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you unions want now?”’ ‘was a: frequent

' response to.pleas for votes.

‘The Teamsters. didn’t help elther
That union was well aware of polls show-

ing the public supported the - UFW

against growers generally- by a margin-of
2 to 1, but supported-the UFW against
the Teamsters by 10'to-1.:So by endorsing

'Proposition 14 the Teamsters denied- the
"UFW its most effective target.

- The UFW was hurt, too, )by ‘the
reluctarice of somessupporters. to" show

‘the same enthusiasin they had before:

enactment of the- farin: labor Taw. Their
ardor.cooled now: that.the unjon was:not

i 'embr01led in dramatic action in ‘the fields
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and waging boycotts, but was in a posi-

tion-that required compromise and. polit-
jcal partisanship, such as its support for

Governor. Brown, Senator Tunney and’
other Democrats pledged to protect the..
k
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property rights, because of
that would have written into«law
cess rule adopted by the-board-whigc
ministers the act. '
‘The rule, upheld by the-’S
Federal Supreme Courts, said otg
could have access to.farm proper
during three specified hours
ly limited their number .a)
them' to designated areas:
was aimed, further, at
porate growers who em
workers and so are the chief
UFW organizers. »
Yet campaign. ads, pa1
by corporate interests, fé
roots farmers” strongl
.organizers would be ‘all
-their homes, and:that"
rural residents — espec all
daughters — - would be::
dark-skinned “strangers
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The growers’ leglslatlve allies . alded
onsrderably by. voting ‘to re-fund.
r.act — dormant five mon-
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tlclpated that thelt €,
| would forceits oppon
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t1c1pated that their approval would raise
a very strong: argument against the .in-
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Even UFW. supporters balked at the
initiative as unnecessary. They felt, as
the Los Angeles Times said, that since
the-act had been re--funded, it should be

.subject to-review and amendment by the’
:Le'gislature like any other operative

statute, and not be:““frozen into law by
" growers in writing when seeking a

initiative.’

The same: pos1t10n was taken’ by key
legislative. supporters .of the UFW, -in-

cluding Assembly Speaker Leo McCar
5 ‘Rey. tr

from . 440> 000 1nd1v1duals and

palgn But that was not neatly éo
win what was dlstorted into a refer
on privaté property in which
was pictured as a’powerfiil: spée
terest doing battle agamst defens
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‘tion -and others, that the farm
board “severely restrict” its- acces:
for organizers. .-

So far, the. board has not
although' it has made these chi
the access rule since the election:;

* Limiting the access of organize
particular farms to four 30- day pe
per.year.
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ttorney. Jerty Cohen-attacked. .
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‘gutting the farmlabor law itself.”
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en the ~determination,
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owers-in defeatmg Proposi- -

W will have to be- deeply:i m-_
“the. legislative fight. The union
have to-police the 54 contracts it.
aged to- negotiate, negotiate. at
50 farms ‘where it has won
atation elections. but not. con-
press hundreds of outstanding un--
ot practice .charges - agamst;
Wi s_— -and do a lot.-more organizing, :
as campaigning in hundreds of’
ming.elections.
in short, the real: struggle will
far greater struggle than was’
ver Proposition 14, but the kind
gle the UFW has waged so suc-.
ver the past 12 years. :
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