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VOTER AND INITIATIVE STATISTICS
1) g 0o o S0 daey Wi
L) Iatest vote totals are 8,240,289 total voters (0 H L Qe A
1V 4 QM AT -‘f‘w"?-sé»i
= i “ l [t
Hemos fepes Beel Lo state Others ‘ J
fa/“w,/jb 3,000,152 37‘,i?@ 65,579
B edin 36000 I S «9%

2} Piojocted totals for Hovewber are 10,300,000 vobers

De : Republicans Decl. to state Others
641 bh,13h 3,930,306 619,282 86,288

3) A good puess for voter turnout is 80% which means actual voting human beings
will be 8,638,205, B

L) We need 4,319,103 votes to win.
5) A1l Democrats in Targeted ADs (including volunteer committees and media only but not in

cluding firld offices arec Ly157,054 votes. Decline to state votes in taxrgeted Abg
equal 418,074, Combined total would be 4,575, 128, Subtract 3% given NO vote and we

have 14,209 118 votes I

6) Dewos in field office areas = 591,180
Demos in not covered areas = 197,268
Decline-to-state in Field office areas = 59,721,
Jeceline~bo-state in not covered areas = 19,908

out. of 80 Assenbly Districts, we are covering :

L.Ae | So. Cal |No. Cal Fotal !Total Voters | Demos & Do-l. to state
Tolal — Abs |2 13 |02 (597 | 8,210,289 5,17k, 558

Priovity 1 & 2 9 5 18 32 3,416,412 2,315,433 = 4. 7%
Priority 3 13 5 (2 19 1,836,852 ’ 1,169;,892 = 22.6%
I'rivity b 2 3 2 7 729,046 393,91, = 7.6%
Jemos & Vecl, i
to State 1,435,328 810,189 1,662,947 §

27.6% 1547% 32.0% 4

! 3
"ield Officiigi'Total voters | Others - Total Voters
¢ 1,173,833 = 14.2% 1,084,136 = 13.2%
Demos and Tiecl. to stabte & bDemos and Decl., to State

710,197 = 13.7 & 578, 207 = 11.27,

Un the boyeobt we need only 10-157 of the people  to be effective. over years.
On the Initiative we needed signatures of 350,000 registered voters.in a month
For Proposition 22 we need 4,319,103 votes to win on November 2y 78 days away.
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‘ﬂuébiﬁ@ L. Davis (D)

Eugene A, Chappie{R)

Vie Fagio(D)
Bugene T, Gualca{D)
Leroy F. Greene(D)

bed. — % John Saramendi (D)

ﬁ‘\xﬂflfed Ca wab@l@m()}
Mlchael Wornum(D)
-~ Daniel Boatright{D)
- John T. Knoxi{Dd)
m&%mwMﬂK@% M@&aﬂgm)nﬁmau~ﬁuﬁ~
+ John Miller{D)
~Bill Lockyer(D).
- S. Floyd Meri(D)
+ John F@?an&D)huxuﬁwm
+ Willie Brown(D)
o Leo T. MeCarthy{D)
Louis J, Papan(D)
b ok Dixon Arnett(R)
wt bedVietor Calvo(D)
—Richard Hayden(R)
+John Vasconcelios{D)
1enLeonag H, Egeland{(D)
dewrne —Allster McAllster (D)
@@wm@m “@wﬁngfm)
John Thurman(D)
f-ﬁrwmﬂ Murphy @bciﬁ}
~ Robert P. NimmoR
faigitny—Hen Maddy(R) “St;i
—Ernest Meblev(R)
—Gordon Dv?év (R}
?~—W@? £& T3~W

S

'+'4m“y h@rm(n?

O Ken Ma cﬁnn 1¢(D)
— Rebert C., Cline(R)
~Paul Tﬁ@l@( 9

+ Jim Awyé@?(DJ

¢ Tom Bane{D)

—4like Antonovich
Frank Lanterm m“ﬂ

+Howard N Berwan

+Alan L, Sieroty(l

+Hersgchel Rosenthal(

(1) .

W o A{ v OLL wheak u\;‘,w"{;v
Y1

M

Barry Keene (D) -

%wﬂwfw@@nap

Yy

T s A e i

County or Counties

Batte, G@cnnﬁ Lassen, Medocg
Plumas, Shastg, Sis kﬁy 15N
Tehans, Efﬁnﬁﬁv

Del Norte, ﬁﬁmeEdtp
slendocino, Sonoma
Butte, Colusa, Neveda, Pl &@%f
Slerra, Sutter, Yubs

Sacte, Selanoc, Yoleo
Sncramento .
Sacramnento

Alpine, Amador, Calavera

El Q@?&day Mone, Sacte,

San Joaquin, Tuclomne

Mapa, S@R@ﬂ@, Sonoma -

Marin, Sonoma

Contra ”@wt@

Contra Coste

Aﬁameda, Contra Costa

Hlaneds
Alamds
AQ@&@&&

San Francdsco
San Francisco
San Francisce,
San Mateo
San Mateo
San Mateo,
Santa Clara
Santa Clara
San Benlto, Santa Clars
Qla@m&ag Sg 1 te '
San J@aq»‘mgz> g
Merced, Stanisliaus
H@wt,wwy) Santa
lMonterey, San Luis
wﬁd@ra Mar
Fresno, Tulare

—
Lake,

San Mateo

Santa Clara

Kern, Kings, '”*g~ *@

Kern

Inyo, V@rng Lefi.,5an Bernavdl
Santa Barlbars

ra
Ventrura
Ventursa
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ilembers of the Assembly

Senate Assembly
Dist. Dists N\ Mame County or Counties
23 L& + Charles Warren (D) L.A.
29 b7 v/ +Teress P. Hughes(D) L.A,
29 b8 i T Leon D. Ralph(D) L.A.
30 bho Juliam C., Dixon{D) L.A,
30 50 Curtis R, Tucker(D) LoA,
27 51 Robert Beveriy(R) LoA,
27 2 Vincent Thémas (D) LA
28 §3 Paul T. Bannai (R) L.A,
28 Sh Frank Vicencls(D) L.A.
55 + Richard Ale tore(D) L.A,
2l 56 +Are Torres(D) L.A.
31 87 Mike Cullen(D) LA,
31 58 Fred W, Chel (D) L.A,
26 59 +Jack R, Feanton(D) LA,
26, 60 +Josaph Montoya D) L.A,
25 61 —3 John Collier (R) L.A,
25 He wWiilliam H. Lancaster{R)L.A,
39 63 Rebert MclLennan(R) L.A,
33 6ly Wiillam Campbell(R) L.A.
32 65 Biil MeVitiie, (D) L.A., San Bernsrdino
3 66 Terry Goggin{D} San Bernardine
1 67 Jerry Lewis(R) Riverside, San Eernardino
3 68 walter Ingalls{D) Riverside
35 69 —John Briggs(R) Urange
35 70 Bruce Nestande(R® Orange
37 71 Paul Carpenter (D) Orange
37 72 Richard Robinson{D) Orange
36 73 Robert H. Burke(R) Orenge
36 Th Recbert Badham{R) Orange
38 75 ~ Tom Suitt(D) Imperial, Riverside, San Diego
38 76 — Wiillaem A. Craven(R) San Diego
39 77 +Bob Wilson{D) San Diego
39 78 +Llewrence Kapiloff(D) San Dizge
IO 19 + Pete Chacon(D) San Diegs
Lo 30 i Wadie P, Deddeh(D) San Diego
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Represeantatives in Congress

District Name County or Counties

1 Harold T. Johnson(D) Butte, Glern, Lassen, Modoc, Nevads
Placer, Flumas, Shasta, Sscte, Siervra,
Siskiyou, Tehama, Trinity, Yubs

2 — Den Clausen (RO Del Neorte, Humboldt, Lake, Mmndo-
cino, Nap&s Sonoma

3 John E., Moss{D) Sacramento

b 2luwiwRobert L, Leggett (D) Colusa, Sacto, Solano, Sutter, Yolo

5 " +John Burten(D) Marin, San Franclsco, Sonoma

6 +FPhiilp Burton (D) San Fraacisce

7 ~ George Miller(D) Contra Costa

8 -+ Ron Dellums(D) Alameda, Contra Costa

9 + Fortney Stark Jr. (D) Alameda, Contra Costa

1 +Don Edwards (D) Alameda, Santa Clara

11 Aeve Leo J. Ryan(D) San Meteo

12 SpeeiPete MeCloskey(R) San Mateo. Santa Clara

13 {éet Norman Y. MinetalD) Santa Clars

1l "¢ Johm J, McFall{D) Alpine, Amador, Celaveras, El Dorade,
lono, Sacto, San Joaguin, Stanisleus,
Tuolomne

15 — B.F. Sisgk(D} Fresno, Madera, Mariposa, Merced,
Stenislaus

16 — Burt Telcott(R) Monterey, San Beniteo, San
Luis Obispe, Sante Cruz

17 John Krebs (D) Fresnoe, Kings, Tulare

18 —William Ketchum(R) Inyo, Kerm, L.A,, Tulare

19 —Robert Lagomarsino(R) San Lyls Obispo, Sante Barbara, Ventusrsa

20 —Barry Géldwater Jr.(R) L.A., Ventura

21 (CJames Corman (D) L.A.

22 —Carleos Moorhead(R) L.A.,

23 ) Thomas Rees (D) L.A.

2l Henry A Waxmean(D) L.A.

26 —John Rousseiot(R) L.A,

25 +Edward Roybal (). LA,

27 #Alphonge Bell(R) L.A,

28 - § %&wqva@nﬁ@ Brailhuwaite Burke(D) L.A.

29 +Augustus Hawkins(D) L.A.

30 * Geotge Danielson(D) L.A,

1 Charles Wilsen(D) LA

32 wen ? Glenn Andersen(D) L.A.

33 g Del Clavson(R) L.A,

3 Mark Hannaford (D) L.A.. Orange

35 Jim Lloyd (D) L.A., San Bernardino

36 +Geotge Browan Jr.(D) Riverside, San Bermardinc

37 Jerry Pettis(R) Riverside, Szn Bernardino

36 Jerry PatterzomniD) Orange

39 —Charles E. Wiggins(R) Orangs

bo yo Andrew Hinshaw(R) Q@&mg@j San Diego

Il " —Bob Wilson (R) - San Diego

L2 ﬁpra@mei Van Uezsrlin(D) San Di@qa

K - —Clair W, BurgeneriR) Imperial, Riverside, San Dia
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Members of the State Senate

Senate Assembly

Dist. Dist, Name

i 1,3 " Collier (D)
2 2,9 i+~ Behr(R)

3 5,6 ~ Rodda{D)

by b, 8 +Dunlap(D)

5 16,17 + Marks(r) .
6 18,19 +V§egﬁqy>{9%tikb)
7 10,11 _ Nejedly{R)

8 1,15 -“%+Holmdah!(D)

9 12,13 +Petris (®)

10 20,21 Gregorio (D)
11 2ly,28 s« —Alquist (D)
12 22,23 +Smi th(D)

13 7,26 — Berryhf LI(R) iet feejnes
iy 27,30 — 2enoviech(D)
15 31,32 — Way(R)

16 33,34 o Stiern(D)

g » 29 - Grunsky{R)

18 35,36  [~“Rains(D)

19 38,37 “ Cusanovich(R)
20 39,40 +Robbins(D)

2l i h2 Russel (R)

22 b3,k +Blelenson (D)
23 45,46 ~Robertt (D)
2l 55,56 +Garele (D)
25 61,62 —Richardson(R)
26 59,60 song(D)

27 51,52 Steyens(R)

28 53,58 Dilis(D)

29 Is7,48 +Greene (D)

30 49,50 i Holden(D)

31 57,58 Deukne jian{R)
32 65 » 66 i ~Ayala (D)

33 63,0 vacant

3l 67,6 Presley(D)

35 69,70 whe tmorc(R)
35 73,7 -Ca$pantwr(ﬂ)
37 70,71 .. vacant
38 75,76 ~.5t&LX(R)

39 7(,@6 — Schrade(R}

Lo 79,80  ulc ME11s(D)

rl
v

County or Counties

Butte, Colusa, Gienn, Lassen
Medoc, Nevada, Placer, Plumas
Shaste, Slerra, Siskiyou
Sutter, Tehama, Trinity, YUba
Del Nerte, Humbeldt, Lake
Marin, Mendogcine, Sonoma
Sacramento

Napa, Sacte, Solano, Sonoma
Yeolo

San Francisco

San Francisce,Sem Meio
Centra Costa

Alameda

Alameda, Contra Costa

San Matec, Santa Clara
Alameda, San Benito, Santa
Clara

Santa Clara

Alpine, Amador, Calaveras,El
Dorad@, Heno, Sacto, San
J@aqun%g Stanisliaus, Tuolomne
Fresno, Madera, M&?iﬁ@%&,
Merced, Stanlislaus

Fresno, Kern, Kings, Tulare
inye, Kern, LA SanBernardine
Monterey, SanlLuis Obispo,
Santa Barbara, Sants Crug
Santa Barbara, Venture

LA, Vdntura

L OAJ

L.A.
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L@&a

LA,

Laﬁ:&a

L.A,

L.A., San Bernardino

L.As

Riverside, San Bernardine
Orange
Orange,
Orange
Imperial, Riverside,
SanDie go

Sen Diege

San Diego

san Diego
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_BALLOT TITLE & SUMMARY FOR PROPOSITION 14 - B

& a0 . ‘ » o . ,&:',{1:"-‘ o ‘ }',§» A‘ii‘“’\«
MANUAL TITLE oo™

AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS. INITTATIVE STATUTE. Repeals'Agricultural
Labor Relations Act of 1975; reenacts as Agrlcultural Labor Relatlons Act
of 1976, Makes technical amendments to malnta1n status quo under’ 1975 Act,
except requires new app01ntments to Agricultural Labor Relations Board. »
Additional amendments require: access for union organizers to property of
employers for certain periods; minimum of 50% .of employees to petition»for
decert1f1cat10n of union; Legislature to prov1de appropriations necessary
to carry out the Act; Board to provide employer—supplled lists of
agrlcultural employees to persons involved in electlons. Permits Board

to award treble damages for unfair labor practlces. Financial impact:

¢ VOTING MACHINE | TITLE -

AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS. INITIA‘I.‘IVE STATUTE. Reenacts Agricultural

Labor Relations Act of 1975 with amendments and requires state legislative f;;;alﬁ

appropriations to 1mplement. Financial 1mpact: Proposition would result /)

in minor, if any, increased costs to the state.:



W - PROPOSITION 14
AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS INITIATIVE T

, Analysis by Legislative Analyst /@;wﬁ“
s UROSAL:
Background:

The Agricﬁltural Labor Relations Act of 1975, which became effective
August 28, 1975, gives agricﬁlture workers the right to select and join
unions of thelr own choosing for purposes of bargaining collectlvely with
their employer and to part1c1pate 1n lawful union act1v1t1es. These rlghts
are similar to those given to nonagrlcultural workers in private employment
under the National Labor Relations Act.

The Agricultural Labor Relations Act of 1975 created a General
Counsel and a five-member Agricuitural Labbr Relations Board. The board
holds elections for égriculture workers to select the union of their .
choice, The counsel”takes legal action against unions or employers which
engage in unfair labor practices prohibited by the act such as discriminating
against an employee'for exercising his ffee choice to join a union and the
failure of either pérty td bargain in good faith.

A The board establisﬁés'ruieé and regulations for implementing the
. act. It also setties.dispﬁtes‘regardipg the holding of elections and
charges of unfair labor practices. The board has. the power to prescribe
" remedies in unfair 1abof practice cases and may direcf thé offending party
to compensate injured parties for certain lqséés. Such remedies may include
Jjob reinstatement and restoration of lost wages. The borrd enforeas its
orders by court proceedings. _ ’ : ' ’

| The board established-under the 1975 law ran out of money in
February 1976 Its program was stopped for the remainder of the 1975-76
fiscal year because no addltlonal fundlng was provided. Funding after
July 1, 1976 is now included in the 1976 Budget Act,

. This proposition repeals and reenacts the Agricultural Labor

Re1ﬂ+1nns Act, retaining most of 1ts basic functions w1th the following

modlflcatlons"



2= A I'\_ﬁ"*-...-h vt Bl “

‘»‘-r’ A CSOC u\:!

(%

Agricultural Labor Relations (continued)

{ M 1.: Provides for the appointment of a new Agricultural

%

Relations Board with new terms of office.,

q : / = . e N
unicr organizers to enter an (employer 's property )

for purpozes of campaigning for an electica. The

id be limited to three hours per day at

Thig provision is similar %o a reguLation?

2xxisting boeard, which has the effect of law.

Provides that a new eleciion cannot be held if, in addition to
other ’szlous, au election was held under exis ting law
\Qwithin the twelve months 1mmediately preceding the filing

\

for the new slection.

\
the board to meke lists of employees gvailable toX
. Leboene fo Be gl tTpreied by A ) N
iho file n tices éf intention to petition for!

The orard chtains such lists from emplovers e

mine workers' sli glFlllty to participate in an

payment of treble Gamages as

renalty for an unfair lebor practiczes

Makes “t more QWftlbu]t to hold an election to remove a \

union which has previously won an election and which has

been certified as the official bargaining representative

of a dengnaued group of workers. Pef: for helding such

<‘,‘

- e¢PCt10ﬂ3 would requlre fhe 61gnatuwes of 50 percent zaiher /
then 20 percent of the workers.

Directs the Legislature to appropriéte sufficient funds
Lo allow the board 4o fulfill its TeSpOHSLbL_ltleSn The
legislative Counsel advises that this provision is

directory, not mandatory upon the Legislature and does

not coanstitute an appropriation. Therefore, regardless

of its intent, it would not bind the Legislature to ;

- appropriate any specific amount of money.
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Agricultural Labor Relations (continued)

FISCAL EFFECT:

The Budget Act of 1976 appropriates $6,688,000 from the Gencral
Fund for the adm1nlstratlon of the Agrlcultural Labor Relations program
durlng the 1976-77 fiscal year. Because this prop051t10n largely reenacts
provisions of existing law, it would not result in any significant
increased cost to the state. Some features which differ from‘exiséing
law would result in minor 1ncreased state costs, and others would result
in §§g&§g§.‘ _Any net 1ncreased cost could be absorbed mlth¢nithe amount
curreniiy budgeted to the board. '

Because the proposition would not legally bind the Leglslature to
appropriate any specific amount of money for the bhoard, the level. of
funding in future years would be determined by the Governor and

Legislaturé through the state's regular budget process. In smwmary,

the proposition would result in minor, if any, increased costs to the /7 /=~

state.
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'ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 14 .

The right to vote is one of our most cherished rights. And yet, as
we celebrate our bicentennial, the right to vote is still at issue for the
quarterlmillion men, women and chilaren in California who harvest the
food we eat. | 4 “ '

In 1935, when Congress granted working people the right to organize
and choose their representatives by secrét ballot elections, agrlbu51ness
persuaded lawmakers to deny those rights to farm workers. .

Last year, Governor Brown decided to end forty years of discrimina-
tion'bngranting farm workers the same rights as other workers. So he
spoﬁsored the Agricultural Labor Relations Act which was endorsed by
agribusiness, the Teamsters Union-and the United Farm Workers.

The law was passed by the legislature...and it worked!

Gone were the bloodshed and violence which were parf of California
agribusiness since the turn of the centﬁry,' There were no strikes or
strife in the fields; more than 400 elections were held. |

‘ Yet within five monfhs-—after losing 93 percent of the elections-- ‘
Iagrlbu51ness demanded crippling changes in the law before legislators.
provided funds necessary to continue the voting. "

The Teamsters Union, which had won only one-third of the electlons,'
also lobbied to halt the balloting.

The California legislature was not‘stfong enough to stand up toj
agribusiness-Teamster péwer and to permanently guarantee all of the
people fhé most sacred American right--the right to vote. ,

mﬁé farm workers'only alternative was to bypass the politicians
in Sacramento and to go directly to you, the péople. They ask you to
permanently guarantee thelr right to vote.

- You can guarantee an end to the terrlble hardships farm workers
and thelr famllles have suffered You can end squalid labor camps,
malnourished farm worker children, and hazardous working conditions in the
fields. Then farm workers need no longer face a life span far shorter
than those of other Americans. '



Argument in Fevor of Propos1t10n 14
Page 2.

Proposifion 14 asks you, the people of California, to act so that
those who work in our fields are never again deprived of their rightito

vote. Your "'yes" vote for Proposition lhvwill assure that.

Cesar Chavez, Presideﬁt
United Farm Workers of America, AFL-CIO

Mervyn Dymally
Lieutenant Governor of Callfornla

Richard Alatorre
Member of the Assembly, Co-Author
Agricultural Labor Relations’ Act



REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION 14

Passage of Proposition 14 would be an injustice to farmworkers;
consumers and employers alike, |

Thevissue is not the right of farmworkers to vote on union representa-~
tion. Farm workers already have that right, A

The issue is casting in concrete a farm.labor law whieh simply
hasn't been workable for either labor or management. Both sides have
sought and are seeking changes. _ | v

Labor relations must be flexible. If the proposition passes, both
labor and management will be burdened with a law which can be changed only
by constitutional amendment.

Federal labor law has been successful in protecting rights of
employees and employers because Congress has responded to necessary change‘
as times changed The California Legislature deserves the same opportunity.
Tying its hands isn't good common sense. _

Consumers, as well as workers and employers, will suffer if Propos1t10n
14 passes. If the proposition passes, California farmers will be
hurdened with restrictions'which farm and nonfarm employers elsewhere
in the United States are not‘burdened with. The probable harm to consumers --
interference with the flow of farm products to market, an increase in the
price of farm products ~- is clear enough.

Don't be fooled by the misleading emotional appeals of the proponents
of Proposition 14. Its passage w1ll have dlsastrous consequences for

everyone.

Kenneth L. Maddy : Harry Kubo, President
Assemblyman, 30th District Nisei Farmers League



ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION 14 - |
THE AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT OF 1976

Proposition 14 is a hastily conceived and fiscally irresponsible abuse
of your initiative process. California law (The Agricultural Labor Relations
Act of 1975) already provides for the gains which the proponents of the
initiative seek, subject to the responsible oversight and budgetary
control of the legislature, |

This initiative repeals the existing law, removing all legislative
controls over it énd mandating the legislature to spend whatever money
necessary to adminiéter the new law, notwithstanding any fiscal irrespon-
sibility demonstrated by the Agficultural Labor Relations Board. |
The terms of the ALRA of 1976 could be changed only by repeating the
expensive and cumbersome initiative process.

A NO Vote is imperative for the following reasons:

Inflexibility. The governor, legislators and the past
chairman and current member of the ALRB have all acknowledged that the

current law will have to be changed, perhaps often, to meet the needs'

of employees, employers and labor organizations. This initiative prevents
the legislature from making such changes, since any modifications in 4 ,
| the law require additional initiatives.whieh—ean-be presented eniywevery,'lbﬁ‘ ‘
~two—years. Such inflexibiiity ié fatal because labor relations legisla-
tion must re#pond to the changing needs and relationshipé of all parties.

This has been true of all other federal and state labor relations lawss

Fiscal Irrespon51b111ty. The initiative removes from the X\& 4‘~"

S
legislature the necessary budgetary control, and ignores the drain thls/

might impose on other vital state programs. This 'blank check" f1nanc1ng
goes to the same agency which overspent its 1975-1976 budget in less

than six months. Allowiné:such non-elected agency members to determine
the tax rate of Callfornla c1tlzens is dangerous and 1rrespon81b1e and an

1nv1tat10n to 1ncreased taxes.
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Argumentﬂﬁg&iﬁét'Proposition 14 )
Page 2 ; /]

Basic Property Rights Would Be Destroyed. The initiative makes

‘the infamous "access rule," a regulation still under judicial challenge
before the U.S. Supreme Court, a permanent pért of the law. Thus, non-
employee union organizers'could tréspass on private property, enter dairies,
greenhouses, poultry production facilities, farms or other agricultural
private pfoperty for up to three hours every working day without permission
of the property owner, regardless of risks to health, safety and sanitation.
The initiative allows.this invasion of private property even though
organizers engage in "disruptive conduct" -- a frightening and dangerous
precedent leading to the further erosion and destructionﬁof property rights
of all citizens. | ‘ ,

Duplication. The issue here is not whether farm workers should
have the right to decide which union, if any, should represent them: That
right exists under present law. The issue is whether the existing law
will continue under the responsible substantive and budgetary control of
. elected representatives. ‘

Food production is too vital to California and the nation, and .
agriculture too essential to the state's economy to permit such a cumbersoime

and impractical method of resolving égricultural labor relations issues.

Kenneth L. Maddy o John Garamendi
Assemblyman, 30th District Member of the Assembly,
. : 7th District

Hérry Kubo, President
Nisei Farmers League




REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION 14

When agribusiness agreed to support Governor Brown's compromise
farm labor 1aw in May, 1975, all_sides pledged to give the law a chance to -
work. ' ' '
But agribusiness didn't like the way farm workers voted; growers
lost 93 percent of the elections.
So, despite its earlier pledge, agribusiness demanded crippling '
changes in the law; including one denyingvthe vote to many seasonal workers.
Agribusiness could not persuade a majority of legislators to support
the changes it wanted, But a one-third minority of lawmakers can block
appropriations. So California's richest industry used a cyniggl legislative:
minority to cut off funds for elections. o . '
On February 6, farm worker voting suddenly came to a halt; Farm
Labor Board offices shut down, and elections staff Qas laid offoj The
spring and summer harvests;péssed without farm workers ha#ing.the right to
vote. ' ' N
The law has been funded this year only because agribusiness fear$
Propositibn 14. Without Proposition 14, Governor Brown's farm labor law
would be dead today. If Proposition 14 fails, groﬁers will bloék funds
for elections next year.
Agribusiness attacks the access rule--allowing workers to speak
with organizers during non-workirng hours--but féils to say the fule has
been upheld by the California Supreme Court. |
The argument that Proposition 14 robs legislators of funding power
is sheer fiction; The législature retains final authority over appropriations.
:Propositioh 14 became necessary because agribusiness killed elections
earlier this year. .Only your vote for Proposition 14 will permanently

ensure voting rights for farm workers.

Cesar Chavez, President : '
United Farm Workers of America, AFL-CIO

Mervyn Dymally ,
- Lieutenant Governor of California

Richard Alatorre )
Member of the Assembly, Co-Author
Agricultural Labor Relations Act
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szcc of the Secretary of State | 111 Capitol Nﬂﬂ

,(;
!?’J

Jarch LC“W’ u - ’ Sacmmem@ Cahnomua 05814

July 27, 1976

" Cesar E., Chavez

President

ited Farm Workers .
Lmerica AFL-CIO

nal Headguarters

%, Keene, CA 93531

Dear Mr. Chavez:

- In Ms. Eu's absence, I am pleased to respond to your
letter of July 22.

The form, content, and style of the statewide ballot
aﬁphle are governed by the provisions of the Political
Reform Act of 1974 (Proposition 9). Pursuant to that law,
the Secretary of State has absolutely no discretion to pass

ju tal.
'y

ﬁ‘ 25 Cj
(._)

O

cgment on the factual merit of any argument oxr rebutta
‘e are not empowered to investigate alleged misrepresent uions
nor may we alter the arguments or rebuttals submitted to us

by any party. Our function with respect to the ballot pam-
phlet is strictly ministerial.

Section 88006 of the Government Code does provide a
20-day public review pericd during which time any voter may
seek a writ of mandate to require an alteration or deletion
in the ballot pamphlet "upon clear and convincing proof that
the copy in question is false, misleading, or inconsistent
with the requlfements of this chapter or the Elections Code,
and that Lssuance of the writ will not substantially interfere
with the printing and distribution of the ballot pamphlet as
required by law". The 20-day review period began on July 20.
It is emphasized that the Secretary of State is under critical
time constraints relative to the printing and distribution of
the ballot pamphleg and that any challenge pursuant to
Government Code Section 88006 should be expeditiously pursued.
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On June 5, 1975, Governor Gdennag G, Droun, Jr. signed the fAericulturedl

g Satsbions Ach virg: Too weplsrs bhe pizhb 40 secret ballot election:

I

20WS GAVE

The growers agreeG to go along with this legisl: bion. At the time,

ure Trom the Boycott. They also knew they

they were under tremendous pre
wonlc be able to twist the Act to suite themselves simply by forcing a
cut-off of funds for its enforcement until such time as they got their way.

hen the form workers voted for the UFW on wany California renches--inatenc
of for the Tesmsters or no Union--the peower—controlled politicians

aic just that, =nd the elections grouna to a halt.

Pre faint BLacTLON LAY

Po remcey this and prevent other abuscs of the legislotive process

by the growers, the UFW urges a "YES" vote in November on Proposition -

LOH. Lm\r

Under thig proposcd low:

e

1) The workers have the ripght to choose their own union

Lhvough secret-ballot elections superviced by the Agricultural Labor

Qeletions Board. Never before hueve they been able to do this.
2)  VWorkers cannot be fired for cnprocbing a particular union.

=

In the past, tens of thousrnds of workers have been ired

st "

for woing this = over a thouseng in Oxnord alone last year.

r

%) Should any grower fire a

gupporting o union, he may
not only be forced to rehi e hia, bub olao pay the worker three times

vheat e Lost in wagese



%) When m mojority of the workers on sany ranch have voted for o

pchiculoe union, bhe sroyer will howe bo il dovn ane bargadin in pood
i » vhras i
b L Ly : £y over {he conbroot

cvoid providing workers witl

he contenet.

5) The grower must respect the right of workers Lo talk to union

sanivers during lunch and before and after work. Unless they are
>rmittea to be on the ronch at these times, the orgsnizer will hove no

opportunity to explain to the workers why they should vote for the union.

rast, growers have had organizers jailed for telking to
worliers on nearly every major ronch in Colifornin. As recanly as lost
yoeor, Gallo Wine Co., in addition to waking such »rrests, hiced 25
Uenards'" whose function was to stey right oun top of the organizers,
from the time they entered the ranch until they left, and,to furthor
Cintimidate the workers,they took pictures of every one seen talking to
SN OrEaniners
6)  Vorkers cannot be kicked out of their camp or home for

supporting a p#vtjculér uniona

As recently as 1973 Gallo Wine Co. pot oul eviction proceedings
agcinat its workers, and the Public Heolth D\,M trnent found humen {feces

in Lhe weter pipes where the sewege line hod “accidentally'™ backed up

inlo them.
7) Onecthe state has cortificd that o psecticulor union has won an

election at

v ranch, that union cannot be decerbified without the

notures of ot least 50% of the employeers,
This is simply to make sure that the democrabtic process preveils

on the ranche
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i
they woulc not be

ol undon o geniner
able to Tind the workers anc oxplad
of the union to

ain the acveuntages
theam.

9) The legisloture shell moke a cetermination of the smount ol money
necessary to corry out the provisions of the law and shall appro;
cmount to the ALB. Bul it will mot be sble to eroce the guorinteen
afTorded foem workers under Ghis

P

5 law without poing birels to the people,
Tn Lhe

nust, prowers and other destructive elements heve been
to take o pood picce of legis

pIN ¥

L Bdon ano mole of it a hideous, michopen
Lhenselves

iaontiocel

L in cherncter to and thedir own corrupt
vy of cowrse, dimmetrically opposed to the neeos of
i

i

interastes,

the workers.
thout - the safegnords |

provided by this law sgcinst such
de ovoved proctices, this law woule nurely culfer the
1B ey -

tempts to protect the rights of

same fate as
Fotiie

as vont other
worlkors,

priate that

shall. provide the union with lists of workers eligible
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Clwurch
Union
Folitical

+%,7 Voloubesys:
al+4,7) Lealoting,
h(+%)  Duaper Suickers
c(+#) Voting Day
d(+*;}) Canvassing
e(+*) Delegates
£(i#)  Parodrial Scholls - Nov lst.

+* Bumper Stickers Arrangementss

+% Money s
a(*) GCate Plant collections
b(+) Cliurch
e () Copn
d(*) Local Treasury
c(*) Mund Raiser

Publie Statementss:

a(+#) Press Conferences

h(+%#) Pregs lelease

o (%) Union Paper & TPublicatlions

d( +*¢)Local Paper 4ds

e(+*8) Lawn/ Irecway sipgns

£(+) wermons/ Pulpit snnouncements

g (+%5) Mailings

D+ VOIS Y58 0N 1N dn »11 liturature

i(+%;) Represenatives &t Farn Workers vigil
+%7 Voter Regigtrations:

P Dvents:
a(*) ATL-CIO Convention
(k) Workers Cafelerias
o () Picket Lines
d(-+) Church Conventions
o{+) Big Masses
L0F) Other Union Conventions
g (+%#) Rallies
+%* The Tirst gquestion Tor all
endorsing them.
+ Involve Parochial Sclivols - ieon Ca oy Dl
i

A A AR Yo
i ‘{‘
N )]

: ~

W

# roliticans:
-~ All mailing
b~ Door hangers
c- Vigil

poiiticos is on Prop 14 belore
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10, Sponse~r a Buss
11. Use "Yes On 14" stamp on all mail
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