Witt Dougherty for $22,000.
Located very close to Dublin, the settlement established by
this Tennessee native became known as "Dougherty's Corners,"
and served as the hub of valley commerce for the next two ‘
decades. At the time of his death in 1879, Dougherty held
title to some 17,000 acres.

In 1853, Alameda County was created by the California
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Legislature, composed of six townships. Named for that
early resident of the Dublin area, Murray Township
encompassed around 500 square miles, including all of the
Livermore-Amador Valley area that lies within Alameda County
(2 new Pleasanton Township was formed in August 1902). The
formation of a local government apparatus merely accelerated

the ongoing passage of control from the old californio

families to a new generation of opportunistic Americans.

In 1854, American dominance over the valley was
increased when J. D. Pacheco sold his Santa Rita Rancho to
Samuel and J. West Martin for a reported $10,000. The
liguidation of the vast Rancho el Valle de San Jose occurred
less through direct sale than as a result of the marriages

of several second-generation Californio women to American

men. The principal landholder in the area was Juan Pablo
Bernal, who had augmented his already~large acreage in 1848
by purchasing lands previouély belonging to Antonio Sunol.
When Juan Pablo's daughter Maria Refugia Agosta Bernal
married Austrian-born John W. Kottinger (1819-1892) in 1850,
the latter received 4,500 acres of Amador Valley land as a
dowry. The largesse of his wealthy father-in-law played no
small role in facilitating Kottinger's rise to prominence
in the small community of Alisal (named for the sycamores
which grew along the Arroyo del Valle) during its early
period of development.

In 1861, a foreman at the Livermore ranch, Joshua A.

Neél, married Agostin Bernal's daughter Angela, and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



36

consequently gained title to 530 acres of land from the
Bernal family holdings. That same year, Robert Livermore's
son, Robert Jr., cemented his family's already powerful
position in the valley through his marriage to yet another
Bernal daughter, Teresa. Hence, through preemption, sale,
and marriage, the Americanization of the landholding pattern
in the valley was guickly accomplished.

A significant turning point in valley history occurred
in 1862 when the United States Congress authorized
construction of the transcontinental railroad. The
westernmost segment of this important east-west thoroughfare
ran from Sacramento south to Stockton, then west across the
Livermore-Amador Valley and on through Niles Canyon, finally
terminating at the port of Oakland.

The  construction of the tracks and associated
facilities through the valley produced a mini-boom for the
area; a hotel built by Alphonso Ladd at the present-day
intersection of Junction Ave. and 0ld First St. in Livermore
reportedly did a healthy business during the construction
years. More importantly, however, some local landholders
realized the potential increases in real estate values that -
would result from the arrival of the railroad in the area.
In 1868, long~-time Californian William H. Mendenhall
shrewdly donated twenty acres of land along the railroad
right-of-way to the Western Pacific Company (an affiliate of
the Central Pacific, which was later absorbed into the
Southern Pacific) for the expressed purpose of constructing

a depot. Once regular operations of the trains began, this
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land, a half-mile west of "Laddsville," would increase
greatly in value. Mendenhall called his new settlement
Livermore, after the late English pioneer rancher.

At the same time, in nearby Alisal Joshua Neal and
John Kottinger decided to plat their lands for the purpose
of subdividing them for sale. During this early period
of development, Kottinger occupied a prominent position in
the nascent community. As judge, Jjustice of the peace, and
principal landholder, "his private property served as the
justice court and county government center for Murray
Township" (Davis 1976: 10). Moreover, in 1864 Kottinger
became the proprietor of the first hotel in the area, the
Farmers', an establishment which still operates today (as a
restaurant} under the name of The Pleasanton Hotel. In
honor of a Union general in the Civil War, Neal and
Kottinger named the new community "Pleasonton." A
transcription error by a couﬁty clerk, however, altered this
forever to "Pleasanton."” Maps of both communities from an
1878 atlas of Alameda County are shown in Figures 4 and 5.

Once the first Pacific Express train rolled through
Livermore and Pleasanton in August 1869, the future
prosperity 0of +these settlements . seemed assured. The
following decade marked a period of intensive community-
building. In 1874, publication began of Livermore's first

newspaper, The Enterprise. Local chapters of civic

organizations such as the International Order of Oddfellows

and the American Legion of Honor were formed.
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Figure 4. An early map of Livermore, showing the grid
pattern typical of towns platted for speculative pur-
poses. The small size of land parcels set a precedent
for later subdivision practices.

Source: Thompson and West (1878)
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Figure 5. An early map of Pleasanton.

Source: Thompson and West (1878)
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What might have been a fierce rivalry between Livermore
and neighboring Laddsville, however, was ended in 1875 when
much of the latter community was destroyed by fire. In April
of the following year, the Town of Livermore, population
830, was granted a charter of incorporation by the State of
California. The c¢ity boundaries, including 610 acrés in
total area, remained unchanged until the first muhicipal
annexation was approved in 1949.

During the last quarter of the nineteenth century,
Livermore residents were optimistic that the valley would
grow and prosper. William Bartlett, who renamed the local
newspaper the Herald when he assumed its proprietorship in
1877, was an energetic booster for the town. As local
historian G. B. Drummond writes, "Bartlett's 1889 panoramic
view of Livermore is a fine example of a real estate
promotional®™ (1979: 2). Under the name of The Livermore
Board of Trade, 1local businessmen published an elaborate
pamphlet in 1887 extolling the virtues of the valley.

During the 1880s, Livermore became caught up in the
land speculation fever that swept through much of
California, and a flurry of subdivision activity ensued.
According to Drummond, Livermore during these years was "a
real-estate developer's paradise" (1979: 1). Some of the
areas for which maps were drawn, however, never actually
were developed during this era.

The principal bases for such optimism regarding the
loéal economy were the alleged fruit-growing potential of

the area, and the increased commercial traffic that passed
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through the valley because of the railroad. Once the rail
line began operation, the hub of commerce {mainly
agricultural} shifted from Dublin to Livermore. Pleasanton
also benefitted sufficiently, however, to Jjustify its
municipal incorporation in 1894,

Orchards never prospered in the valley, because there
are too many nights when frost occcurs. Moreover, any hopes
that the valley would develop autonomously into a great
metropolitan center proved unrealistic. A major blow to
local prosperity was delivered in 1878, when the
transcontinental railroad route was altered. Instead of
passing through the valley, the trains now travelled south
from Sacramento to Benecia, where a new ferry delivered them
across the Carquinez strait to Port Costa. To be sure, both
freight and passenger rail traffic still traversed the
Livermore-Amador Valley corridor, but the route was now
merely a spur line. .

Even the arrival in 1910 of a second railroad, the
Western Pacific (no relation to the earlier W.P. mentioned
above} did not alter the fundamental reality that overall,
the economic destiny of the Valley was increasingly tied to
the neighboring Bay Area to the west. While the populations
of San Francisco and Oakland expanded rapidly, Livermore and
Pleasanton remained tiny (Table 1). For decades to come,
it would be as a rural hinterland to the neighboring urban

colossus that the valley would continue to evolve.
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Population of Selected Bay Area
Cities, 1870-1940

Livermore Pleasanton San Francisco Oakland
1870 830 . - 149,473 10,500
1880 855 - 233,959 34,555
1890 1,391 - 298,997 48,662
1900 1,493 1,100 342,782 66,960
1910 2,030 1,254 416,912 150,174
1820 1,916 991 506,676 216,261
1930 3,119 1,237 634,394 284,063
1940 .2,885 1,278 634,536 302,163

Sources: Androit (1983); Vance (1964).
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Chapter III
Forces in the Economy, 1850-1945

The economic foréunes of valley residents have been
shaped to some extent by natural factors. Climate, soils
and geology have influenced what crops could be grown and
which industries located in the area. Almost from the
beginning of white settlement, however, the most important
determinant of local growth patterns has been the
relationship of the valley to the San Francisco Bay Area to
the west. As long as the the valley served only as a
hinterland for that urban complex, the energetic civic
boosterism exhibited by Livermore and Pleasanton residenfé

attracted few new residents and little investment.

The Hinterland Economy

Agricultural Beginnings

Since the late eighteenth century, cattle ranching has
been a mainstay of the valley economy. During the Spanish
era, thousands of scrawny, half-wild bovines grazed freely
across the mission lands. Establishment of the ranchos
after 1335 brought the institution of private property to
the wvalley, but effected few changes in the prevailing
system for raising livestock. What was new, however, was the

involvement of the Californios in a far-flung system of
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world trade. The hides and tallow produced on valley
ranchos were sold mainly to Russian traders at Bodega Bay
(Cook 1971).

After California was seized by the United States,
fortunes continued to be earned from ranching. During the
early 1850s, Juan Pablo Bernal and his son-in-law John
Kottinger drove cattle annually to the Mother Lode, where
they would trade the animals for gold dust.

Although in recent decades the importance of ranching
has declined, its place in the valley's economy and cultural
legacy is secure. Ranchers have remained influential in
valley politics. Moreover, since 1918, local ranchers have
sponsored an annual rodeo, first held as a fund-raising
activity for the Red Cross. Finally, the cowboy will forever
be the mascot of Livermore High School.

Although throughout the 1850s over 50,000 cattle and
horses roamed the valley .and surrounding uplands, the
following decade brought change. During the 1860s low
cattle prices forced some ranchers to lease land to fafmers.
Joseph Black, for example, leased 800 acres from the Bernals

for $2,000 per year (Valley Times, September 19, 197%: 22).

Dryland agriculture became the mainstay of the area: wheat,
and then barley were grown in abundance.
The success of grain crops was but a portent of the

agricultural bonanza that followed. In his Centennial Year

Book of Alameda County, California published in 1876,

William Halley wrote of the area:
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The richest land in (Murray) township...is

that between Pleasanton and bublin, in the San

Jose and Santa Rita Ranches, and the crops that

are here cut every year are almost incredible.

As high as seventy-five bushels to the acre has

been taken off. Anything belonging to the

vegetable kingdom may be cultivated along the

west side of the township, on the low 1lands,

and among the foothills.

(1876: 493)

Grain continued as the principal valley product through
the early 1880s (Lauer 1959: 8). During the 1870s, the area
also began to prodﬁce large amounts of hay, both to feed
local 1livestock and to supply the horsepower needs of the
Bay Area. The cultivation of higher-value crops was slow to
commence near Pleasanton, because much of the prime acreage
was still held in large parcels. These major landholders,
some of whom were descendants of the original grantees,
chose either to raise field crops that required 1little
labor, or else simply to run cattle over their holdings.

Within a crescent-shaped region stretching across the
southern end of the valley (see Figure 2), it was discovered
during the 1880s that the gravelly soils were well-suited
for viticulture, particularly those varieties of grapes used
to produce dry white wines. Within a few years, wineries
were established by the Wente, Concannon, and  Wetmore
families, to name but a few. At the peak of vineyard
production between 1885 and 1910, some 15,000 acres were
planted in grapes, and 25 wineries operated in the valley
(Wwelch 1982). The wine industry subsequently all but

collapsed, however, because of a market glut at the turn of

the century, outbreaks of the disease phylloxera, and the
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implementation of Prohibition in 1920.

By the mid-1890s, some of the largest estates in the
Pleasanton area finally were subdivided into smaller parcels
for sale to farmers. The new landholders found the soils
suitable for a multitude of crops. In the heavy, wet soils
exposed by the drainage of the Laguna and its swampy
surrounding area around 1900, hops and sugar beets grew
prodigiously. At its peak of operations just after the turn
of the century, the Pleasanton Hop Company employed up to
three thousand pickers during the August and September
harvest, including both 1local residents and migrant
laborers. Much of the hops was exported to the Guinness
Brewing Company in England. Sugar beets were transported
only through Niles Canyon to nearby Alvarado, home of the
Alameda Sugar Refining Company.

When pumpwell irrigation was introduced in the Amador
Valley after 1910, commercial truck farming expanded.
Pleasanton growers raised tomatoes and other vegetables for
sale in nearby urban markets. The valley élso provided an
ideal environment for the éultivation of flowers; after
Jackson & Perkins established growing and wholesaling
operations in 1939, Pleasanton was known for a time as the
"rose capital of California." This labor-intensive industry
attracted numerous Filipino, Japanese and Mexican laborers
(Calhoun 1873: 59).

Dairying also figured prominently in the local economy.
A 1935 brochure issued by the Pleasanton Chamber of Commerce

advertised the town as a place "Where Dairying Ranks First."
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It was not, in fact, until well into the 1960s that the last

local dairy moved its operations to Tracy.

Spring Valley Water Company

The ultimate agricultural potential of the valley was
never realized, however, because the once-abundant
groundwater supply was largely depleted by the Spring Valley
Water Company. As noted above, the valley economy from an
early date was shaped by the needs of the San Francisco-
Oakland metropolis. Nothing illustrates this point more
clearly than the capture and export of the valley water
supply by a private firm serving the city of San Francisco.

Since San Francisco has virtually no natural water
supply, Spring Valley Water Company was formed to meet the
demands of that thriving city during the post-gold rush
boom. As early as 1865, the company began extensive studies
of water sources both on the.peninsula to the south, and in
the East Bay. It developed an "Alameda Creek plan," aimed
at diverting a significant portion of the outflow of that
stream. In 1875, the company quietly began to buy up
property and water rights both at the eastern mouth of Niles
Canyon and at the site of what became Calaveras Reservoir.
During 1887-88, the company constructed its original Alameda
Creek diversion works (Spring Valley Water Company
1912: 101). Construction and expansion continued for
several decades; by 1908, 14 million gallons per day were
exported from the Alameda Creek watershed.

Some authorities saw the Livermore-amador Valley as a
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possible permanent water source for San Francisco. In 1912,
the Spring Valley Water Company published a lengthy report
as part of an unsuccessful campaign to dissuade San
Francisco from proceeding with its Hetch-Hetchy dam project.
In one chapter, William Mulholland and J. B. Lippencott,
architects of the Los Angeles water system, presented a
survey of the Livermore-Amador Valley. They declared its
hydrologic conditions to be parallel to those of the San
Fernando Valley, from which Los Angeles drew much of its
early water supply (1912: 187-193). Andrew C. Lawson of the
University of California Geology Department declared that
the valley gravels could store twelve billion gallons of
water (228). According to geologist J. C. Branner of
Stanford, the valley constituted "a great storage basin,"
"capable of enormous development" (231).

During the 1890s, the Spring Valley Company had begun
to buy up lands in the Amador Valley; by 1912, its holdings
were nothing short of remarkable, encompassing a significant
portion of present-day Pleasanton (Figure 6). In 1898, the
firm drilled the first of around one hundred wells in the
Pleasanton area. The water from the wellfields was conveyed
to the Sunol £filter galleries, where it was mixed with
softer water from the souﬁhern Alameda Creek watershed. The
water was then sent to Niles Reservoir, and on to the large
Crystal Springs Reservoir on the Peninsula, The peak year
for water export was 1924-25, when 12,800 acre-feet were

withdrawn from the valley wellfields (California Department
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of Water Resources 1963: 28).

Local farmers fully realized the threat +to their
livelihood. It was not, for example, the arrival of
Prohibition but the incessant pumping of groundwater that
spelled doom for the Pleasanton Hop Company. Consequently,
in 1916 the Pleasanton Township.County Water District was
formed, in an attempt to protect what little control local
residents still maintained over their water.

Despite these efforts, pumping by the Spring Valley
Company and its successor, the San Francisco Water
Department (San Francisco purchased the Spring Valley
operations in 1930) led to a severe decline in the water
table, particularly during the drought period 1928-1933,
Between 1928 and 1931, the level from which water could be
pumped from some wells was lowered from 40 feet beneath the
ground surface to 130 feet (California Department of Water
Resources 1963: 40).

As San Francisco acquired the water delivery facilities
of the Spring Valley Company, the latter sold off its
landholdings to farmers. In most of the Amador Valley,
however, San Francisco still held water rights. Although the
SFWD permitted farmers to pump freely from wells located on
their own holdings, the costs of drilling ever~deeper wells
as the water table dropped became prohibitively expensive.

After San Francisco began to develop the Hetch-Hétchy
project, the importance of Amador Valley water diminished.
By 1940, water export ceased. However, San Francisco still

maintained considerable land and water rights.
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Consequently, when new barrels of the Hetch-Hetchy pipeline
were being constructed between 1947-1949, valley water was
exported once again. San Francisco still owns much land in
the area (mostly around Sunol), and it was not until 1960
that Pleasanton completed negotiations to purchase the last
of San Francisco's water rights in the valley.

Mineral Wealth

Although agriculture was the mainstay of valley 1life
prior to World War 1I, there also were extractable minerals.
In 1863, the discovery of small coal deposits in the hills
southeast of Livermore produced a miniature mining boom.
Centered in Tesla, mining passed through several boom-and-
bust cycles before the last operation closed permanently in
1908 (Mosier 1978). The rugged hills south of the valley
also yielded small quantities of magnesite, and since the
1920s oil has been pumped periodically from the area west of
Patterson Pass.

The mineral resource of greatest import within the
local economy, however, has been gravel, which accumulated
in thick layers on the valley floor during Quaternary
times. Along the Arroyo del Valle in particular, sand and
gravel have been mined in impressive quantities since Henry
Kaiser began his operations at Radum {(between Pleasanton and
Livermore) during the 1920s. Accerding to a 1927 Livermore
Chamber of Commerce publication, over 7,000 carloads of

gravel were exported from the valley in 1926 alcne.
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Haven for Health

Few corporations established industrial facilities in
the wvalley during its early decades of development. An
exception was the Coast Manufacturing & Supply Company,
which relocated its fuse works from Oakland to Livermore in
1914. However, the very pristine nature of the non-
industrialized landscape provided an attraction of a
different sort. By the 1880s, the area had become something
of a weekend retreat for the well-to-do of the Bay Area. In
1886, for example, mining tycoon George Hearst purchased 500
acres on the ridgelands west of Pleasanton for a hunting
preserve. During the following decade his wife, noted
philanthropist Phoebe Apperson Hearst, built a palatial
estate on the land, where she resided from 1899 until her
death in 1919. Designed in part by architect Julia Morgan,
the Hacienda del Pozo de Verona attracted a multitude of
affluent visitors, for whom access by rail was made quite
convenient. In return for the railroad right-of-way through
the property, Mrs. Hearst had insisted that the Western
Pacific provide a regular train stop, called "Verona."

Another celebrity of sorts who recognized the amenity
values of the valley was Christopher A. Buckley. "The Blind
Boss,"” who rose to fame as one of the last great ™machine"
politicians in San Francisco, built a 75-acre estate near
Livermore, which he called Ravenswood (Bullough 1979: 124).
Buckley devoted a portion of this land to wviticulture, and
eventually established himself as a vintner of some repute.

As part of this function as a recreational retreat for
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the Bay Area elite, the valley became a prime area for the
breeding of racehorses. In 1874, Agostin Bernal built the
county's first racetrack on his Amador Valley lands; there
"has been horseracing in Pleasanton ever since. In October
1912, Pleasanton hosted its first Alameda County Fair, with
tﬁe fairgrounds located adjacent to the racetrack. The fair
was held again in 1914-15, but subsequently the tradition
languished for two decades. After parimutuel betting was
legalized in 1933, it was decided that a fair should be held
annuaily. In 1939, the first "modern" county fair took
place. Since 1963, an independent County Fair Association
has handled the event (Doss 1984).

The mild climate and sparse poPulation'of the valley
proved attractive for the establishment of several
hospitals and sanitaria. The private Livermore Sanitarium
opened in 1900, After World War I, a county tuburculosis
hospital called Arroyo del Valle Sanitorium was established.
Five miles south of Livermore, the United States Government
built the Veterans' Bureau Hospitai No. 102 in 1924, devoted
to the care of tuberculosis-infected war veterans. The
presence of so many convalescent facilities led the town
fathers to adopt the slogan, "Live longer in Livermore."

On the more healthful side, Pleasanton, along with the
neighboring community of Niles, served as a site for
moviemaking by several Hollywood film companies during the
twenties and thirties. Pleasanton's near-perfect small-town

appearance led to its selection as the setting for "Rebecca
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of Sunnybrook Farm," sﬁarrihg Mary Pickford, and "It Ain't
Hay," featuring Abbott and Costello.
Transportation Corridor

As in the past, the corridor function of the valley
figured prominently in its economic development during the
twentieth century. When San Francisco constructed the
Hetch-Hetchy system, the pipeline conveying pure mountain
water +toward Crystal Springs reservoir in San Mateo County
was routed through a tunnel bored under the hills just south
of the Livermore and Amador Valleys. Construction of this
facility between 1927 and 1934 provided several hundred
much-needed 3jobs for valley residents during the Great
Depression.

As the automobile began to eclipse the railrcad as a
means of passenger travel, the valley was included within an
important early federal highway route. In 1914, the two-lane
road connécting Stockton with Hayward was declared part of
the short-lived "Lincoln Highway," which spanned the nation
from coast to coast. As increasing numbers of cars passed
through Livermore, the town board of trustees considered
constructing a public restroom facility as a means for
luring distressed travellers‘into the business district.

By the 1930s, the highway through the valley was part
of the major east-west thoroughfare, U.S. Route 50. A
realignment of Route 50 through Altamont Pass was completed
by 1938. Although by the outbreak of Worid War II the valley
was still at the outermost fringes of metropolitan

development, its location along such an important
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transportation corridor led local boosters to believe that
the future was bright indeed.
The Federal Role

The construction of the Veterans Hospital south of
Livermore provided an important infusion of federal funds
into the valley. This was, however, but a portent of the
rq}e that military-related spending would play within the
local economy. During World wWar 1I, the San Francisco area
became a major embarkation point for the Pacific theater.
Consequently, the rural expanses inland from the East Bay
hills provided an ideal location for the training of troops.

Between 1942 and 1944, the federal government spent §$32
million dollars to construct and operate several facilities
in the Livermore-Amador Valley. These included the
Livermore Naval Air Station and two major bases, Camp Parks
and Camp Shoemaker. Activated in January 1943, the former
was a Naval Construction Baftalion ("Seabees") replacement
and recuperation center; the latter became a naval personnel
distribution center. Camp Shoemaker included a 1,000 bed
Naval Hospital, plus a "brig" facility called Greystone.

At the peak of wartime activity, there were up to
20,000 men stationed at the two bases, plus 5,000 at the
Livermore Air Station. The presence of so many young men who
enjoyed at least occasional freedom to spend their time and
money in nearby towns was definitely an asset to the local

economy. In the long run, however, it would be not the men

themselves but the facilities they built and occupied that

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



56

would play the most vital role in the transformation of the

valley economy.
Boosterism and Local Growth

During these early years, valley growth trends were
determined largely by‘ forces beyond 1local control. The
success of agricultural or mining enterprises, £for example,
was dependent upon such exogenous factors as the demand for
primary commodities and the machinations of unpredictable
market institutions. Moreover, some of the construction and
service activities from which residents earned their
livelihood were derivative of the tremendous growth
experienced by San Francisco and Oakland, plus the urban
area surrounding those cities. Finally, the arrival of
thousands of servicemen in the ﬁalley during the war
resulted from War Department decisions regarding where to
locate support facilities for the great bayside embarkation
centers.

In an interdependent, complex economy, no community can
claim to be self-created or self-sufficient, and +to this
Livermore and Pleasanton were no exceptions. This should not
imply, however, that valley residents exerted little effort
to influence their collective destiny. On the contrary,
citizens worked energetically both to develop their own
enterpriées and to promote the prosperity of the region as
a whole.

In 1887, local businessmen joined forces to publish the

elaborate promotional booklet mentioned in Chapter II. The
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stated objectives of this publication included the
following:
To urge substantial improvements, and the
thorough development of the latent resources of
this district.

To induce large land owners to sub-divide
their lands and to sell in small tracts.

To publish and disseminate information
concerning the advantages of this district for

health and pleasure seekers.

To make known to the world its great

natural resources, and the advantages here

offered for profitable investment; to receive

sineamae o, L., Strangers and people seeking homes and
prosperity; and so far as can be done, to

direct them to such lands and other conditions

as each may desire.

A Livermore Chamber of Commerce began meeting
informally in 1915; it was established officially in 1926.
The following year, the chamber issued a major brochure, a
portion of which is reproduced here as Figure 7. In 1939,
the chamber sponsored a "Livermore Day" at the San Francisco
World's Fair, with the hope that firms would take notice of
the small city as a potential location for industry
(Livermore Chamber of Commerce 1939).

Indeed, the routine publication of such booster
literature, often at taxpayer expense, continued well into
thé contemporary era. Pamphlets issued by the City of
Pleasanton during the 1960s boasted that the community was
an ideal site for business, referring to the town as the

"bright new light on the aurora that is San Francisco Bay"

{City of Pleasanton 1969).
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Boosterism: An American Tradition

Such self-promotion should be seen not merely as a few
individuals' efforts at local puffery, but as manifestations
of civic boosterism, the local chauviniém through which
people derive feelings of personal worth from the size,
character, and imporéance of their home town. Such
enthusiasm does not necessarily imply a commitment to
growth. Interviews revealed that an intense 1loyalty to
place characterizes nearly all contemporary residents,
regardless of their views on local development.

Throughout most of American history, however,
boosterism has been inextricably intertwined with the .
American growth ethic. This refers to. the interrelated set
of ideas linking economic and urban growth, technological
development, and the domination of nature, and equating them
with "progress."

Although the ideology.of growth-as-progress has its
origins deep within Judeo-Christian and Greek thought, it
has been within the American context that it has reached its
most extreme forms. Beginning with Alexis de Tocqueville,
observers have commented that a materialistic conception of
progress 1is an integral aspect of the American character
(e.g. Potter '1954). Indeed, the growth ethic is a long-
standing element ﬁithin mainstream American ideology.

As historian Daniel Boorstin (1965) has shown, small-
town boosterism stemmed largely from the efforts of pioneer
entrepreneurs to create new communities within a rapidly-

developing but extremely competitive economy. In stressing
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the importance of the booster creed during the nineteenth
century, Boorstin writes:
Not to boost your city showed both a lack

of community spirit and a lack of business

sense....An American city had to 'attract'

people. The primary community service was to

make it easier, cheaper, and pleasanter for

people to join your community.

{(Boorstin 1965: 117-118)

In a discussion of contemporary America, sociologist
Harvey Molotch (1976) has characterized the U.S. city as a
"growth machine," with an institutional framework imbued
with a powerful drive toward economic, demographic and
territorial expansion.

That Americans typically exhibit pro-growth attitudes
is hardly surprising. After all, it is widely accepted that
growth has benefitted most people. For the individual,
growth can be a key to upward mobility and personal success.
For the nation as a whole, growth has served to provide an
ever-larger economic pie ffom which to divide relatively
fixed income shares.

Locally, the rationale for growth is equally
compelling. Particularly prior to World War II, many small-
town households were headed by the proprietors of small
businesses. Such denizens of Main Street reasoned that an
expanding population would yield a larger volume of business
for enterprising individuals like themselves.

Finally, the attraction of land development and real

estate speculation as means for accumulating wealth in our

society should not be underestimated (Sakolski 1932)--and
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urban 'America has never lacked for realtors and financial
schemers, Overall, then, self-interest has long served as a
powerful impetus to boosterism.

Growth, however, is not perceived as'beneficial by all
of the people all of the time. Boosterism sometimes has
been offset within sméll towns by resistance to change,
particularly when growth depends upon expenditures of public
funds. (Lingeman 1980: ch. 9). The forging of a pro-growth
public éonsensus is a more complex matter than it may first
appear. In order to understand how Livermoie and
Pleasanton, 1like so many other communities, ultimately were
able to function as "growth machines," the processes through
which the pro-growth ideology has been promulgated must be

examined a bit more closely.

In The German Ideology, Karl Marx (1970) observed that

ideclogy frequently functions to mask the material interests
of an elite. Even in the very smallest communities there
invariably emerges a constellation of leading citizens. Just
as typically, such "town fathers"™ are local businesspeople
who espouse the virtues of growth in the most adamant
fashion (Molotch 1976). Correctly or not, supporters of the
local growth ethic have tended to equate their own self-
interest with the long-term progress of the community as a
whole.

It is the nature of ideologies, however, that within
their conceptual intricacies and rhetorical flourishes,
self-interest apﬁears to recede in favor of lofty principles

and appeals to natural law. Consequently, promoters of
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growth have presented the process not simply as enriching to
local business, but as "progressive," "far-sighted," and
most important of all, "inevitable."”
Valley Boosterism

In Pleasanton and Livermore, the proprietors of local
businesses (including some farmers) dominated municipal
politics until well after World War II. Whereas the members
of a city council (or, until 1927 in both communities, a
board of trustees) surely had their disagreements, on the
desirability of growth there was consensus.

The most important booster organizations in the valley
have been the chambers of commerce. A host of other service
clubs, however, proliferated from an eariy date. In
addition to the typical American panoply of 0dd Fellows,
Eagles, Lions, followers of the Eastern Star, Masons,
Rotarians, Legionnaires and Foresters, there were such
indigenous organizations as the Women's Improvement Clubs.
In Pleasanton, the Women's Club not only founded the first
library, but also erected the distinctive signature sign
which still spans Main Street (Figure 8). Pleasanton was
also boosted by the Alisal Improvement Club, founded in
1523. Partly as a means for generating 1local income
during fhe depreséion years, between 1936 and 1939
Pleasanton held a "Fiesta del Vino," which was ended when
the county fair became permanently established.

Livermore hosted not only a chapter of the Stockmen's

Protective Association, but its own League of Progress.
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Comprised mainly of local businessmen, this group ailso
maintained a women's auxiliary. These civic groups helped
to sponsor 1local events and festivals such as the annual
rodeo and the "Chautauquas" held after World War 1I.

The festivities and pageantry associated with these
events served not only to solidify a sense of civic
identity, but to perpetuate a particular view of 1local
history. The folklore surrounding such events glorified the
valley's "founding fathers," including Livermore, Amador,
Mendenhall and Kottinger. While surely promoting a healthy
appreciation of 1local heritage, such pageantry also
promulgated an unrealistic image of civic harmony and unity.

Of utmost importance in promoting the booster sprit in
American towns and cities has been that venerable American
institution, the hometown newspaper. In both Livermore and
Pleasanton, the local papers generally réflected the
viewpoint of downtown business. The mundane affairs of
local service groups were routinely covered on the front
page. Underscoring the function of the community press as
publicist for the local "establishment," even a birthday
party honoring the wife of Pleasanton's mayor was deemed

newsworthy (Pleasanton Tihes, November 23, 1934: 7).

The involvement of some newspabermen in civic affairs
went further than the publicizing of social events and
meetings, however. Long~time publisher of the Hexrald
William Bartlett was energetically involved in land
development in Livermore. Both he and his successor, Arthur

L. Henry, wused the forum of the newspaper to build an image
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of expansion and prosperity for the town. In a 1908 issue,
for example, Henry declared:

Contracts for new dwellings are being let every
week in Livermore. The old houses are occupied
as fast as they are vacated for the new ones.
This indicates growth, and rapid growth at
that. There is no boom but steady, healthy
development which. will make Livermore one of
the most thriving towns in the state if her
citizens will do their part toward making it
attractive to homeseekers.
{November 14, 1908: 6)

In another issue, Henry employed the common booster
tactic of invoking the quasi-sacred name of the first
English-speaking pioneer in the area, declaring:

The name of Livermore and the Livermore Valley,

like its founder is a synonym for enterprise,

energy and progressiveness....To do exact

justice to the community would require many

pages which are not at our disposal at this

time, but in summing up it is safe to declare

that no community in the State has a better

location, a better climate or better prospects

than our own flourishing Livermore.

(January 5, 1907)

In 1921, proprietorship of the Herald was assumed by
Arthur Henry's son Maitland, who continued the cheerleading
tradition initiated by Bartlett. Declaring the Herald to be
the "official newspaper of Livermore," the younger Henry did
his utmost to portray the community as growing and
prospering. Statistics regarding local building activity
and economic performance were front~page news {e.g.

Livermore Herald, February 13, 1931). On the editorial page,

or even the front page, Henry would publish inspirational
poems or songs. Some of these praised the virtues of small-
town 1life in general-~-or as this example ‘illustrates, one

favored town in particular:
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There never was, in all this land,
Livermore our Livermore,

A Dbetter bunch, we understand,
Livermore our Livermore,

To help in all the town may need
To raise a shout that all may heed
and make our town a HOME indeed,
Livermore, our Livermore.

(April 8, 1931)

During the weeks preceding the annual Livermore Rodeo,
the pages of the paper would be filled with discussion
anticipating that momentous event. On one occasion, in his
"Reflections™ c¢olumn, Henry suggested that the reader ask
himself, "am I a Rodeo Booster?" He concluded with the

obvious answer that such a label "is only a synonym for a

Loyal Livermorean." (Livermore Herald, July 3, 1931).

Like his predecessors, Maitland Henry editorially
supported proposals that would in his view ensure the growth
of the town. Just as Bartlett had campaigned for the
community's first sewer line in 1907, Henry supported the
creation of a zoning ordinance and planning commission in
1931, because such measures would regulate property uses "to

protect home investments" (Livermore Herald, December 12,

1930: 8). These innovations were viewed as progressive
because, as Molotch has observed, "“such good planning is a
long-term force that makes for even more potential future
growth" (1976: 316).

In Pleasanton, The Times was founded in 1882. Over the
following decade, it absorbed several smaller papers,

including The Star. The early editors of The Times,

including A. C. Wrenn, William T. Davis and Luther W. Rood,
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campaigned for schools, sewers, and other civic improvement
measures. During a successful campaign to pass a $35,000
sewer bond issue, The Times went so far as to propagate a
wild rumor that a $100,000 hotel would be built in the city
if the bond measure was approved (December 18, 1909).

Within the booster world-view, it is vital that the
town present a cheerful face to the outside world. In a 1916
editorial essay entitled, "A Sketch of Our Town," Times
publisher William T. Davis maintained that Pleasanton was
"peculiarly well situated to be caught up in the tide (of
growth) and ride proudly forward on the topmost wave of
prosperity" (February 18, 1916: 4). He warned, however,
that

There 1is no quicker way to take the life,

growth and energy out of a town than for its

citizens to be constantly holding up the dark

gide. of the picture to the gaze of the

inquirer...

In this editorial, Davis expressed a viewpoint which
would still characterize the booster position in the valley
over a half-century later.

The Failure of Boosterism

During these first decades of the twentieth century
there were, of course, signs of change. 1In 1910, Livermore
obtained $10,000 £from Andrew Carnegie to construct a new
library building. In 1927, both towns decided to reorganize
as cities. In 1931 a zoning ordinance was instituted in
Livermore, featuring a 5,000 square foot minimum lot size

for single-family detached dweliings. As noted above, the

upgrading of U.S. Route 50 during the thirties into a modern
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highway brought a promise of future prosperity. As
reflected in a piece on Livermore included in a special

"development edition" of the neighboring Byron Times, it was

widely believed that the increased traffic along this
thoroughfare would "add to Livermore's growth and
development,"” "opening up territory which will add to its
greatness" (Anon., 1930-31: 106).

All of these signs of progress notwithstanding, and
despite unceasing promotion efforts, growth throughout the
first half of the twentieth century was slow. As late as
1940, only 2,885 inhabitants could be counted in Livermore,
while Pleasanton's population was a mere 1,278. During the
decades following the arrival of the railroad, Dublin had
declined so markedly that its local postmark was eliminated
in 1910. On the eve of World wWar 1I, the ‘tiny mamlet

supported less than 50 residents.
The Legacy of Slow Growth

Although change came to the valley at a glacial pace
during this early era, its location, pattern of land use,
and social character ultimately would be conducive to rapid
suburbanization. Situated along a major highway adjacent
to the ever-expanding Bay Area, the valley was well-placed
for an eventual boom. Nearly all of the flat valley 1lands
were owned by ranchers and farmers who potentially could
earn healthy profits £from the sale of their holdings to

dévelopers. Just as significant for future growth, however,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



69

was the eagerness of the Livermore and Pleasanton business
communities for outside investment of any type. What
meager fruit had been borne by decades of boosterism had
been nurtured by the economic and social needs of the Bay
Area. Consequently, longtime valley residents became
accustomed to a relative lack of self-determination in
economic matters.

Finally, this early period of development had an
enduring influence upon the character of the two valley
cities. Hot, flat, and hardscrabble, Livermore evolved as a

“no-frills "cowtown," an unpretentious mercantile center
through which travellers passed on their way to somewhere
else. In contrast, because of Pleasanton's picture-book
Main Street, its 1location off the beaten path tucked up
against a scenic ridge, and its proximity to Phoebe Hearst's
Hacienda del Pozo de Verona, some residents qf that town
developed aspirations for gentility that were never manifest
in Livermore. Even decades after the beginning of suburban
development, the original differences between the two
communities would influence their respective growth

patterns.
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PART TWO

The Era of Rapid Growth

Alfhough World War 1II résulted in millions of
casualties plus billions of dollars in property damage, it
also set the stage for the greatest economic boom in U.S.
history. Unscathed by warfare, and buoyed by the tremendous
industrial might generated through the military effort, the
United States assumed its new role as premier capitalist
superpower. America estabiished a global military network
unrivaled even by that of its principal nemesis, the Soviet
Union. Meanwhile, the enhanced position of the U.S. abroad
was complemented by a prosperous economy at home. Homes,
autos, and consumer goods became available and affordable as
never before.

This economic expansion featured the initiation of a
new phase of city-building. In metropolitan areas across
America, numerous suburban housing tracts, shopping centers,
and superhighways were constructed; industrial deconcentra-
tion accelerated. Homeownership became diffused through
much of the population. "Suburbia" was born.

These epoch-making global and domestic developments
ultimately transformed the Livermore-Amador Valley. Even as
wartime installations were abandoned by the military, the

onset of c¢old war tensions triggered a nuclear arms race
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between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Consequently, new
facilities were needed for the design and production of
weapons. This competition for military superiority would
have direct repercussions within the valléy. At the same
time, the accelerating pace of migration into the Bay Area
meant expansion of the‘San Francisco-0Oakland urban complex.
Eventually, the valley would be drawn into this widening
metropolitan gyre. No longer merely part of the exurban
hinterland, the valley by the early 1960s became caught up

in the homebuilding fever that infected much of California.
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Chapter 1IV
The Suburban Boom

The suburbanization of the Livermore-amador Valley was
conditioned by forces operating at the national, and even
the international level. The overall prosperity of the
postwar period resulted in part from the victorious war
effort itself, pius the continued militarization of the
economy. Moreover, citybuilding trends were shaped by a
"suburban-industrial complex," composed primarily of
banking, automobile, petroleunm, real estate and
homebuilding interests. Finally suburbanization was abetted
politically by a decentralized governmental structure which
placed few restrictions upon the conversion of rural land to

housing subdivisions and other low-density land uses.
The Role of War

- In terms of enhancing economic recovery, a brief period
of war mobilization accomplished what eight years of New
Deal experimentation could not. In 1940, the U.S. gross
national product was $100 billion. By 1944, that figure had
swelléd to $210 billion. Unemployment, which had remained
high despite public works programs and moderate deficit
spending, plummeted from 14.2% in 1940 to 4.7% in 1942,
finally reaching a low of 1.9% in 1943.

War-related government spending propelled this
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recovery. Federal expenditures rose from $9 billion in 1940
to $98.6 billion by 1945. Between 1940 and 1944, over $175
billion in prime defense contracts were issued, including
$17 billion in facilities for the prqduction of war
materiel. After the war, these plants, many of which were
constructed in suburban locations, were.sold to a handful of
private corporations for one-quarter or less of their £full
market value (Kolko 1976: 313).

The war effort put millions of men and women back to
work; it also altered forever the geographical distribution
of the American population. Thousands of war-related jobs
were located in California. The population of the Bay Area
swelled by a half-million between 1941 and 1945, as newly-
arrived workers took their places at the Kaiser Shipyards in
Richmond, the Mare Island Naval Yard near Vallejo, and other
facilities. Overall, $4 billion in war supply contracts
were awarded to the Bay Area.through 1944 (Scott 1959: 256).

Although war brought full employment, it created
problems, as well. Workers earned steady incomes, but with
industrial production geared to the military effort, few
consumer goods were available for purchase. People were
forced by circumstance to build their personal savings.
Because such vital commodities as rubber and gasoline were
tightly rationed, many workers had to rely upon an overtaxed
public transportation network to reach their jobs. For
countless individuals, the daily journey to and from work

became a nightmare of delays and congestion.
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Fearing that military equipment and personnel could not
be moved quickly in the event of an enemy attack, Congress
in 1941 passed the Defense Highways Act. This bill
authorized 75% federal funding for access roads to military
installations (Leavitt 1970: 24-25}). The Federal Aid
Highway Aact of 1944 called for establishment of a National
System of Interstate Highways, not to exceed'40,000 miles.
The lasting significance of this 1legislation would not
become apparent until later; this bill provided the legal
basis for the elaborate interstate highway system that was
initiated in 1956.

There were other problems. A precipitous drop in the
construction of new homes contributed to a housing shortage.
For the nation as a whole, housing starts fell from 706,000
in 1941 to 141,800 in 1944. The housing shortage was
exacerbated by the rapid demobilization that followed the
cessation of hostilities. By 1947, somewhere between 2,75
and 4.4 million families were "doubling up" within single
housing wunits, and a half-million more were occupying
transient or non-family gquarters (Checkoway 1980: 22).

Overall, the war brought drastic changes to the
American metropolis, including new industry, a long-range
commitment to a highway-centered urban transportation
system, and a pent-up demand for housing, backed by millions
of dollars in personal savings. The effects of these changes
were felt particularly acutely in the San Francisco-Oakland
region. In fact, in terms of the transformation in wurban

morphology that would occur over the following quarter-
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century, "The Second World War was," according to James
Vance, "in many ways; the 'take off' period for the Bay

Area" (1964: 66).
Postwar Growth

As the war drew to a close, many politicians,
economists, and businessmen feared that recession
conditions would return. After all, an economic slump had
occurred within a year after the the end of World Wwar 1I.
Although there were four significant recessions between
1946 and 1961, impressive economic expansion characterized
the postwar period as a whole. Measured in constant (1972)
dollars, the gross national product in 1946 stood at $477
billion; by 1950 it grew to $534 billion, and by 1955 that
figure reached $655 billion. . A decade later, the GNP topped
$926 billion. Between 1945 and 1965, spendable average
weekly earnings grew duriﬁg every year except 1957-58
(Blumberg 1980: 68}.

This remarkable growth was spurred by international
conditions favorable to American investment. Because of
widespread war devastation in Japan and Western Europe, the
U.S. would have little industrial competition within the
capitalist world for years to come. In 1947, the U.S.
accountéd for nearly half of the world's manufactured goods
(wolfe 1981: 14). Moreover, participants at the 1944 United
Nations Monetary and Financial Conference in Bretton Woods,

New Hampshire, had established the American dollar as the
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standard currency for all postwar trade and banking. The
groundwork had thereby been laid for the establishment of a
U.S.-dominated world credit system centered around such
institutions as the International Monetary Fund and the
World Bank group (Block 1977).

Domestically, a new growth coalition maintained the
economic momentum generated by the war effort. According to
political scientist Alan Wolfe,

The rise of the growth coalition was facil-
itated--some would say mandated-~by the
economic transformations taking place in
America. The three most important were
economic concentration, growing state interven-
tion, and expansion overseas.

(1981: 24)

During the postwar boom, s0 long as corporate growth
continued and output per man-~hour increased, workers could
expect regular pay raises. Consequently, a political
climate developed in which the principa