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OLEOMARGARINE TAX REPEAL

MONDAY, MAY 17, 1948

UNrren Srares SENATE,
JOMMITPEE ON TINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to eally at 10w, wm., Senator ugene D,
Millikin (chairmun) presiding.

Present : Senators Millikin (chnil'mnn; , Taft, Butler, Hawkes, Map-
tin, George, Barkley, Johnson of Colorado, and Luens.

Also present : Senator Johnston of South Caroling,

The Criamaran, 'The meeting will come to ovder, please,

T'he hearing is on H, R, 2245, an net to repeal the tax on oleomarga-
rine.  ‘The bill will be put in the record at. this point,

(H, R, 2245 is as follows:)

(11, R. 2245, 8Oth Cong,, 24 xews.)
' AN ACQT o vepeal the tax on oleomargarine

Be it enacted by the Senate and Houre of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assenthied, Thit () seetion 2801 of the Internnl Revenue
Code (relnting to the tax on oleomnrgurine) s repealed,

(b) The nmendment made by subsection (n) shall take effect on the day fol-
lowing the date of the ennetment of this act,

Sko, 2, Effeetive July 1, 108, part T of subchapter A of chnpter 27 of the
Intornal Revenue Code (relnting to the occuputionnl tax on manufacturers, wholo-
anlers, and votndlors of oleomnygarine) 8 repented,  Beginning with the day
aftor thoe data of the enaetent of (hix Aet and wntil July 1, 1048, wholesnle
denters in aleomnrgarine who vend no other oleomargarine except that upon whieh
f tax of one-fourth of 1 eent pep pound wonld have heen Imposad by section 2301
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code It wueh soetlon hind not heen repeated #hnlt
pay the lowor tax preseribed in section 3200 (h) (1) of such coile,  Boeglining
with the day nfter the date of the ennetinent of 1his Aet and until July 1, 1048,
rotund] dealors In oleomirgirine who vend no other oleomarngurine exeept that
upan whieh o tux of vne-fonrth of 1 cont. por pound would have been Iniposed by
geotion 2801 (1) of the Tnternal Revenne Coide if such seetlon had not been repeniod
Nhdl poy tho lower tax proseribed In seetlon 200 () of suceh cemlo,

Passedd the House of Representatives Aprll 28, 1048,

Attest: JouN ANprEwWS, Olerk,

The CriiamMan. The chairman has had ocension to send o lettor to a
number of Senators. T shonld like to read into the vecord the form
of that lettor, [Reading:]

Thank you very wmuch for your lettor attaching telogram from a conatitnont
of yours regarding the timo asslgned for henrlngs hy the Senate Finance Come
mitteo on the oleomargnrine tax repenl bill, YL 1R, 224D,

The Honate Fianee Committee In normal conrse conduets hearings which
ﬁi\m gonerolr apportunity for oral presentations,  Phese often extend, ar You

now from your own committee experience, fnto stertle vopetition,  Within
reasonablo Hmite repetition {8 necoptod, boeauwe It I eecognizod that oral hearings,
while primarhy for the instruetion of the commitiee, alro serve publelly, preatige,
and other purpores of ehiof concorn (o the witnesses and which nead not he (s
couraged when thoere i thme to spave, N
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In the instant matter, however, we are operating against obvious and com-
pelling time Hmits,  Prior to the end of this session the Senate Binance (om-
mittece must allow thne for the constderntion and hearing of this bill and also
of major matters such as Veteran®' legishation, tax rvevision, veclproeal trade,
and goelal seeurity,  Also, there ix a heavy load of committee work which, while
not nevessurily major in character, is tmportant and must receive attention,
Algo, due consideration must he glven to the other duties of the members and
their heavy burdens In connectlon with thely asslgnments on other commitfees,

This situntion requires that we eliminate repetitive testimony and without
waste of time get to the ghst of the business, Tt ix belfeved that 2 days of
woll-organized and precige presentation, with the other measures to he taken
as herelnatter mentioned, will provige adequate nsteuetion for the committee
and thus satisfy the maln purpose of the hearings,

In this connectton it should not he forgotten that neither the Congress nor
any mewmber of the committee 18 n complete stranger to the subject.  Com-
]inlttolo hearings ave avatlable, and the matter has been debated ably and at
ength,

We have recelved more than a hundred vequests to make oral presentations,
We do not wish to foreclose the slightest instruction which might have been
recelvedd by us had time peemltted our heaving all of those appiicants,

Therefore, we have telegraphed ench one of those appliennts who will not
appear an invitntion to give the committee the benefit of his written statement,

To assure that the substance of such written statements will come to the
attention of the committes, the following procedure Is under way':

A tenm of qualified persons has been busily at work digesting, ovganizing, and
collating all of the testhmony and debates on the subjeet durlng thig sesslon,

The same tenm wlll give the same trentiment to all wreltten statements which
may be submitted and the authors will receive due eredit,

he Chalrman of the committee will make it hix business {o see that all of
this materinl o Aigested, organlzed, and eollated i brought to the attention of
the members of the commlittee, T'hux I real effeet und substanee, s fay as
the Instruction of the committee In concerned, nnd 1 take the lHberty of vepenting
that this s the main purpose of the hearing, all that has gone on In the subject
during this gegsion and all of the written stuntements go invited and recelved, will
have falr constderntion along with the matters which may be proxented ovally,

Plenge feel free to write any of yvour constituents to submit such weitten state-
ments to arreive here prior to May 19, and In doing 8o you may assure them that
they will be handled 1n the manner mentioned,

Tmediately following this, My, Reporter, we will insert in the
record (he digest and elvssifientions of wrguments for and against
taxation of oleomargnrine made from the heavings in the House, nnd
from the debates in the Honse,

(The information is ns follows ;)

COLABRIFICATION OF ARGUMENTEA FOR AND AQAINAT TAXATION oF OLEOMARQARINE

[Page citations to hearings hefore the House Committee on Agriculture, Mareh 8,
0, 10, 11, 12, 1048,]

NUTRITION

For the taa

Olepmargarinoe taxes protect the un.
infarmed public agninst the sale of prod.
nots having inferior nutritional qual
1t oen

1. 1.0, Mohler, Kansng 8tate Board of
Agrienlture (p, 228),

Apainat the taw

Irortifled oleomavgarine I8 Just a8 nu-
tritious as butter—

1, Ambrlean Mediea) Asgoelation as
quoted by Representative Ovville Zim.
merman, Missourl (p, 84),

@ Dy, LT, Denel, dr, Behiool of Meodis
01;1(»‘%‘17,131\'0:‘&“& of Houthern Caltfornin

3, Now York Aeademy of Medichue,
ne quoted by Dr, Deuel (p, 62),

+ Reprosentntlve  Omar  Rurleson,
Taxau (p. 104),

!
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)

Oleomnrgarine is a good souwrce of
food, but it is not &y good as butter—

1. Wiison ¥, Douglas, Cudahy Pack-
ing Co, (p304),

ssielentifle vesenreh shows that butter
containg essontlnl nutritional properties
amw'l'lm' to those of substitute prod.
LR s

1, R, ', Beezley, from vesolutlon of
the Kansus State Bonrd of Agrieulture
( 483),

“Ihe fivst thing o doetor does when
uleerr are dingnosed i to insist that the
pitiont cense uslng foods cooked in vog-
etable tnts, Phis s for the shinple vens
won that vegetahle tats do not disgolve at
body temperature, - A normally healthy
person onn Algest vegetablo fats, hut
mwany of us eannot,  Anhanl fats, sueh
N hu'uur. Wi dissolve at hody tompera-
fure,

1. Ropresentative Chavles R, Robovts
son, Novrth Dnkoty (. 4835),

“Mother Nature put something into
milk In the way of fatty nelds that qre
not found in vegetnhle ofls ahd whieh
the sefentigts have not heen able {o
dupliente ns yet and probahly never will
he,  These anhnnl fats, natnenily pres.
ent n huttorfat, contndn a cortnin un-
identitled growtlh-promoting factor not
present (n natural or fortfled vegetable
oll peoduets, "Fhis growth-promoting
factor in huttertat, which I8 not tound
in vegoetable olln, In esgentind in the diets
of Infantg and growing children,”

Aguinst the tax

7, Representative  Fmanuel
New York (p. 104),

¢, Willhun Rhea Blake, Natlonal Cot.
ton Couneil of Amerlea (p, 161),

7, Lewis (4, Hines, Amerlenn Federn-
tion of Labor (p, 173).

N, Mes, Renn Cohen, National League
of Women Shoppers (p. 185).

0. Mrs, Mlorence  Geiger, National
Counell of Jewish Women (p, 188),

10, Margaret I, Stone, National Wom-
en's 'rade Union Teague of America
(p. 190),

11, Mry, Dennis K, Juckson, Consum-
ers  Conference, Greater  Cineinnatl,
Ohto (p. 194),

12, Mrs, Gertrude Parks, District of
Columbin FFederation of Women’s Clubs
(p. 108),

13, Senntor  Burnet R,
South Curollna (p, 201),

14, BHa I, MeNaughton, American
Home Economles Assoclation (p. 200),

10, Sylvin B, dottleth, Communica.
tlons Workers of Amorien (p. 208),

16, Harvey W, Brown, Internntional
Arsocintion of Machinists (p, 210),

17. Ameriean Associntion of Univer-
sity Women, Washington, D, C, (p, 486).

18, Ameriean Assoctation of Univer.
slty Women, Wisconsin division (p, 400),

Fortified oleomargarine has high nu-
frittonnl value-—

1, Reprosentative B, A, Mitehell, In-
dinnn (p, 110),

20, D Henderson, Amerienn Agso.
cintton of Small Buslness (p, 183),

B Mis< Jean L, Whttehill, Consnmers
Unlon (p, 188),

4 Mrer, B G Chamberindn, National
Fedovntion of Settlements (p 101),

B, John N, Hatfleld, American How.
plnl Asrocintion (p, 203),

6 1. Roy Jones, Southern Axsoelntion
of Commissloners of Agrieniture (),
208),

7. Mes T, Fichtmuelley, Jr., Lengue of
}\'m)m\u Voters of City of New York (.

87

Cueller,

Maybank,

Ihore nre sovornl so-cpdled unsat-
urated or onsentind fatty nelds which
cannot he manufactared in the body and
which st he tnken along with the
fond  * * *  Margarine @ an equally
gootl gouree of such unsaturated: futty
welds nn Is bhattee"

L Dr, L0 Donel, Ie, Behiool of
Medielne, University off Howthern Calle
fornin (p. 40),

“Clow's hutterfat Is not necesanvily os-
sentinl for ollldren * * ¥ heepuse
the composition of sueh hulterfat s en-
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1. Mr. J. C. Mohler, Kansas State
Board of Agriculture (p. 228), from
statement submitted by Mr. Charles W,
Holman,

“The Leichenger, Bisenberg, and
Carlgon study 18 based on records rang-
ing from 6 months to 24 months, Loose
reference has been made, and is made
in the conclustons of that study, refer.
ring to it as a 2-year study, but there
is nothing to indicate how many or how
fow records actually ran to 2 years, In
any case the duration is only a smaill
fraction of a generation time, or for thnt
matter, only a small fraction of the
human growth perlod. The awiicle is
* * uninferinailve as to the com-
plete diet,”

1. Hugo H. Hommer, professor of
duiry industry, University of Wisconsin
{p. 402).

2, Statement by Ancel Keys, diveotor
of Lahoratory of Physlological Hyglone,
University of Minnesota, submitted by
Hugo H, Sommer (p, 404).

OLEOMARGARINE TAX REPEAL

Aguainsgt the taw

tirely different from the fat obtained
from human milk, ‘Human wllk fat in
regard to its component aclds has more
regsemblance to a typleal margarine fat
blend than to butterfat,'”

1. Dr, Deuel, gquoting IHilditeh and
Meara from the British Biochemical
Journal (p. 51).

“The resulta conclusively establigsh
that growing children experfence normal
growth in helght and welght when thetr
dlets contain only fortified margarine
ag table fat, ag shown by a comparison
with children fed on shmilar diets with
butter as the source of table fat and by
comparison with standard helght and
welght tables* *  * There 18 no evi-
dence that there f8 any growth factor
present fn butter which {8 not present
in margarine.”

1, Dr, Anton J, Carlson (Drs. Lelchen-
ger and Wsenberg), University of Chi.
cago (pp. 470-471),

PROTECTION OF CONSUMER

‘Colored oleomargarine eannhot casily
he distinguishoed from butter, and is not
n aubstitute but an imitation,

1, Representative Clifford R, lope,
Kansas (p, 18),

2. Representutive Reld Mureay, Wis-
eonsin (,». 84).

8. J. (L Moliler, secrotary, Kansas
Htate Board of Agriculture, statoment
submitted by Charles W, Holman, see.
retary, Nattonal Cooperative Milk Pro-
ducera Fedoraglon (p, 220),

4, X, W. Gurtigs, Iilinois Agricul.
tural Assoctation (p, 421),

B A B Tarwater, Plninview ("Lox,)
Cooperative, Ine, (p, 424),

G, “Oleo  and  Soybonns,"  floard's
Daleyman, Mareh 10, 148, submltted by
Charles W, Holman (p, 844),

7. Statement hy Ropresentative John
Byrnes, Wisconsin, aubmitted by Reproe-
sentative Reld B, Murray, Wiscousin (.

b v

[

The Food and Drag Admintstration
findn {trelf poworlesa Lo onforce qlpos
murgaring rogulationy where the prod.

Oleomargarine tuxes it or remove
consntoers’ freedom of chofee by penaliz-
g the sale of artiflelally colored oleo-
margnrine and not the snle of artifielally
colored butter,

1. Representative W, R, Pouge, Texas
(p. 21,

2. Represontative  Orville
man, Mlssourl (p, 18),

3. Representative L, Mendel Rivers,
South Cavollna (p. 88),

4. Ropresentativa Robort J, Corhott,
l’mnm‘vl\'unln (» 109),

i, €, P Koy, manter, South Carolinn
State Grange (p, 220V,

8, Mins Annn Lord Strauss, Leaguo of
Women Voters (p. 106),

T, Misg Jonn T, Whitehill, Conpumers
Unlon (pp, 1656-157),

8, My, ‘Tyvro Paylor, Natlonnl Assocln-
thon of Rotall Grocors (p, 102),

0, Me, Taewls (4 Hines, Amerlean Fed-
erntion of Labor (p, 172),

10, My, Donald Montgomery, Congross
of Industeial Ovganizations (p, 179),

11, Mry, Rena Colien, National Longue
of Women Rhoppers (p, 185),

12, Roprosentutive Robert Nodar, Jr,,
New York (p, 200), ;
18 Ka 1L MeNaughton, Ameriean
Home Heonotdes Assoelation (p, 206),

Eublic hoalth In anfegnarded by pures
foud Jaws nnd punitive oloomargnrine
HAXON aro not necossnry for thin purporo,

]
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uet i8 produced, distributed, and con-
sutned within the borders of any one
State,

1. Charles W, IHohman, secretary, Na-
tlonnl Cooperative Milk Producers Fed-
eration (p. 200).

2, Representative Charles R, Robert-
son, North Dakota (p. 485),

A new package for oleomargarine
now usad by elght manufacturors tacili-
tatos coloring the product and elimi-
nates grensy hands and atensils, eliml.
nates wasted produet, and colors with-
ont any stroaks in 8 or 8 minutos,

1, Yoo Peters doveloped the packngo
roforred to (pp, 412-413),

5

o Against the tar

1, Representative W, R, Pouge, Texuy
(pp. 20, 81).

2, Representative Thomas G, Aber-

. nethy, Mississippl (pp, 10-20).

8. A, Lee M, Wigging, Under Secre-
tary of the Treasury (p, 20},

4, Shoreline Thnes, as quoted by Rep-
resentative Bllsworth B, FFoote, Connec-
ticut (p. 104),

6. Representative DBrooks Huys, Ar-
kansas (p. 107),

6. Mr, Fdguar O, Corry, Jr.,, American
Yeterans of World War 11 (p. 153).

7. ¢, P, Key, master, South Carolina
State Grange (p. 220).

8. Miss Anna Lord Strauss, League of
Women Voters (p, 1658).

0. Miss Jean I, Whitehill, Consum-
ers Unfon (pp, 166-157).

10, Mr, Tyre "Taylor, Nationnl Asso-
clation of Retail Grocers (p, 164),

11, Mr, Lewis G, Hines, American
Federation of Labhor (p. 170).

12, Mva, Renn Cohen, Natlonal
Lengue of Women S8hoppers (p. 186),

13, Mrs. Gertrude Parks, District of
Columbin  Federation of Women's
Clubs (p, 109).

14. Mr. J. Roy Jones, Commissioner
of Agriculture, South Carolinn (p. 209).

15, Mr, Clifford Patton, National As-
goclation of Consumers (p. 212),

16. N. B, Retzold, Durkee Famous
Foods (p. 430),

17, Representative John L, McMillan,
South Carolina (p, 882),

Joloring of olecomargarine in the
home results in waste of time, offort,
and of the product itself,

( 1.“Ilt;mrosumutlva W, R, Ponge, Texas

Doy .

2. Ropresentative Robovt J. Corbett,
Pennsylvania (p. 112),

3. Feprosantative Whsworth B, Buek,
Now York (p. 117),

4. Ropresentative
Toxny Jp, 101),

6. My, Bdgar O, Corry, Jv., Amoriean
Voterans of World War 11 (p. 183).

G. Mur, Lowis G, Bines, Amorlcan Fed-
eratlon of Tahor (p L71),

7. Mrs, Rena Cohon, National Ieague
of Womon Sh(?mm*s (N 185),

8 Mrs, B, G, Chamborlpin, National
Foderation of Settloments (p, 102),

0. Mrs, Dennds R, Jackson, Congums-
ory Conferonee of Greater Cinclnnatt,
Ohio (p 104),

10, Mrs, Gerteado Pavks, Distilet of
Columbln ~ Fedorntlon  of  Women's
Jabs (pe 107), :

11, Ropresontntive Robert Nodar, Jr.,
New York (p, 200),

18 Wln H, MeNaughton, Ameriean
Home Heonomien Assoclation (p, 200),

Omnr  Burleson,
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For the tax

Aguinat the tue
18, Sylvin Qottlieh, Communleations

' Workers of Amervlea (p. 207).

14, Mr, (liftord Patton, Natlonal Aa.
soclation of Consumers (p, 211).

15, Mr, Joseph A, Clovety, Jv, Ameri-
can Veterans Committee (p. 218),

EFFECT OF TAX ON PRICES

Wenkening or repealing the Federal
tax on the sale of colored oleomurgurine
would result in great damuge to daivy
farmors and in incrensing the cost of
oleamargarine (0 consunora,

1, Charles W, Holian, seeretavy, Na-
tional Cooperative Milk Producers Fed-
eration (pp. 208, 301),

2, Statement by Repreacntative John
Byrnes, Wisconsin, submitted by Ropre-
sentative Reld I, Murray, Wisconsin
(D, 348),

“Phe maving to the Ameriean houae-
wifo by the olininntion of that small tax
(% cont. per pound) would be immean.
urably small. In fact, the taxes pald
on all olcomnrgarines cut n smnll figure
in the cont of Hving,"

1, Morlin Iul) (y. 431),

There will bo n shortage of skim milk
for the manufacture of oleomurgarine
If the tax s romoved,

1. Ropresentative John Byrnes, Wia-
consln (p, 347),

2, Ropresentative Oharloan R, Roborts
#on, North Dakota (p, 4808).

Oleomargarine tuxes interfers with
most efiefent utiitzation of nationnl re-
ROUTCEs,

1. A, Lee M, Wiggins, Under Seere-
tavy of the Ireasury (p. 8), .

2. Representative  Emanuel
New York (p. HH),

4. Publeation by the Deparvtment of
Commorce of  Oleomargnvine Studies
Inftinted by Pawl 1 Troitt, submitted
by Charlex W, Holman, socretary, Na-
tlonnl Cooperative MK Produeers Fed-
oration (p. H33),

Oleomurgarine taxes ralae the prico
of the product to the consumer, un im-
portant item when the cost of Hying 18
¥ high,

1. Representutive Brooks Iays, Ag-
knnsas (p, 107),

2, Mr, Willinm Rbea Bluke, Nattonal
Cotton Connell of Amevlea (p, 160),

4. Mr, Bdgar O, Corey, Jr,, Amerlean
Voterans of World War 11 (p, 163).

4, Miss Annn Lord Steauss, Leagie of
Women Voters (p, 160),

8, Miss Jean L. Whitehill, Consumers
Unton (pp, 1060-1067),

¢, My, “evo 'Paylor, Natlonnl Assocle
ation of Rotndl Groeers (p, 102),

7, My, Jawis Q. 1lnes, Amerlean
Federntion of Tabor (p, 170),

8, Me, John L, Hayes, Amerleen Hos.
pital Asnoclation (p 183),

0, Mea, Renn Cohien, Natlonal Lanisie
of Womon Shoppers (p, 1808),

10, Mes, B, G Chaasborlandn, Natlonnl
Pedertion of Sottloments (p. 101),

11, Mra, Donnld R Jackson, (o
aumoers Conferonen of Qreater Cinelne
natl, Ohlo (p. 108),

18, My, Govteudo Pavks, Distreiet of
Columbin Federation of Women's Clubs
(. 7).

18, l!unrummmuvu Robert Nodae, Jr,
Now York (p, BX),

t4, My John N. Hatfield, Amoviean
llo»:_!\llnl Ansochntlon (p, 208),

. Min W, l\luNnu;{hmu. Amoriean
Home Feonomler Arsnclation (p, 204),

1 Mes, Lilan W, Ceatyy New York
ity branch, Amerienn Assoclntion of
Undvorstty Womon (p, 208),

17, B, Franee’r Boyor, Natlonnl Kdue
ention Assoclation (p R10),

18, My, CHtord Patton, Natlonal An-
soatition of Consumors (p 2141,

Celler,
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Agpatingt the taa

10, Me. Haevey W, Brown, Interna-
tlonnl Assoclntion of Machintsts (p
217,

20, Representative Hnnuel Celler,
New York (p 104),

21, Representative Olin B, 'Peague,
Toxus (p. 482),

220 Mexo J, Flehtmuellor, Jr, League
of Women Voters, ity of New York
(. 487),

28, Woman's Club of Chevy Chaxe,
Murytand, Ine, (p A88),

FFFECT OF FAX ON PHRICES

TP the 10-cent tux on the coloving
process wore ibotshod so that oleo conld
bho packaged, hamdled, and In overy
other way vesemble butter, it s cor
tuin that thix reduction In the cost of
plnclug colored oleomargavine on the
minrket would not be teflectad In the
price that the consumor pays for  the
produet.”

1A B Paewater, Plalaview (''ex))
Cooperative, Ine, (p 424),

2, Hugoe 1L Rommer, professor of
dudry fndustrey, University of Wisconsin
(o -ton),

I the color tax i vepented, the whie
o anevloved proaduet  will peactionlly
dsnppene frow the market,  When this
happeng, IR only reagonnble to aesiine
that oleomrgneine enn and would be
wleed only  onough ander Tegitinate
wmtter to give I n pries appead,”

1 Basndl B Selieneh, Dadinnn Warm
Buvepn, Ines (pe BH),

Repeal of the excise taxes on both
colopotd and uncolored margarine made
exclurively from fats nnd olls of do-
mestie ovigln probably would result in
u prlee for the colored produet ahout
the snme as for the uheoloved.

1o Chavles B, Branmm, Acting Seeves
ey, Department of Agvieujture (p. 2),

It Federal lnwa wore chitngod to ve-
move the (0-cont-per-pomd tax which
now exists on coloved mavgarine, we
would wetl eolored wnrgnvine at the
e priee ax uneoforod,

. Kenft Koods Co, Chicago, 11,
(n H0s),

2 Capltal Clty Produets Co, Colum.
bun, Ghio (p 040),

3 rledimnn Manutfuetuslug Co,, Chits
engo, 1Ly BOW),

1 Kent Produets, Tne, Kansas Clty,
Mo, i BOT),

O Mhedd-Burtush Foods, Tney, Dotrold,
Mlich (p. dOW),

U Durker Famous Foods, Cloveling,
Ohlo (p Htd,

Auy reduetion It tnxes neeruing from
the nhatitlon of navegnrine taxes will e
prssd on o the sonsutee,

1 Minmt Margavine Co,, Clnetunati,
Ohlo (. MWL),

S Chwrngold Corpy Clnelaantl, Olilo
(p. HON),

. Wilson & Coy, Iney, Ohleage, 11,
(e ),

4 M, Prekor's Fomdg, Tne, Shorman,
Tex, (p Bl0Y,

N, Yogotablo O Peaduets Co,, Tne,
Wilmington, Callfe (p 6L,

¢, Mtandnrd Byands, Ine, Now Yok,
NOYL g BLD,

Y ou need have po congern vognvding
the passibility of minrgavine mnnufie.
turers tey g to ke oxorbitant profits
I the tuxes were romoved  Phin Ia o
highly competifive busfoess s peoflt -
glus hve alwpyr hoen very low, and
vompetition: witl definitely keep then
}n\\‘ yvmmllwm of any ehinnge in the
wn,"

s
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L IL G Bergdoll, Keaft Foods Co,
(p. BOB),
2, Davia L Blanton, Jr,, The Blunton
Co,, St, Louts (p. 013),

{80 of coloy

The Federal tax on colored oleomar-
gurine Iy the consumers’ protection
agalnst fraudulent sales of oleo as
butter,

1. Minnesota Qreamerles’ Assocla.
tion, resolution No, 1 (b, 138).

2. Golden Guernsey Dairy Cooperas

tive, stutement submltted by Charles
W. Holman, secretary, Cooperative Mtk
Yroducers Federatioh (p. 288).
8, "Colored QOleo Sold as Butter,”
National Cooperative MUk Producera
Federatlon, submitted by Chavies W.
Holman (p, 285),

4, €harles W, Holman (pp. 204, 208,

T8, HOWL Qurtlas, Hinols Agrienitural
Associntion (p. 421),

¢, Htatewent by Representative John
Byrnes, Wisconsin, submitted by Ropre.
sontative Rofd ¥, Murray, Wisconsin

(p. W47).

7. Statement by Mrs. Stelln K. Bare
ker, Des Molnes, Towa (pp. 300, 85R),

8, Kensle 8, Bagshaw, chalrman, ex.
sutive commi{tee, the Natlonal Grangs
(pp. 874-878),

O, Representative Ghavles R, Roberts
#on, Narth Dakota (p. 485).

10, Havloy J. Credicott  presldent,
Frovport Daley Products Co, (p. 383),

11, Laeonard ¥, Kopitsko  Marion,
Win, prestdont of the Wisconain Gheese
Makova Associntion (p, 401),

12, Hugo X1, Sommev, professor of
datry industey, Unlversity of Wikcon.
aln (p 407).

™o only way oleomargring tan he
mado yollow la by coloving I, Natwal
ol(;? onde wp In some shade other than
yollow,

1. Btitenient by Represontutive John
Byrnes, Wiseonstn, aubmitted by Repro.
azentiul’(v)o Roeld » Mavray, Wiseonsin

» 3T,

8 Btatoment by Wilson ¥, Douglass,
-~ rector of lahovatories, Cudahy ack-

Ing Co, (o BOY), .
. Harley J. Crodicott, prosident, |
Freoport Datry Produets Co, (p, 383).

“The hutter Industry adopted the
natural color of their produet which
during the ush grasa serson s yellow,
To make 1t wniform the yoar round,
coloring In added, at cortein other sems
Nonw, to maintaln this samy yellow,”

Consumers prefer a yellow spread be-
cnuse it 18 more appetizing than a white
one,  When butter Is not yellow, color
I8 added.  Similarly, coloving of olee-
margarine should be allowed without
penalty,

1, Mr, A, Lee M, Wiggins, Under See-
retary of the Treaxurey (p, 12),

Representative W, R, Poage, Texas
(p. 27).

2 Me, 3. D, Henderson, Amerlean
Associntion of Small Business (p, 123).

B Me, Hresel Walley, prostdent, Amer-
fenny Boybean Assoclation (p, 127),

4. Mr, John W, Kvans, Ametlean Soy-
bean Associntion (p. 130),

6. My, Howard Roneh, Ametienn Soy-
hean Ansovtution (p, 18%), '

4. My, George M. Btrayer, Amerlean
Hoyhonu Association (p. 185),

7. Mr Willam Rhea Blake, Natlonal
Cotton Counell of Amerien (p, 181),

8 Mr, Edgur C. Corry, Jr,, Amerienn
Voternng of Waorld War 11 (p, 1063).

0, Miss Jean L. Whitehill, Consumers
Unfon (pp. 166-107).

10, Mes, Denuts B, Juekson, Consiing:
ors Conforonce of Greater Clnelnnntl,
()hll{» (p. 104),
1L Benantor Burnot R Maybnank
Sonth_ Cavolina (p, 201), '

12, Me, John N, Hatfleld, Amerlean
Hospital Associntion (p. 200),

1 Bylvia B, Gottlieh, Conmmunlens
thons Workers of Amorien (p. 205).

. Mr, X Roy Jones, commissioner of
agelealture, South Cavollna (p, 200},
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1, Hassit 1, Nehenek, Indiana Farm
Rutreau, Ine. (p, 504),

2, Hugo H. Sommer, professor of
dairy Industry, University of Wisconsin
(p. 409), -

3, Harley J. Credicott, president,
I'reeport Datey Produets Co, (p, 883),

4. Charvles W, Holman, secretary, Ni-
tional Cooperative Milk Producoers Fed-
oration (p. 827).

Without Internal revenue vegulation
the rale of colored oleomargarite as
real butter swould most Hkely incrense
nlmost overnight,

1, Colored Oleo Nold as Butter, Na-
tional Cooperntive Mitk Producers Fed-
ertions, submitted by Charles W, ilol-
mnn, secretary, National Cooperative
Milk Producers Federation (p, 202),

Aguinsgt the tar

PROTECTION OF DEALERS IN OLEOMARUARINE

In 1933 there were 102 retail dealers
handling colored oleomargarine and in
1047 there wore 5,102, In 1033, there
wore 103,001 who handled uncolored
oleanmrgarine and in 147 there wore
200,084, 1 would be toreed to conclwde
from thix remavkable growth of han-
dlers in that perlod that not only Is it
protitable for these denlors to handlo
the proaduet or otherwise they would not
pay the taxes, hut that approximately
one retadl hnadler of food out of every
two in the United States makes oleo-
mgarine avablable in some form or
another to the customoers, 8o thore cane
not ho n geavelty of vetadl dealers when
over one-half of them In the United
Stntes are handling the produet,

1, Charvles W, Holman, Natlonal Co-
operative MUk Producers Foderation
(p.20),

At present oleomargaring (8 rendlly
avatinhle, ns witness yesulte of a study
recently annonweed that more than 80
pereent of the Natlon’s families are
using oleomargarine,”

1. Mes, Stelln B, Barkoey, Des Moines,
lowa (p 8060),

76200 aty~mR

Dealers 0 oleomargarvine must pay
burdensoe Heense fees, ‘There is also
womass of highly technieal regalations
and requirements which grocers must
follow,

1, ''yre ‘Tayler, National Association
of Retail Grocers (pp. 162-103),

2 Bdgar ¢, Corey, Jr,, American Vet-
erns of World War 11 (p, 1064),

3 L. 1N Newmnn, Unfted  States
Whaolesanle (irocors' Assoclation (p. 186),

License feex on handling of oleomar-
gavrine favor lpeger fivms over smaller
ONeR,

I, Fdgay ¢ Corey, Jr,, Amerlean Vets
erans of World War 11 (p, 154),

2, Donald Montgainery, Gongress of
Industeind Organtzations (p, 182),

Livense fees on handling of oleonuivgn.
rine are digeriminatory hecause small
acers cnnnot alford them and o do
nat enrey the product,

1. Mes, Florence  Gelger, Natlongd
Comnetl of Jowlsh Women (p, 180),

2 Mavret 1 Btone, Natlonal Wo.
men's "Prade-Union Leaguo of America
(p 1M,

H4, Mes, B G, Chamberlnin, Nattonal
Pederition of Kettlements (p, 101),

4 Blin 1L MeNnughton,  Awerlean
Home Feonomies Assoelntion (p. 200),

B CHtord Patton, Natlonnl Assoein.
thon of Conmners (p, 212),

4, Taowis G, Hines, Amerlean Feder-
ntlon of Yahor (p, 171),

T ltoptwmnmlw John T, MeMillan,
Honth Carolina (p, 382),

8, Bendnmin ¢, Marsh, People's Lob-
hy (1, 487),
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PROTEOTION OF PRODUCERS

For ihe tar

Romoval  of  olvonurgarine  faxes
woulit weaken hutter prices and Joopay-
dize the datey industry,

1. Ropresentative Reld o Murray,
Wisconsin (pp. 13, 84).

2. Charvles W Holmnn, seeretnrvy, Na-
tionnl Cooperative MUk Producers Fed-
orittion (pp. 208--5, 301),

“We sy, ‘Lot the publie eat all the
oleomnrgarine it wants,” ‘Phat s falr
competition, But we think the removal
of the color lnws would estabiish unfaly
compotition for the dabry farmer,”

1. Charles W, Holman (p, 843),

Ninety percent of the milk leuves the
farma in fluld form bat what It goos
Into depands upon the markots,

1 Represontative Rold Murmy, Wik
conaln (p, 82),

Aguainst the tuw

Oleomargarine taxen ave  disevhmg-
natory and.doend to distort the competi-
tive position of two domestle industeies,

LA Tee M Wigkiug, Under Seerve.
tury of the ‘Treasury (p, 8),

2. Representative W, R, Ponge, 'Poxay
(pp. 27, 28, 81, 30). .

3. Representative Stephen Pace, Geor.
gla (p 14),

4 Representative T, Mendel Rivers,
Nouth Carolina (p, 88),

. Mr, Chuak W, Patton, Amevlean
Assoctation of Small Business (p, 1204),

¢ Representative  Omar Bayloson,
oxas (p, 104),
T. Representative  Wmaniel  Coltey,

New York (p, 104),

8, Representative Bilsyworth B, 1foote,
Connectient (p, 105),

9. My, Willlnm Rhea Blake, Nationnd
Cetton Counetl of Amerlea (p, 150),

10, Representntive Brooks Xnys, Av.
kansns (p. 107,

11, My, Pyrve Taylor, Natlonn) Arso-
clntlon of Rl Grocors (p, 184),

12, Mra, BHena Cohen, Natlonal Loeague
of Women Shoppers (p, 187),

18. Mrs, ¥lorenee delger, Natlonnl
Counell of Jowlsh Womon (p, 188).

4 Mavgiret 10 Stonee  Natlonal
Women's Prade-Union League of Amer-
fen (p, 100),

15, Mes, Doennbs B Jackson, Cone
simers Conforence of Greater Clneln-
nuti, Ohto (. 103),

16, Ropresentative Robort Nadap, Jr,,
Now York (p, 200y,

17, Syivin 1, Gottlieh, Communlen-
tlons Workees of Amerlen (b, 200},

TR, M 3 Roy Jones, Commissioney
of Aprienlturs, :'imlth_(‘urmlnn (n, 2OR),

i My, Joseph A, Clovety, Jr,, Amer-
fenn Vetorand Committes (p, 810,

20, Amevienn Assaclution of Unlvers
wity Women, Washington, 1>, Q. (p. d88),

21, Mres, 1o Blehtmueller, Jv, Tangue
of Waomen Votors, elty of New York
(. 487),

W Woman's Club of Chovy Chaso,

Md, (. 488),

93, Amerlean Sssoelntion  of Unie
yorsity Women, Wihsconsin division {(p.

The datey tarimer recelves more fop
his product when s ulthmnte nse §8
na flnld itk rathey han ar buttey,
Rumaval of oleomnvgneine tyxes would
verglt oo geenter pereentnge of ik
peatduesd hedpg ured ulthuntely (o finid
ruther than In hutter forn,

1. Reproventative W, R, Ponge, fl'oxas
(o ),



OLEOMARGARINE TAX REPEAL

"oy the tar

It u WL Is passed to vepeal the Fed.
erat s on colored oleomnrgnrine, and
supplemented by additionat legisintion
repenting color prohibittons which exist
tn approxtmately 23 States s guite
cortuln that the nutiher of dadey cows In
the United Statex will be grently ve-
dueed,  Theve will moxst Hkely be a re-
duetton in the price of butter amd that
will be refleeted I a prive reduetion in
choese, evapornted milk, and fluld wilk
aul cvenm for the table, The fivst pe-
wetion world he g deerense followed by
relntive seareity,

1. Charles W, Holman, secretary, Na-
tlonnl Cooperative MUK Produeers As-
socintion (p. 828), .

The repeal of the Federal tax on cols
ored oleomanrgarine would result tn the
reduetion of the daley farmers’ income
and curtndl the total quantity of dalry
products, thereby bringing ndditionnl
s wpon the conruer hoth a8 to quane
tity and costs,

1. Chavies W, Holiman, seeretary, Na-
tlonail  Cooperntive . MUK roducers
Fodoration (p. 204),

2. Ntutement by Representative John
Byrnes, \\',lnvmm\n. suthil{ted by Repre-
xenfative Reld 1Y Muareay, Wisconsin
(p 7)., s

Butter has long been the Wnlanee
wheal of the dalry Industey; it {8 not
possiblo in o well.organized industey
to produce fluld milk, evaporated wmiik,
cheese, aud other gkinemilk produets
to provide an adeguate dlet wlthout
the wtnbizing influenee of bhattor,

1o Clureles W, Holman, Seeretary, Na-
tional Cooperntive MOK Producors Fed.
vrptlon (P. 204),

Thove hns beon no liportiot change
In the praduetion and sate of oleo nor in
the relntionshitp of oleomnregnreine and
other cotnpetitive produets, pietieainely
hutter, (oo warrant any ehinnge whatro.
over i tho Federat stitutes,

1 Chaaelen W, Hohnn, secratary, Noe-
tHounl Cooperative MUK Producers Fod-
eration (p, 208),

Replneing butter with vogetphito olls
I8 not to the Amoeriean farmees' Intorest
hovpuse the furioer gets o lnrger share
of the consumoers dollay spent for but-
ter than from the consumers dollae
Kpent for otleomnrgneine,

Lo Charles W, Holiin: (pp, 208-900),

20 LW, Cartis, Hiinols Agelewltmn
Assroelnflon (p, 421y,

4, "Oleo and Royhennw,” from Hopnl's
Dalrgmnn, Mareh 10, (M8, snbndited
by Chavlon W, Holman (. $44),

40 Mies, Mtolln Barkor, Des Moinos,
fown sp. H07),

B Harley J. Credicott,  prestdent,
Freoport Datey Produets Co, (p, 188),

1

Aguingt the tar

The effeets of the Federal tax on col-
ared oleonmrgarine arve slmflar to the
offects of the State exelse taxes, *Mar.
garine manufacturvers, vegetnble-ofi ex-
tractors ntd reflners, soybonn wnd cot-
ton farmers ave fnjured, but duivy favme
ors amd hutter manufneturers nre not
nnterinily  benetited,  And move e
portant s the fact that low-ineome con.
smers ave foreed, to pay o unwar.
ranted premium norder to have mur.
gnrine in s most pttenctive form (cols
ored), although nmunufacture of  the
cotored produet Is no mwore costly than
manutneture of the uneolored produc.”

1. Pablieation by (he Depaetient of
Commeree of  Oleomargnrine  Studlies
Inftiated by Paul ‘1% ‘Iraltt, submitted
by Charler W, Holman, seerotury, Nao.
tlounl Cooperntive MUK Producers Ped-
erntion (p. 832). '
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FEDERAL REVENUE

For the taxr

Federal taxes on oleomargarine are
not levied for the primary purpose of
ralsing revenue, hut for the purpose of
providing funds for the administration
and enforcement of the oleomargarine
laws and to prevent deceptlon in the
manufacture and sale of the product.

1, Kenzle 8. Bagshaw, chalrman,
executive  conmmittee, the Natlonal
Grange (p. 875).

Aguainst the tax

Federal revenue from
rine taxes is negligible,

1. A, Lee M. Wigging, Under Secre-
tary of the Treasury (p. 7).,

2. Representative Bllsworth B, Buck,
New York (p. 117).

3. Miss Anna Lord Strauss, League
of Women Voters (p, 105),

4, Mr, Lewls G. Hines,
Irederation of Labor (p, 170).

oleomarga-

Ameriean

BOYBEAN AND COTTONSEED MEAL

“The price recelved by farmers for
thelr butterfat affects the amount of
money which dairy farmers have to
spend for soybean meal, When butter-
fat prices ave good, they are in a better
position to compete for the available
supply of soybean meal and thus the
goybean market lg strengthened,”

1. L W, Curtiss, Illinois Agricultural
Agsoclation (pp. 420-421),

No one can tovesee at this time what
the ultimate effect upon the soybean
producers may be If the market in soy-
bean menl is substantinlly veduced as
n result of the repeal of the olcomar-
garine Iaws,  Certainly, with fewer
_ cows to consume the menl, there would
have to be some readjustments down.
ward of soyhean neveaged,  Withowt an
outlet for the soyhean meal, it may
prove difficult for the roybean pro-
dl\:ours to compete agninst imported
olls,
1. Charles W, Holmnn, National Co-
operative Milk D'roducors Fedoration
(pp. 203-204),

The dalry farmer was 4 better cus-
tomor of the soybean grower in 1047
than was the hutter-subastitute manue
taeturer,

1, R, 0. Deezley, Kansug Stato Board
of Agriculture (p. 483),

Finunelal harm  could vevy ensily
tdoevelop ta the soybean grower in partial
logg of woyhenn mend used In dairy
foading, by tho curtailment of many
daley hords by losg of part of the
butter market,

1, Hassill B, Schenek, Indlana Farm
Rureau, Ine, (p. B04),

Cottonseed and goybean meal are in
great demnnd as feed for cattle and
poultry. Producers cannot afford to
produce these menly unless therve is a
market for cottonseed and soybean oll
too, .
1. Representative W, & Poage, Texay
(n. 88).

“Continued production of large quan.
titles of efticlent low-cost vegetable
protein menl i8 essential to the ade-
qunte supply of meat, milk, and egys
necessary to the proper feeding of our
inereased populution,”

1. Brsel Walley, Amerlean Soyhean
Assoclation (p. 127),

“Pho goybean menl in the hean must
necessarlly be sold at a price high
enough to make up the balanee of thoe
cost of the beans Ineluding the ocost
of processing,  We need cheap protein
supplements, not only for our dalry
cows, but also for all elasses of farm
Hveatoek, Tt I8 easy enough to see that
I order to havoe cheap daley feed, It
I necessary to keep the goyhonn ol nt
a repsonably good price.”

1. David G, Wing, Amoriean Soybean
Adsoclation (pp. 128-120),

“In ovder to supply the protein needed
for our lMvestoek economy we must
grow soyheans,"

1, Howard Ronch, Ameviean Hoy-
hean Associntion (p, 189).

“Take away the favorahle high-valua
ofl market and you also take away the
protein feed.”

1, Geovrge M, Steayer, Ameriean Koy-
houn Assaclution (p, 188),

PRIOK OF VEGRPARLE 0118

"We * * * Jiave nover heon nblo

to ascertain that any farm producer of
eottonreed or of auy\mmm hag gotten a
ponny more for thig product heennre of
the oleomargarine utilization than he
would have had the oll ‘mno into othor
used,  For example, oniy § poreeng of
the farm returng from the produation

“The price of coltonseed depends
primarily upon tho price of oll; and
"o tho price of oll depends very
heavily upon the mavkoet for margav-
Ing-—#0 heavily that the margavine mav-
ket ean mnko it or broak it

1. Willlam Rhen Rlake, Nationa) Cot.
ton Council of Amoeriea (p. 149),
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For the tar

of soybeans {8 pald for by the oleomar-
garine Industry, whereas the dalry
farmers alone buy soybean meal worth
more than two and one-half times that
amount,  Likewise, only 10 percent of
the cotton farmers' income from cotton-
seed Is paid for by the oleomargarine
industry, whereas cottonseed menl sold
for feed represents 11 percent.”

1. Charles W. Holman, National Co-
operative Mik Producers Federation
(p. 208),

“The amount of cottonseed meal that
is consumeq right now in 'Lexas .
amounts to at least as much as per-
haps many times more to the cotton
grower as this use of the ecotttonseed
oll amounts to,”

1. A. B, Turwater, Plainview (‘l'ex,)
Cooperative, Ine, (p, 4206), ‘

13

Againat the tar

IMPORTED VEGETARLE OILS AND COCONUT 011,

Kome of the oleomurgarine-tax repenl
bills provide for continuing the tax on
all oleomargarine containing any ime
ported olls, Such provigion is contrary
to our foreign-trade program,

1, Representative Clifford R, Hope,
Kansas (3, 110),

2. Churles W, Holman, National Co-
operative Milk Producers Federation
(n. 203),

3. Charles E. Rohlen, for the Secres
tary of State (p. 481),

Sheaper forolgn ollg might replace
domestice otls In olecomnrgarine, and the
soybeun and cottonseed growers would
he without a market for their oll,

1, Hnssll K, Rehenck, Indinun Farm
Burean, [ue, (p. 604),

We are heartily in accord with the
Iden af protecting domestie olls,

1, Kraft Foods Co,, Ohleago, Il (p.
H0h),

2, Friedman Manufacturing Co., Chi-
eago, T (p. OB,

3, Kent Products, Ine, Kansas City,
Mo, (p. 507),

4 The Churngold Corp,, Cincinnatl,
Ohlo (p, HO8),

B, Shedd-Bartush Foods, Ine,, Detrolt,
Mich, (p, b0D),

6, Mus, Tucker's Foods, Ine, Shers
man, Fex, (p, 510), )

7. Johm I Jolke Co,, Chicago, T,
(p. 510),

8. Vegelnhle Ol Produets Co,, Ine,
Wilmington, Callf, (p, 611),

D, Standerd Brandy, Ine, New York
(. B13), )

10, tirkee Famous Foods, Cleveland,
oo (p, 1),

M epuennent. of m‘mlm‘; legislation
wil definitely enuse more domestie olls
to he used In the manufaeture of mare
garing  notwhhstanding  teade  agree-
nients,

1, The Capltal City Produets Co,, Co-
Tambus, Ohlo (p, 500?1.

2, The Mt Murgarine Co,, Cins
glnnntd, Ohlo (p, Hod),

3. The Blanton Lo, 8t, Louis, Mo, (p.
013),

{M, Lovotta Btankard, Carl A, Hagen, Gonoral Rosenveh Hootlon, May 24, 1048,)

DIOEsT 0 i Denatk IN R JToURE oF RECREAKNTATIVER on T], R, 56,
REPBALING FPRDERAL 'PAXER ON (MLEOMARBAARINE

The debate in the House of Represontatives on Aprll 28, 27, and 28, 1048, vo-
garding the repeal of Federal (axes on oleomargaring 1a dlgested on the followlng
puges,  Pago roferences are to the daily Congrosalonal Record,
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*Among those Members speaking for the repeal of these tuxes were: Abernethy,
of Mississippl; Buck, of New York; Corbett, of Pennsylvania; Dorn, of South
Carolinn ; Blsaesser, of Now York; Fallon, of Marylnnd; Fleteher, of Californin;
Foote, of Connectieut ; Guematz, of Maryland; Gathings, of Arkansas) Keating,
of New York; McGuarvey, of Pennsylvania; Mitchell, of Indlana; Morton, of
Kentucky; Poage, of Pexas; Potts, of New York; Rivers, of South Cavolina
Subath, of Hlinofs; Twyman, of Ilinois; and Youngblood, of Michigan,

Among the stutements which were muade in support of the repeal of these taxes
were: Fortifled oleomargarine Is a nutritious food product; pure food Inws
protect the consumer of margaring and should be used rather than taxes for
this purpose; there 1 a great consumer demand for colored oleomargarine to
save the housewite the time and {nconvenience incurred when it must be colored
in the home; with the present high cost of living, anything which will lower
food costs Is Important and these taxes inerease the price of a food which is used
by 80 percent of Ameriean familles; since consuniers prefor their table spreads
to be colored yellow, they should have them colored-—butter manufacturers are
permitted to color their product without stating this fact on the package, yet
oleomargarine manufacturers must pny a punitive tax If they want to color thelr
product ; the fees, Heenses, and regulations on manufacturers, wholesalers, and
retailers of margarine are burdensome and prevent some denlers from handling
the product; diserimination against one food product in favor of another {8 con-
trary to the spirit of free enterprise ; and Federal revenue from the oleomargarine
tnxes Is negligible,

Some members spoke in favor of vepealing the taxes on oleomurgnvine with
reservations, These included Casge, of South Dakota; Combs, of Texas; Cotton,
of New Hampshire; and Hill, of Colorado, Thexe Members would support repenl
of taxes and permit colored oleomargarine to be sold, provided that it be in
sueh shape (triangular, round, ete.) that it would be easily recognizable as
oleomargarine and would not be mistaken for butter,

Among those Members speaking agalnst vepenl of these taxes were: Anderson,
of Minnesota; Andresen, of Minnesota; Arnold, of Missourl: Bennett, of Mls-
gourl; Byrnes, of Wisconsin; Clevenger, of Ohjo: Curtis, of Nebraska; Davis, of
Wisconsin g Blliott, of California; Gross, of Pennsylvania; Gwynne, of Town
Hoeven, of Town; Hotfman, of Michigan; Hull, of Wisconsin: Juekson, of Wash-
ington; Jengen, of Town: Kvefe, of Wisconsing Lemke, of North Dakotn: Mae-
Kinnon, of Minnesotn ; Michener, of Michigan ; Mundt, of South Dakotu ; Murvreay,
of Wiseonsin; O'Hnrn, of Minnesotay Phillips, of Calitornin; Rohortson, of
North Dakota ; Mra, 8t, George, of New York : Schwabe, of Oklnhomn s Stephan,
of Nehrarka § Stevenson, of Wigconsing 'Talle, of lowa ; and Vursell, of Hitnols,

Among the statements which wers made i support of rotining these toxes
were: Consumers must. be protoeted from the deception that coloved imitation
oleomprgavine {8 butter; the faet that oleomnrgnrine {8 sold uncoloved Is the
honsewlfe's heat protection against frand and the new paekaging provess sime
piifles tho home coloviug process: eliminatlon of these taxes wonld grently in-
creqne the snles of oleo at the cost of deerensing the sales of datier, and this
wonld serlously endanger the dalrvy industry sinee hutter = the stabitzer of the
Industry ; vopent of these taxes wonld enuse veducetion in the size of daivy herds
which would hring abhout lower milk production, higher cost of nil dalry produets,
sonving price of meat, shortage and high prices of hides and leather, and loss
of stabllity in datry farming which I8 an lmportant element of agelenltural lHfe
and which practices sofl consorvation and gives yenr-round employment to many
peoplo; the dadry Industry Is a grenter outlet for soyhoan and cotton products
(meal) than ts the oleomargarine ndusiey 1 1f these taxes are ropetted, un-
coloved oleo will dlsappear from the mauvket and colored oloo will Inerease in
price sinee there will e no lowerspriced produet compoting.

POR REPEAL

Representative Thomas G, Abernethy (Mlsnlsanmh

Mi, Abernethy maintaing that the farmers of the South ave not seeking an
udvantuge by favoring vepeal of the tnx on oleotmnrgarine hut stoad are plonding
for fule nuuket, e polnted ont also that consimers, genornlly, throughout
Awerien favor removal of the taxes,  (Apreil 20, 1918, p. 4080,)
Represontative Bllsworth B, Buek (Now York)

L The tux on olvomargarine does not heneflt publie revonno,

2, The tax on oleomaygarine does not bonefli the daley farmoer, *Despite the
tax, margaring sulea havo inereased more than elghtfold n tho 61 years of the

f
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tax's existence, Meanwhile butter prices have recently reached the highest
point?'lu history and butter is still selling in my community in excess of $1 per
pound,”

3. 'The tax does not benefit the cotton or soybean planter, ‘The tax actually
benefits no one, therefore it should he eliminated.

4, The tax does not harm the rich or the well-to-do who ean afford gervants
but it does havm the large number of housewives who do their own work-—**who
must take time they can {1 afford from thelr 14- to 16-hour day to add color
which they and thelr familes want but which has been denied them by the dalry
lobhy.”  (April 26, 18, pp. 4977-4078.)

Representative Robert J, Corbelt (Pennsylvania)

My, Corbett opposes the Hill amendment and all tax shackles on margarine,
The proposal that the Congress legislate on the form of manufactured products is
I eansidered,  Anyone inclined to commit fraud could melt the triangular mar-
garine and form it into squares, If there is going to he anything done in the way
of distingulshing one product from another, we should utitize the copyright Inws
Just as we should utilize the pure-foml Inws to bring about the necessuvy controls,
(April 28, 1048, p, 5107.)

Representative W, J, Bryan Dorn (South Carolina)

The tax on oleomargarine is unfafr; it {s undemocratie; it is un-Amerfean, and
diseriminatory on the farmers of the South and throughout the country, (April
20, 1048, p. 4081.)

Reprosentative Bdward J, Blsacsser (New York)

Ihe punitive taxex and vegulutions on the manufacture, disteihution, gnd sale
of colored oleomurgavine ave fmposed to henetit 1 cortain group at the expense
of our lower-income families,

There should not be any speclnl privileges foramnvgarine, either.  Striet penal-
ties should be Imposed for any fraud or decoption,

Butier 1§ colored 8 months a yemr and this fact does not hinve to he printed
on the paekages yot ut the present thne, margavine ean ho coloved anly if a tax
of 10 eentg a pound 1s padd,  (April 28, 1048, p. 5102,

Representative George L Pallon (Marpland)

“Nowhere tn Ameriean economie 1fe is there o more anfaly violation of the
ocononle spielt of the Natlon than is presented by the eynfeal get of taxes which
hegots oleomurgarine, and 1 foel steongly that this vepresents a nattonal prins
eiple not in keeping with onr demaocratie way of 1ife,”  Buttey itxelf I artificially
colored 8 monthg a year, yet to color margavine regulres o $600 Fedeval Meense
plus o tax of 10 cents a pound,  This 8 too costly for millfons of low-income
frandtles,  (April 20, 1048, p, 4977

Reppesentative Charies K, Pleteher (Califoraia)

Trexont tuxes and ealoving resteictions an oleomargarine nve unfaly and un.
Amerdenn and amount to a tremendous inconvenlonce and adited cost {o the
housewifo,

Thiz MIT hns nonpavtisan snpport which s an indlention of the power of the
volee of the long-xuffering consumer and homemaker,

Recent selontifie tests ghven by the Untversity of THnols College of Medieine
proved that oleomapgurine s fust as healthfal and nuteitious as butter,

The eoloving vesteletions which make the hougewife spend many needless houra
In the kitehen to satlsfy the greed of speelad butter fnterests should not longer
he talerated, T eonvinesd that yemoval of these taxes and coloving restyie-
tous will do no harem to the butter Industey, (APl 28, HMS, pp. HT1T-H1IR)

Repregentative Bllsicaorth BB, Fante (Connectient)

At this thve when (e high eost of Yving 8 one of the vital Issues of the houp
s esgpecially unrensonable that margnrine mnst be taxed by the Yedernl Govoren.
ment 10 conts per pound In the event that eoloving s adided 1o it and that the
wholesalor and the vetabler must get a permit v ovder {o sell i, Tt 8 {he oply
food protuet that T know of tn the United States that 18 direefly txed i sueh g
mnnner,

Thig tax 18 not levied for vovenne purposes privmelly, st for the prevention
of an alleged fraud and decoption, "The peknwes nve platnly mavked g0 1he eone
gumer enn toll whoethap he i getHng butter of mavgarine,

Aevording to the Amerlean Medlent Assoclntion, murgavine ean be substiated
for butter In the ordinaey dlet withaut any unteitlonnl disndvantage,
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This tax works a hardship on the busy honsewife who must take the time
to color margarine herself, It affects ovganizations who operate on a rather
restricted budget,

No one group should have a monopoly on any color, If the butter lndustry
colorg ity produet yellow, why should the manuufacturers of oleomargarvine be
criticized for doing the same,

The farmer gets a very small part of the retndl seliing price of butter, The
elimination of this tax will in no way affeet the price that the farmers of this
country are recelving and will continue to receive for thelr produets,

This unjust, unfair, and diseriminatory tax should be abollshed, (April 28,
1048, pp, H102-35103,)

Representative Edward A, Qarmatz (Maryland)

1, Oleomargarine I8 as easily digested as butter and sclentifie experiments
Indiente that the food value of fortifled Dleomargnrine Is equal to that of butter,

2, Oleomargarine taxes are discriminatory and tend to distort the compoetitive
position of two competing Industries, “In the caxe of oleomurgavine, the taxing
power {8 uged a8 a punitive measure agatnst one industry, to advance the interests
of another,” 'Phese taxes tend to burden consumers fav in excess of the pmount
of the tax,

3. Oleomargarine shonld be given the same legal status as butter or any other
wholesome food, The publie is sufeguarded against misvepresentation of the
product by the pure food and drug laws,

4, The removal of the vestrictions on oleomargarine would enconrage grenter
use of the product for cooking and on the table which would result in mprov-
Ing the nutritional status of the average person,  (April 26, 1948, p. 40706.)

Representative B, Q. Qathings (Arkansas)

A8 pointed out by a member of the United States Wholesale Grocers Assocln-
tion hefore the House Agriculture Committee, many distributors do not hnndle
margarine heeauso of the taxes, leonse fees, and “the bother, worry, and expense
of muking out monthly reports.” Ono member of the associntion roported that
it cost him %100 a month just to fill out the requived Government forms, The
rogulations on wholesalers ret forth 7 specifientions of record-keeplng, 11 specl-
fleations for handling monthly reporta and more thun § ponaltles of fines nnd
imprisonment far varfous violutions, The vegulationg oveupy six printed pnges
of an Internnl Revenue Bureaw pumphlet,  The hurdens of the taxes, Heenses,
and regulntions provent thousands of retallers from selling margarine at all,
Thiz situntion, therefore, denles milllons of comsumeors who eannot afford to pay
the high prleeg for butter an opportunity of purchasing the mope vensonubly
priced margarine,

These taxes permit business digerhninution within the framework of ouy
highly cherlshed aystem of free entorprise.  In addition, these taxes put Injus-
tices upon tho consuming publie, partienlarly that segment whore every penny
counts when it comes to setting o heatth-giving table,

Only 1 out of every 100 grocers stoeks colored margarvine, and only 1 out of
every 10 satocks uneolored murgarine,

The Treasuiey Department has stated that these taxes have lttle rovenne
shgndilcance,  (April 20, 148, pp, 1060-1088,)

Repreacntative Kenneth B, Keating (New York)

The role question it seemd to me I8 18 the continuanee of thix tax on mnpe
garine justified ags a rovenueaalsing mepsure? Wo ave told that the total revenue
produesd hy this tax 18 Inconsequentinl in the over-nll ravenne pleture,

1t has heen coneedard, however, thut thia tux today & for the proteetlon of the
doiry industry, There 18 no other Industry which epjoys the advantage of
having o tax imposed upon tta competitor, This tax i3 nn artifielal vestraint
upon free competition, Tt eanses a disepimtontovy price vise in a produet not
primarlly wied by those who can afford sueh diseriminntory treatment, hat
rather by thore of middle and lowaer incomes,

Margarine I8 o wholesome and nuteitions product which ean bo used n place
of hutter and purehased at about half tho price,

It ta a violation of law to vepresent margarine as butter under the Mederal
urg Kood and Drug Act,  If that act needs strongthoning in ordoer to achilove e
puarpoge of proventing a fraud on the publie, that is the method which we shiould
puraiie to provent tmprosition, .

Thix tax punighea not the mavgarine Industry, but the publie, It vepresents
an unmoral and uneconomie use of the taxing power,

f

i
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_The dairy industry Is an essentinl part of our economy. We should not con-
scionsly take a step to do It an irreparable tnjury, On the other hand, neither
should we grant it a favoritism of an unjustified indirect subsidy,

By the enactment of this measure we will end a 6u-year-old anncronism,

(April 28, 1UN8, pp, §115-5117.) .

Representative Robert N. MeGarvey (Pennsylvania)

Mr, McGarvey favors repeal of the Federal taxes on oleomargarine on the
grounds that he represents n thickly populated industrinl area in which the
people favor repeal of the tax. ‘e main issue, he maintains, is to relieve the
Amerfean housewlife of the hurden of the “unfair and unjust Federal taxes on a
product which she wants und needs.”  (April 26, 1048, pp. 4903-1004,)

Representative B, A, Mitehell (Indiana)

1. There seems to be no justification for the argument that oleomargarine is

less santtury than butter, Soybean and cottonseed oils that arve used In the man-
facture of oleomargarvine are put through a refining process to remove all of the
avafluble decomposition, Records of the Departuient of Agriculture, I'ure Food
and Drug Seetlon, for the yoears 1030-47, roveal that there were 703 prosecu-
tiony pertaining to butter for fiith or other unsanitary conditions, During this
same perfod there were only two selzures in oleomargarvine for filth or decom-
wsition,
! 2, The clnim that the dalry farmer will be driven out of business if the
tax on oleomargarine is repealed appenrs to be without justification, In spite of
the taxes oleomargarine consumption has inerensed from 70,000,000 pounds in
1002 and 1903 to 750,000,000 pounds Iast year or 10 times the amount which was
consumed in 1902 and 1003, Tn spite of the inerease in oleomargarine consump-
tlon, the tncome of the dafey farmer has not suffered,  “The only person who has
sulfered hecause of these taxes Is the Ameriean housewife.”

3, The tax has not hurt the margarine business; it has not helped the dairy
favmer; it/ will not huet the dafry farmer by ftr vemoval, It will not ald the
margarine business anymore if it s removed, Tt will ald the American house-
wife,” (Aprit 20, 1048, pp. 4071, 4087,)

4 The percentage of restuurnnts nnd hotels that would detiberately defraud
thoe publie by substituting oleomargarine for hutter s very smnll, The publle is-
nlrendy protoeted against sueh fraud in 41 States which have laws “providing
that if olemargnrine {s used or sorved, sueh faet must he stated on the menu, on
a plaeard on the wall, or on the dish itself, 8o the job s appreximately 83 per-
cont completed nlveady,”  (April 28, 1048, pp, H10G-5107,)

Representative Thruston Ballued Morton (Kentueky)

vEx o w the hasie problem involved has been obseured hy nevimonions and
omotional charges on the part of hoth proponents and opponents,”

The conguming publie advoentes vepeal of these tnxes i ovder to get o cheaper
and more convenlent {nhle spread. At the snme time, the consuming publie 18
vory conselons of the tmpartant part that the dalry industry plays in the over-all
cconoty and prosperity of this country,

If £ Ix true that repent of these tuxes would mean a veduction of 20 conts por
handred in the price that the furmer recetves for his milk, it indieates that butter
plays too mueh of o part in the formula by which milk prices, £, o, b, the farm
nre computed, T am confldent that the repenl of these taxes will not mark the
ond of prosperity In the dabry Industey,  Many people will alwaxs eat huttor,
The potontinl demand for other daley products is enommous,”  (Aprll 28, HH8,
pp. H101--05102,)

Representative W, R, Poage (Teran)

“Phose of us who ask the repeal of these Agerhminatory taxes and Heenge foea
belfove 1n free enterpreise, and we holieve that every gronp has the snme right to
onjoy n freo market for s praduets, We holleve in the freedom of the eonsums
T publle to bay the produet they want,”  When the Government nssesses o pen-
iy on the purehise of margarine nnd does not yssess g pennity on hatter, it ins
dulpes oo an tnesensable plece of favorttism,  Phis tax-crented guasb-monopoly
hins fadled to supply to the Nation adegquate amonnts of sprowd, Undor these taxes,
tho Ameriean Hvlog standard, espeefnlly that of the low-ineome groups, hns
boen lowered,

Tho fariner does not profit from the high prices ohinrged for buttor, When
butter pricea jumped, after the Agerlenlture Conunittee voted not (o conslder
any repend of the taxes on marvgavine, wholosate eatablishments which buy mbk
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from farmers did not cluim to have fnereased thelr pnyments to farmers by .a
single cent, '

The farmer makes more out of the sale of fluld milk than of butter,  "The
Natlon needs more fluld mitk out of which It gots more nuteitionn! vatne,

“"We ask no advantage for muargavine,  We nro willlng to provide strlet
penalties for any fraud ov deception * * * we sy, ‘Punish the dishonesi
dealer, not the Innovent publie',”

There {8 no signitieant nuteitlonal difference hetwoeen butter and margavine,
(April 26, 1048, pp. 4091-4008,)

My, Pouge opposed the HUI amendment and proposed another amendment
strlklng out ull of the taxes except a $1 Heense foe on all publie eating places
which sevved colored margavine and also requiring them to print that fact on
the menue or gerve the product in o telangular form,  (Aprit 28, 1918, p, 6117,)
Representative David A, Potts (New York)

My, Potts favors repeal of the Federal tux on colored oleomargatine for the
following rensons:

1, The sole purpose of the tax on colored oleomarvgarine 18 to discourage
housewives from purchasing it.

2, Sales of margarine will no doubt Increase, but most kely to a lesser dogreo
than opponents of the repeal would lend ug to beliove,

. ‘Phe tax on marvgarine i a Hmitation on the free, competitive murket in
Amerjea,

4, ‘Poxes on margarine nre not for the purpose of raising revenue but to give
to the dalry intevests of Amerien an unfadr advantage having no plaee in a4
free-enterprise Amoriea,

0. It is clulmed that the tax 8 imposed to ralse revenuoe to provent fraud In
the marketing of margavine as butter,  ‘I'here ts no move jJustitiention for hurden.
Ing consumers with the oporating costs of u Government ageney charvgoed with
proventing fraud in the sale of colored oleomargarine than for the fraudulent
snlog of any other product,

G, The cost of proventing fraud In general should be horne by the people as
a whole and not by the consumers of any one product,

T. Womust not give a subsldy to duley interests any longer at the expenso
of consumers,  (April 20, 1048, pv, 4001--442,)

Representative I, Mendel Rivera (South Curolina)

This oleo tax 1a certainly not sectional, The high cost of Hving Knomws no see-
tion or no city and this tax affects overybody in this country, 'I'his I8 not o
gouthern hill this is an all-Ameriean hill,

We have had abundant testimony that mavgarine i a henlthful food, 1t I8
londed with vitining and it 18 good for chfldren and growing people,  One
edible product grown on the farms of thiv Natlon 18 helng unfalely taxed on
behalf of another, )

The AMVYETH tontifled hefore the Committee on Agrieulture that the Amoe-
fean housewives {n 1047 spent twolve or thirteen thousund years mixing wmav-
garine,  Bocause of the fax and Heonso rogquivemonts, oleomargavine v nof gold
In many small grocery storoes,

This tax Is unfaly and un-Ameriean and should be removed fmmediatoly,
(APl 24, 1048, pp. 40T8-4070,)

My, Itivers opposed the THH amondment saylng 1t eut the heavt out of the
bill,  Thin amendmoent. Teaves the tax In eNect; 1 8t Teaves the cumbersoine
hookkeeplng in effects 1t straddles the manufacturor, the whaolesnler, nnd the
rest of them allke with (his addltionnd cost,  (Aprit 28, 148, p, B117)

Mre, Rivors opposed the Awdyeson anmendment vemoving all taxes an the
manufacturer, the wholesalor, and the retadlor wivl leaving a quarter of n eent
oxelse tax to be chavged the manufacturer of the olcamnegiine that i sold
in white form, Ihis amepdmont prohibits (he snle of yellow-eolored mavgarine,
(AL 28, 1048, p, B110,) '

My, Rivors opposed the Oombs amendmeni on the graund that wnder 1 this
product conld bo sorvod as buttor 1€ the tax was padd (p, $124),

Mr, Rivers opposedd the Gross amoeadment saying that uo holl weevil gets
into the cottonsead (From which ofl 114 pressed for oleamaygarvineg mannfacture)
beeanse the seed Is not formed af the tHime the boll weevtl Is netivo (p, H125),

Representative Adolph Ralbath (INinols)

My, Babath favors repeal of the tax on atbomnrgirine, e introineed p bilt
on April 28, 1010 to elimiunte the tax on butterine, and o regulnte gnd provide

L
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supervision over the oleomargarine manufacturers,  On Jannary 20, 1912 he in-
troduced o shmflae bUE to repeal the tux,  Mr. Subath favors repeal so that o
butter substitute will be nvatlnble to consumers at prices thoy ean afford to pay,
CAprll 28, 1048, p. 50D41)

Representative Robert o, Cwyman. (Hhiols)

The present punitive tux I outdated and should be removed,  Mavgarine §8 o
proper food ad shiould be permitted the plaee (E dexerves,  ‘Uhere will be no move
violntions of pure food laws without a tax than with ft,  There s stll ample
provision for penalizing any violaters,

Removing the punitive tax from oleomurgarvine ix not golng to be detrimental
to hutter or the producers of butter,  (April 2¢, 1048, p. 70,)

Representative Harold B, Younghlood (Mlehigan)

*Ihe b to vepeal taxes on oleo will not enly help themselves hut will henetit
the Nation ax a whole as well,”

During the pust deende the United States Government hag padd out millons
of dollars to farmers in the form of subsidies to continue an unbalnneed program,
If this practice s continued it may hecome necessary to subsidize the nrlnn popun-
lution by granting higher pay and therehy contribute to even greater devaluntion
of the Amerlean dollae,  “In my opinton, nll such subxidies ave just another form
of governmental control and bring more clearly before ouy oyes the spectre of the
Hammer and Sjele (ste)" (Apeil 20, 148, p, 40705,

FOR REPEAL (WITH RESERVATIONS)

Representative Franels Case (Sonth Dakota)

Mr, Case introduced an amendment to H, R, 2240, The amendment provides
Phat seetion 2801 of the Internn) Revenue Code fs repoded Tnsofue g it relntes
to oleomargavine gold in round or elreulny pats or printy,”

This wmpndiment would etiminato frand and “avolds all of that argument ahout
price and eolor, 1t puts everyone on notieo * % % that roundness may mean
oleomnrgnrine, and every person will then know what he op she t8 buylng ov
gotting," (Apvl) 28, 1048, p, H107,)

Representative J, M, Comba (Terus)

It would be unfalr to the conguming publie and to the dajry Industey to permit
oleomargurine {o be palmed off as buttor sineo it o aceurately duplieates the
taste of hutter,

My, Combs offered an amendment which swould Teave tho Rivors il as it ix
Ingofar ns it repends all taxes and regulutions on manufacturers, selleys, handlors,
and dlspensers of oleomargarine, whether it s colored or not, provided that the
Seerotary of the Treasury shall see to It that those who sell oleoimavgnringe
colovod yellow shall 0 manufacture, disteibute, and dispense i that thoxe who
purehase 1t whethor on the table fnoa puble enthige place or Inoa groeepy wtone,
will kuow whut they ave gotting,  (April B8, 1048, p. 5183,

Representative Norvis Cotton (New Hampshire)

My, Cotton stated that he belleves that the tax on oleomaregarine I8 wrong,
and the wrons approneh to the proabtem, o 1o fuvor of the HI nmendment.
which provides for sellhue oleomnrgnrine In o teigoguiay paekage,  He stated
”"(‘,‘1 w‘)wmml voto for the bl If e amondmnent { adopted,  (Apell 28, 148,
1 D104,

Representative Willicne S0 HU (Colovadao)

Those who favor vemoval of the tax feel that the housewite shoubd hnve the
vight to by yellow oleomurgatine without the 10-conts-poisponnd  tax, while
those who oppnse removad contend that If oleomargarine 18 permitted to he coloped
yollow ad soltd without npmyment of 0 10-conteporpod tx (hat yellow olees
mnrgarine would he passed off to tie pubbe and seeved s hatter, My, YR, stelve
g to find o middle gronnd where agreomont condd be venehed, offored o B ng
o substitute for L R0, This b wonld veduee the tax on yellow olesmne-
gorine from 30 conts i pound te one-fourth of 1 eont por pound 1f the yvellow
aleamnrgurine Is prepared so that Howill be exlindeien] or telipalne In shape
Instead of Iy i square op reetnnguing form, exempts hospitals from the definl-
tlon of w manufaetrer, gid reduees the Heense fees of wholpsplers and velallors
whe handle yellow oleowmnregarine,  In this wiy the congsimer eonld have his
oleatnrgarive the color e swatits 1, yvellow, and st woentd be profected from
feand,  (ApriL U8, HMN, pp. A0 RN Apeil 28, TS, pp, 10105,



20 OLEOMARGARINE TAN REPEAL

AVANINNT BEPENTL

Representative B, Cael Andervsen (Minnesota)

Passnge of thix logishntions whil dislovade the dadey ceonmuy, 1wl tewd Lo
tower the priee of butter nnd 19 that I8 done fvmers mny siply kel thelr hereds,
With fuhor and feed costa Bigh, faemers enimot offord to produce batter al o
prtee under whit they ave vecetving taday,

D Chnvler Mayo, of the venowned Mayo Clinde, hins for yones st erossed - the
Vit wed ore Natlon s for sudticlent whole miltk to Insure e proger develop:
ment of awe childven, Pussnge of this feglslntion would redues the sapply of
whole btk and ol daiey produets, Vafaly competition from oleo will eventunlly
fuke nway Mo mnny of one dinbey hords thnd senveltios of mitk nnd butter whl in-
avitnbly ensge,  CAPriL 26, 1048, pp, 1083 R

Represeatadive Yugust 1, Andeesen (Minnesata)

1, Thig I8 an economle fsane, One beaneh of agvienitnee Bsoseeking to expand
the sile of Hy produets ot the expense of puother gronp. T I nol Tntended
to ring lower foad prices to the peaple,

< e oleomaegarine bndurtey and the Natlound Cotton Counell, which veproe.
Nonts the sonthern cotton Sttes, waint (o huve oleomaegneine coloved yollow to
mnke o look Hke butter sooas to Inevenso thele sades and to inevense the use and
price of cottonneed ol IFHty-theee poreent of the fot In oleotmmegnrine i from
cottongemdl,”

N I the event that the tax i repented colored oleomnrgneine whl not peces-
Ny Al for the se priee ne now ehneged for aneolored oleomnrgnrine, oy
oxntple, an dvertisement noa veeent Washington Evenlng Stae Hsted the price
of 1 eslored oleomavgnrine at 506 eents per pound. o the natueal color 10 enn
be privehared for 40 conts per poud, Tho tax s onky 10 conts per pound, 1
this ense there was o priee diferonting of D conts per ponnd betwveon the colore)
and uneoloved produet,

4, 18 the tax wore vepenled 1 avandd not help vory el heenuse in 22 Rintex
in whieh two-thivds of the people rertde the peeple would not be nhle o purehnse
colorod margarine beenure those States have nwe prohibiting the sale of
colored margarine,

0. Repeat of the tax on olvomargavine will fovee daley farmers throughont the
Middie West to reduce thele herds swhdeh will result In tnevensing the peiee of
daley products and meat,

6, Dalrylng and soll consrervation go together,

T My Andreren submitted an amendment which would vepent all Heense toes,
manufaeturors' tuxes, wholeslers' oreupntionnl Heense foen, nnd the retatlers’
tax, nnd leave onty o guarter-ofat-cent o pound tnx on oleomnrgarine sold, to ho
colleeted from the manurpeturer, 1 probiblis the sale of yollow:colored mny-
garine,  (April 28, 1048, pp, 5100, 6101, GLIR,)

Representative Wat Avaold (Missourt)

Mrs Arnold oppuses 1he repenl of the tax on olemuanrgarine for the following
PORRONN

1, T the oleomnvgarine fax b vepealed the dadey Industey will he shavply enre
tulled,  Avens of higher cost of produetion might eventially he entively withowt
andey hevds, This would no doubt lend to concentration of the daley tndastey In
the Middle West and wonlit tend to be o move away from the gonl of having
overy rection of the country na nenely selfauliclont as poasible,

2 e dadey fudustey and the radsing of foed for dadey enttlo are tmportant
nlds to the kol conrepvatlon program, ,

S0 CThe vopend of the tnx wonld result n tenving down one viint industey nud
glving prosperlty to cotton and pennut grawoers,  Cotton g un tmportant erop,
Bat muegarine from cottonsecd ol 18 hat a by-produet nnd not the prinelpnl reason
for growing cotton, The encowrngemont. of planting more cotton In the Routh
wHL i serlonsly disloente ot pgelenlture,  (ADFH 28, 1D, pp. BOOR 5004,)
Represeatative Mavion ‘I Beunnett (Mlssourt)

The manutaeture wnd e of oleommrgaebie hinve heen subjeet to regalution of
one type or another in vaelous paets of the workd, T Canndai, s ase i complefely
prohibited,

1t I contonded that oleo {8 made from farm produets, sovbenns nnd cottonseed,
aud therefore anything that heipa oleo shonld help the faviners,  On the other

haud, {t bas been stated that only twodenths of 1 pereont of farm Income 1
travenble to oleomnrgnrine,
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Rome of e aeannents pdvinesit by e dodey tnterests for retihiing these
NN e

OO Peivind beneths thnt bt be derbved from vepond of oleo fnxes wonld ho
e outwelghed by the dannne 1o our sebeattnml ceonomy and - eonsnners’
Intepesty o+ 4

'I':"J) Repeat of the hiwa would open the doors to fennd on the consiming
pubtie,

“OH Oleonuirgarine is not entitled (o the eolor yellow, whieh s butter's historie

trade-murk, .

“:4} Repeal of the oleo luws swoukd xet the precedint for other fmitation
foods,"

v e he woll belug and prosperity of any distriet s dependent an the

\\'I;I“l"nru of e datry faemer, ol Eam on Bl stdeSt G prtl 28 1008, pp, 1981
R (1]

Representative Jaohn W, Byrnes (Wikeonsin

This legdalotion tvon evippling biow 1o the doley industey withont whieh this
Nation could not Jong renndp strong and prosperons, —'Ihe puarpose of this legixe
:m‘t:m‘m to Inevense the sudex o an hinttative peaduet by leghhnptizing s
mitntton,

Grently Inerepsed sinles of aleo will entse grently vodieed snles of the genutue
produet: buttor,  Higher mllk priess nml highere et priees witl follow,  We
cihot aiford s deeline fn the total production of milk when the naumber of ik
vowd s gdeesdy decrensed so mueh while the pogmtntion has nerensed,

s Teglsintion wonld give full teghthnney to ae imbtative prodnet ;) it wonld
sivike pt fariming closely nxsoviated whth sonnd, kold conrervation practiees; it
wonld nld 86 mavgorine munufaeturersond mean valn to the SOML000 sl hatier
produeers s Hoghonld he soundly detented,  CApetl B8, 1088, pp, H120 5187,)
Ropresentative Clevenger (Ohilo)

My Clovenger, opporing remioval of the fax, polnted out the wissand alignment
of prople ki gronps on thir guestion of “oleommygnreine coloved yellow n bfta-
thon of butter,”  SRmne of the "steange bedfellows" are the Cotton South and the
CLO, Haeey ‘Praman and Jeney Waltneo, nod thie Connamers' Tangine and 4 big
Wall RBtpeet corporations that anke oleamargavine,  Some growgs oxpeet the
price of the produet to po down, but the Cotton Sl hopes 1o get Wigher jriees
for it coftonrewt ofl, Both eannot happen s SO60,000 v Gonilies wil b et
ot in the eold, (APl 86, 1R, p, A0L,)

Reprexentative Cart ', Cuptls (Nelraska)

The consumers an woll ag the farmoers aee tdue for w deabbing” §8 the presont
Federal tux on oleamnegavine s removed,  Phe camsmmers will suifer heepuse
the prlee of coloved olenmargarine will tend to follow butter pelees even mope
elorely thin ai present, "Phe tax collected ot present on unrolored oleomurgarine
Inowell wpint for the polleing of the mnnufacturers and disteihutors of oleo-
wnrgavine to proteet the consmer from frand, Phe vegahioe evenm cheek kept
muny farmers going duving bind thmen, Oleo and butler ennpot and pever
should e put into comperition with ench othor,  (Aprll 20, 148, p, 4004,)

Representative Qlenn B, Davie (Wiseansin

Thee posnnge of this leglaintion with Tead to getevous alnses, attvition of onr
natlannd supply of nnimal fots, detedtoration of the Atmeviean Yvestock industey,
wud dopletion of oup goll vesonrees,

“How ean e cort to nny eonsuier be Jessened by the vemoval of o tox
when thit tay v how belng evaded simply by vefenining from coloring oloo-
wmnrgnrine yellow

Oloomrgineine b hindtated Bk ter In body, texture, melting point, vitmmin A
content, nngd butter fuver,  This Pederal txntion proserves the eight of the
Amerienn peaple ta he able ta diferentiote hetween hatter il oleotrgarine,

Unfate competition for the butter mprket wonld have o serioud effeet on (he
Hvestuek tndustey, nnd theve Is no substitnte for thig lndustey whon 1t eomen
to retadning s developing ol Tertiity,  CApeit 280N, p BEHID)
Representative Alfeed J, Biliott (Californie)

CElo not heleve woe are appronehing this leghadation tnthe vhght way, Here
you have two great tndusteten that should be ynrtners,  One vepson why cotfons
reedd In w0 sjearee tadiy Ik not heeguse 1S belng yred tn the produetion of oleo
Iy Beenuse cottonseed I8 helng fed to daley nnd hoof enttle,  * *
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T am very fonrful that the leglsintion we nre abouwt (o adopt will, through
the yeurs, prove to be injurious to the daley business,  After all, by proteeting
the daley Industry wo ave preserving the welfare of the people on the whole,
beeause there s no substitute for milk and fts byproduets, 'l“m dnlwy Industry
provides steady employment the yenr around in contenst to the geasonad employ-
ment of ubout every other form of agreleultnreal endeavor,”  (April 28, 1048,
p. BUt1,)

Representative Chester I, Qross (Pennsplrania)

This legislation {8 wrong from an cconomie standpoint, It represents an
assnult on the dairy Industry, which has been the greatest mainstay to sofl
congervation and hnproved farming fn Ameriea,  We have now 2,000,000 less
cows than we had 2 yeurs ngo,  This Is veflected fn cmatler milk supplies, daivy
uu]n‘)llvs. ment supplies, and in the siuller supply and higher cost of cowhides
to the shoe nnpmfactuvers,

Cotton and cevtnin other cropg rafsed in the Nouth arve subsidized, and so
those favmers do not make the snme effort as daivy farmoers,

Mr, Gross, In an offort to safeguard the puble health, offered an amendmwent
prolibiting the use In the manufactare of oleomargarine of any cottonseed
grown in areas other than those certifled to e free from plnk boll weevil
worngs,  This amendment would help make oleomavgurine a clean, snfe, and
appetizing producr, The amendment was declared not germanoe,

Mr. Gross supported the HID amendmont (permdtting oloomarvgavine to be
catored yellow §f It woere molded in o trlnngulne shape or any shape difforent
from n squarve or g vectangled, saying that the daley industry I8 entitled to
that vecognition and the housewife to that protection,  (April 20, 1048, p, 071,
April 28, M8, pp, BI25, H108)

Representative Johm W, Girpnne (Fowa)

1, 'The vepenl of the Federal tax on oleompygarine witl necomplish very lttle
good for anyone and Ix certain to do positive harm to cortadn groups throughont
the country as a whole,

2, "In saplte of the great propaganda to the contravy. the repend of the lnw
providing for n Weent tax on colored oleommregneine will necomplisly very ittlo
for the consnmer,  In the flest plaee, It s the general opinfon that the repeal
of the tax wiil ke Yellowed by an nerease n the price of oleomurgnrine sub.
stantinlly equivaient to the tax,

“In the second place, some 23 States now huve lnws efther prohibiting the
witle or manafacture of coloved oleomnygarine oy patting drastie vestrictions
on the sale of manufacture, Those Minte aws will * * *  qnot he affected hy
any actlon taken In Congress,”

. Any henefit that repeat of the tax wonld bring to the cotton Mtates would
e Tost when compatition bogins in envnest with cortaln torelgn ofls, 'The cotton-
seed people eannot compete with there hmported olln on uny hasls favorable to
cottonsead,”

4, Roll comwervation is a peecsanry program fn thin countey,  The dalry n-
duntry makes n geeat conteibntion to the program of soll consovvation, I
for uo othor reaxon, that ts sutlieient Justileatlon for the leglslation now on the
stututo hooks designed to proteet the daley adustey”  (Anell 20, 1048, p, J083.)
Ropreacntative Charles B Hoeven (Tmwea)

Tndependent resenreh lahoratorfea have establlghed tho fact that oleomnrgarine
cpnnot he made yollow without ndding eolor,  Statements formerly made that g
uatural yellow oleomavgavine conld he mnde from cottouseed and soybean ollx
it 1 wore not necosrary to bleaeh these olls to conform with the present Fedeen)
tax Inw on eolored oloomargnrine ave without Justitlention,

CThe * % 2 teuth In thin vespeet I8 that the oleomargarine tndustry wonld
have to blepch thety ofls oven If theve were no oleo fax Inwa on the hookw, The
oleo manufacturers are foreed to blench these olls to romove undeslrablo odors,
fnvors, and colors, ke dlrty white and green,”  (Apreil 20, 1048, p, 4070,)
Repredentativo Clave B, Hoffman (Michigan)

For yenrs through proteetive taviffe wo have profeeted and substdlzed nduse
trios,  Now, when 1t 18 ‘wn poxed to eontinne proteetlon to the favmers, 1t s sald
that the dadry tarmers shadl be dideriminated agalngt in faver of the industvios of
the Bouth, "Those who sny they nve aeting In favor of the consmners nee aetaally
in favor of tho coftonseed-oll interests,  This 18 shiown by the opposition to tho
L and Cago amendments,  ‘Those who oppose these amengments are not content
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with permitting the oleomargarine {wuplu fo toke the butter market which has
heen bullt ap by daiey Interests,  When o propositton (Hi and Case amend-
ments) Is offered which will prevent fraud, they object,  CApril 28, 1048, p, 5109,)

Representative Merlin Hull (Wiseonsin)

In opposing repenl of the taxes, Meo Hull polnted out that the present Inws
aifoeting otcomurgarine, with but one slght wmendmoent, hinve heen in offeer for
nearly G0 years, nnd no othier form of protection for the dalry farmer has bheen
supgested, 9

People have been led o bolteve that they nve belng taxed anjustly,  Actually, of
the more than GOO000,000 pounds of all vleo wmnde in this country last year,
less than 18,000,000 poundr were taxed the 10 cents per pound on colored olea,

I s alleged by Fortune mugazine that over 40 percent of all the oleo made in
this country Iz produced in plants owned by a British cavtol which hus monopo.
Hstie control over the palm oll, coconut ofl, wnd other vegetable olls of the world,
In a fow months, foreign olls may begin to low into our povts, '

“Phe oleo manufacturers want to make thehr produet yellow Inorder to imitate
butter and take over the tblegprond mrket In Amerien,  "The consumers will
not galn, but the farmers will lose  cApril 26, 1048, pp, 4002-4908,)

Representative Heary M, Juekson (Washington) .

“I'he removal of all taxes on oleomargarine and granting oleo manufacturers
complete (reedom to xell thelr praduet, colored or uneolored, as imitation buatter
would be just as harmtul and untafe to clty consumers as to farmoey producers,”

The dalry farmer has an investinent to proteet and fn this sense 18 n small-
business man, and, Hke all small-business men, he 1= entitled to protection from
powerful Interexts competing unfabrly with g goods and services,

Y 4 @ Butter is the cornerstone of the daley farmer's cconomie stracture,
T'o huve enough milk to meot fuld demnnds in the sluek season reguires an exeess
of milk In the flush xeagon,  Mueh of this surplus must go Into hutter produetion,
If butter could not be produced profitnbly, farmers would naturally have to
reduce thel herds, amd the consegient shortuge of mitk in the stnek sengon wounlkd
he aggravated and tend to ratse fuld-mbk prices,”  On the other hand, tnyx rve-
moval would have Inconseguentinl effects on the total snle of goyhean and cotton-
reed ol sinee oleo represonts tess than 8 pevcent of eaxh farm income,  In addi-
tion, the datry cow has made o viclunble conteibution to soll conservation,

If these taxes are removed, uncoloved oleo will probably go off thy mnrket
nndd the price of eolored oleo will tnerease more than any tax saving,  "Phie con-
sumer will not save, nnd the Unlted States Propsury will lose, but the oleo manu-
faeturer will fnerease his alvendy oxorbitant profit,”

It has heen predicted that we will Jose nnother 2,300,000 head of dalry eattlo
in tho next § years if the Federal taxes on oleomargnrine ave repenled,  Moat
peolees Will gony,  (Aprll B8, TO48, pp, RIST-H1U8,)

Representative Bea 1, densen (Inea)

My, Jensen maintaing that the mannfacturers of oleomargarine will propa-
gandizn thelr produet to the end that many Amervliean people will be led 1o hellove
that veal butter in wnhendthy and thit eventundly the price of oleomargarine
will be higher than thut of hutter,  (Apell 24, HHS, p, -ﬂm]{.)

Representative Frank B, Keefe (Wisconsin)

Mr, Keefo opposes vepenl of the Kederal tax on olcomnvgarine for the following
PONSONN

1, "Fhe housewlfe has no assurance that the price of coloved oleomargurine witl
he vedueed In the event that the tax s romoved,  The followlng exumple my he
olted o proof of this point,  In a Washington, 1, ¢, store yecontly uncoloyed
oleomnrgarine was gelling for 41 conts per pound: coloved oleomurgarine wir
welling for B conts per pownd, o diferentinl of 14 contr, while the Fedeva) tny
on colored oleomargarine ionly 10 conts pey ponnd, It I8 appurent that there
will he no reduetion In 1Iw|vv, “Phe prico of n‘lwmmrmn‘llw will follow the his
torfe priee of butter all along the Une,”

2, In the event that the Fedoral tux on coloved oleomargnrine is veponled,
oleonurgarine manufacturers whl most HKely use nnpuﬂod copirn oll, which ean
I purehared for u fenetion of what it costs (o manutneture thelr produet ont of
soybenn o eottonkeed oil,

3, The Federal tax on coloved oleomargaring Ig the consumers' protection
against the feandulent snle of oleomargarine as buttey,
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4 "The Federal tax on eoloved oleomnrgavine proteets manvfaeturers of oleo
nngarine ngdnat mtsrepresentation of theilr produet to the publie, The faw
protects the producer oy well ag the consumer,

O, "The enforcoment of the tax collection 8 plneed within the juvisdietion of
the Burenu of Interpul Rovenune,  The taw providing for the tax on eolored
oleomargarine provides greater proteetion against fravd than the Pure Food
und Drug Aet heenuse of the fyet that this aet covers ondy shipments in inter
state commeven,

6, 'Taxes on uneolored oleomargitkine are not burdensome, The cost of all these
taxes, including Heense foes pald by retaflers amd wholesalers, to p fianily that
consumes 3 pounds of oleomarvgarine per week (160 pounds per year), wonld
amount to nhout 40 cenis n yenr, or legs than 1 cent a week,

7. Tho naturnl color of butter 18 always yellow, During some seasons the coloy
I8 less yellow than in others,  Color 18 added only fov the snke of uniformity
and not tg, imitate some other product,

8. “It s Impossible {o prodnee o nafural yellow oleomuargarine from domestie
oll&,” 1n order to produce a yellow oleomargarine it must he coloved,

0, Farmers are not heneflited hy the oleomargarvine fndustry, During 1044 the
Amerlean farmer could attribute only about two-tenths of 1 percent of his Income
to farm products used in the munufacture of oleomnrgarine,

10, Repenl of the tax on colored oleomargaving will not help the southern
cotton farmers, Records reveal that dalrying and other competing interests
are more iimportant ng sources of cash {uconie to the furmers of the South than
oleomargarine,

11, Dutter has long been the balance wheel of the dairy Industry. Milk i8 a
seasonal product with great surpluses acenmulnting during perlods of high
production.  The mlk of butter I8 made during such peviodd,  This butter
ean be stored away and used during perlods of low mitk production,  Without
the stabilzing Influence of hutter consumers would be deprived of an ndequnte
»\mgl;\' of fluld mtik during perlods when milk production {8 low,

12, *“The dalry industry {8 the only type of farming that goes with a sound
goll-conservation program, From that standpoint alone It 18 to the (nteresty of
all Amerien to see that this great Industry Is not destroyed,”  (April 26, 1048,
. 4004-4067.)

Ropresentative William Lemke (North Dakota)

Mr, Jemke opposes the repeal of the tax on oleomarginvine for the followling
reasons;

1, “There Ix only one reason why sonie of the manufasturers of oleo want to
stenl the teade-murk of hutter, nnd that i to perpetrate a fraud upon the publie,
They want to color thelr product yellow #o thal the consuming publie will not
know the difference betwesn it and hutter,”

2, The unturnl color of oleomnrgurine i not yellow,

8. *1 have no objection to aleo provided I s offeved {n U natural color, ov
any athor coloy except the teade-mark of hntter—yeliow. 1f nnyone wiskhes to
decelve thomaelves, and do not like the color white, lot them hiave hrown, groon,
or pink oles, o any other coloy, but lot this Congress not becomoe an pecomplico
to a fravd—to deception,”

4, Tho dalry industry contributes n great deal townrd the bullding of o Lnlauced
ceonomy, but the farmer and his fnmlly get less for providing the publie with o
bulaneed economy than thoso who work fn the eities,  (April 246, 1018, p, HHR,)

Repreaentative George MacKinnon (Minnesota)

1, 'Fhervo ig nothing in this leglslation that wounld atd D0 percent of the consumeors
ot oleomargarine n Amervien,  For this veason “this leglslation should be opposed
1 for no other veason than the faet that it 18 not hanest leglsintion.”

2, The reason that this Jeglalation will not henefit the great majority of
conrumers 15 that 00 poreent of the oleo that 1a conswmed n thin country 18 not
aubject to tho 10-cont tax,

a4 The removal of the 10.cent tax on colored oleo mpy not have the desired
offect of redueing the prico of olen aven in arens whore 1t cenn he sold,  'ro.
durers of aleo wonld probably soll the eolored product exelidvely b might
tako ndvantage of tho opportunity to vidse the priee nbove that now chavged
for the uneoloved produet,

4. I the favmers' market for butterfat is vemoved or sevlously Interfoved
with the result may be that the farmers will ho foreed to lnereaso the price of
milk, The prive of moent would alro by lerensed heeauso dafry operations would
he deoronsed,
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A0 The not result of thig legisintion In the long run will be to inerease the
price of oleomargarine to the mnjority of consumers, to inereasoe the price of
milk, to fnerease the price of meat, wnd 1 that rexult s o benetit to the con-
sumers 1 fadl to see 16 The only people In AMwerlea who would benefit from
this lepishntion would be the oleomarparine manutaetnrers and they wounld
to #o at the expense of the consumers and to the detebuent of the dadey farmer's
honest market,”

4. “'T'o permit the avtiflelal coloving of oleomargurine and to permit the sale
of oleonmrgarine uander such elrenmstances that 1t canvot be distiugulshed from
creamery butter is a freaud on the purehuser and s unfulr competition which the
furmers of this Nation shonld not be requived to fuce,””  (April 28, 148, pp.
HL2-6113,)

Representative Barl ¢, Michener (Michigan)

Margarine has heen developed ovor the yenrs into an hnltation of hutier,
Its manutaneture and sale s regulated o many States,  The State hows did ot
happen overnlght and are thme-tested,

It % not fale competition to doctor and color mavgarine so the purchaxer s
decetved and does not know what he is getting,

The vegetuble-oll industey and the dalyy industey arve to some extent Inter-
dependent,  “Foy fnstanee, in 1046 the cotton farmers recelved $21,000,000 from
oleomurgnrine manufacturers for cottonseed ofl, but duving the snme year the
same memers veeetved $31,000,000 from dairy farmers who fed eottonseed meal
to their eattler also sovbean prowers recelved $23,000,000 from oleo manufuce.
trers, whilte they received 855,000,000 for soybean produets fed to dajry enttle,”
(April 28, 1018, pp, HOM-5100,)

Representative Karl 1, Mundt (South Dukoia)

wE e o e seems elear that the olvomavgdine trast feels Justitied it spending
vast s of money tean effort to eliminate the tax apon coloved mavgavine so
that fnnocent consumers can he more veadily decelved Into necopting and using
alea steta of the move wholesome and nutritious praduct of butter, Stoee it
reoms uppavent thut the only repson the oleo trust wants to color ity produet
yellow I8 to make it look Hke bhatter, there enn be no villd objection to the maln.
tenanee of o tax upon sueh n coloration process,

There 8 nothing distasteful or vepugiaut about sueh foods us vanila tes eveany,
angel food eake, and mashed potatees which happoen to ho white in color,

“e v hdnk ik eglslation shoudd he defented and the tax on coloved
alen retadned stnee it helps proteet the consumer againt deception wnd aduitera-
tlon and sinee 10 alds butter makers o their Tong Hght to ralso and maintadn the
standards of their prodwet agadnst anfude competition and agninst fraudulont
mttation,”  CApitl 20, TS, yp, 4D70-4071,)

Representative Reid B, Murvay (Wisconsin)

Foupteen of the Inegest dadey corporptions In the Uated Xtates mode $4,000,000
lowst than they did the year herore, "Phe wnnafuethrers of oloomargnrine aie
mnking two to soven times the profits of T, 2T they nee making tiree thines us
el uleo and ap to geven thmes the net prollt they qid in 1040, 1 do not #ee why
they huve been qo eager 1o obtadn leglstation that gives them st more favoruie
legivlntive conslderntion when they now have more leglgintive protection than ix
provided the duley people,”

The antitivestock attitude of the prerent pdmintspeation is asteaged by (s
forelgn ttade program,  Funda recolved ander seetion 32 of the AAA et are
ured for dirposlng of surpluses nnd for finding new uses for agreleylinrml produets,
The greater paret of these funds are recelved from Hvestock produets, yot the funds
nre ’pent to subsldige cotton and other nontvestoek and soll-doploting eprigm.
"l“hn duty on Hvesteck produets s heen Towoered so gs to foerease thelr fmportie

o,

The consmier Is helug squeezed and must pay more while the farmer yeeelves
Tesn for his produets, The bandlers of dafey products aee Just ghont the oanfy
‘l;;murunmm I the Untted States thnt showed less net fneowe In BT than in

" “very drop of ofl in every pound of oleo s sulwldized ot of the Federa)
Prensuey, The dabey cow stands on her own four feot, but hor produets nee com-
pelled to comprete with o federally subsldized lmltation and not o subrtitute,”

1 this DIl beeomes Tnw ond 17 the priee of oloonmegarine s 1 or 10 ventr
higher than at the proxent (ime, the Awmeriean honsewife mpy foel she s hoep

TOROD-~ 18 -3
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misled or used as an agent to miglead her Congressiman in this guestion,  The
farmer, too, knows who hig true friends nve,

Millions of bhables are ralsed on evaporated mbik,  Storage stocks of evapo-
mtmll miltk have decreaxed while there hag been n 8-percont fnerease in baby
numbers,

Towa, Yisconsin, and Minnegota produee one-fourth of the milk of tie Nation,
yot farmers in somoe of the other States vocetved from 70 to 0 percent morve In 19047
than the trrmers of these States,

“This oleo bill means higher fluld miltk prices; it means that the consnmer,
it he can still find it In the mavket pluee, will pny more for beef and venl; it
menng that milk eattle numbers will he further reduced nnd enuse higher prices
for hldes and shoes; and, finnlly, it means g body blow to sofl conservatlon and
soll-fortility conservation of onr solls, Al the housewitfe will have out of the
passpge of thin b will be an opportunity to puy move for oleomargarine”

The prosent Seeretary of Agrienltire hus refused (o even announes a support
price for milk and dafey products, even though the onge has passed o bl re-
quiring him to do g0, Yet he found plenty of time and plenty of money to spend
on nonlivestock crops and oven subsldized cotton both qomestieatly and i
foreign trado when cotton was ahove parity in price,

Domestleally produced olls now huve protection which wmounts peactically 1o
an embavgo. This s contravy to the abjeetive of having morve hrmontons world
relationships, (April 27, 1048, pp, 6017, 5030-50; April 28, 1048, pp. HL2O-5128,)

Reprosentative Joscph I, O'Hara (Minnosota)

Mr, O'fara stated that the tex on oleomnrgarine s hecessary (o proteet the
health of our people,  “Without the help that this tax aftords the enfarcement
maehinery of the Govornment. I8 golng to he very serfonsly impatred,”  (Apeill
28, 1048, p, biLd,) ‘

Representattve John PRillips (Cabifornia)

t. There I8 no donbt that the Amerlean consumer prefers Imtter whervever
wasible,  The Awmerlean Dalry Arsocintion vecently condueted n test with
800 patrons of a cafetertn which vevealed that at 2 cents a pat for butier

and 1 cent a pat for oleo, B3 percent of the cafeterin patrons choso butter, At
1 eont o pat for butter ax against free ancolored oleo, 08 percent chose butier,

2. Governmmentnl regquintions and restrietions on the daivy tndustry and Vives
ntock lndusteios have teuded to pennlize thelr autput, he trend still continues,
Fha dalry cow population has shrunk 11 percent sinee 1045,

8. Mk production thin year is lower than st year and the trend has not yet
hoen choeked,  This trond began “when butter wis diseriminnted ngalnat by
Governpient order durlug the war, and the prerent senvelty and high prices of
hutter nre naturad resuits,”

S the butter Industey I8 now 1o be further infured by fosscaf part of its wilk
to yellow oleamargarine this tremd will ho pecontunted,  We wil) find ik even
lows plontfnl tn itk sheds arovnd onr industebyd conters,  Wigher prices fov
mitk will follow ns o matter of course, due to the relutionshlp hetween fiuld
milk production and butter produetion,”

4 MiK 18w geasond produet, i ovder (o have an ndequnte supply during
reaons of Tow production the farmer nvst milk more cows thnn he neetds Aueing
the fhash seasons, 1t I8 during the Gush sensons that the bulk of thele butter is
manufaetured,  Thix unkes It possible for the dairy Indusiry (o wadntuin o hal-
wmced output. Without the atter outlet faviners would eul thelr herds to the
minhinum qo ar to produce ondy enough Nk to meet demands duving the flush
sepson Wileh wonld pesult in o seavelty during tho low production seasous,

0, 1¢ milk produetion s reduced the consumers milk ‘wlll would he Inerensed
by more thun any possible anving n oleomargarine,  Consuiior costs wonld also
he inevensed fudirectly hy the vesulting Mnevensed costs of meat and Jeathoer
produets,

¢, 'I'he constmer s ontitled lurwlva!luu ngalust Imitation. "1'he culoy reguive.
ments affecting oleo are pmong the mepts of affording that proteetion.”  (Apel}
U8, DR, pp. BT28-120,) "
Ropresentative Charlea B, Robeptaots (North Dalkota)

1, “This han been Inhelnd n botter-oleo fight,  Terein Hea thie banle ervor in
thinking which hus vesilted by helnglug this matter ap for consideratlon today.
1t 1 not a contost botwwoen bittter nnd oleo 1t 1y not a contest between the soyhean
oF cofton farmer and the dairy farmer, Tt isa fight vial to overy oltizen of the
Natlon, and s n fight hetseeen the entive puble gnd the murgarine intorests,”
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2, Fven {f oleomargarvine i the equal of hutter in every respect it should not
be permitted to imltate butter,

3. “Pho argument is not whother butter and oleo are on or near & par in nutri-
tive and food value; the question s, Should we protect our dalry industry?”

4. Proponents of tax repeal claim thut the tax on oleomargarine Is s special-
privilege tax, “substdy,” and “restraint of trade,”  Kven if these cinime are
Justified, 1t 18 evading the basie questlon, “Should we protect our dairy indus.
try? We have tarift to proteet industry; tavlil may be conrbdered o special-
priviloge tay,

h. “Weo subsidize many farm products, including cotton and soybeans, 1 am
told,  We regulate many industries for the good of the Natlon§ regulation constt-
tutes reatraint of trade. But If these things ave Justified, then the ery of ‘wolf’ and
i merely designed to arouso emotlon,”

6, It is clnimed by the oleomurgarine interests that if the tax on oleomargarine
I8 ropealed It will reduce the cost of butter and the cost of muvgarine, ‘There is
no apparent. basig in fact for this statement, “How can removal of a tax on
mavgarine reduce the cost of butter? They ure not competing today heenuse of
the wide varinnee of price hetween butter and oleo” ‘Phe cost of butter 1n not
high compared to other prices of products made from butterfat and milk, "The
wice the farmer receives for butterfat sold to the erenmeries to make butter
# much lower than the price the sane farmer would recelve it he should sell this
same buttorfat to evaporators, cheego factories, or ns fluid whk,"  In constdera-
tfon of the fact that an hour of labor s requived to produce a pound of butter,
including all steps involved in the process of production and disteibution, it
hnrdly secms possible that it could sell for less than a dollar a pound, In cons
stderntion of these facts, the repeal of the oleomurgarine tax will not reduee the
cant of butter or the price the consumer mus{ pay for it,

Y. The vepeal of the tax on olomargarine will reduce the price that the congnmer
muat pay for uncoloved oleomargaring only a quarter of a cent & pound, No one
pays the 100ent tax on colored olcomargarine wnless i Is colored when It s
purchased, The most that the yemoval of the 10-cent per pound tax on colored
oleamargerine conld do would be to muko colored oleo avallabie to consutners at
the spme price as pald for uncolored oleo todny, Xt ig not likely, howaver, that
this will be the case if the margarine Interests can get the privilego of making
thelr product appear ke butter,

K] The time that would be saved by hourewives if they could purchase colored
aleomarvgnrine Instead of coloring tt at hotne is not, ag Important ag the proponents
of {ax repeal wounld lead us to hellove heenuse of the fact that thoe majority of thoe
hougewives nse niore anealored oleomargarine for cooking than they do for a
table spread,  For cooking purpoges it does not matior whethor it is colored yoellow
or whethoer it Ix white,

0. Tho tax on coloreld oleomavgneine 18 the only proteetion that the housowife
has {n knowing whother she (s buying huatter op n{vu. “Phe Pure Food and Dreig
people hava no authority, except ovor interstate traflie, to regulite and prevent
the male of margurine as huliep,”

10, Butter In reallty v the bidanee wheel of the daley Industey, Mk {8 not
produeed in the spome quantity during nll searous of the yeay, A satlielent numbor
of cows nnist ho kept to provide an adeguate quoantity of milk 1o be used in finid
form for the munufaeture of cheese uid other ndlk produets duelng seanons of
low milk produetion, Durving seasons of high milk production there s 0 surplay
«'rt‘ !lnl«ilmllk. TE fa during thede sepasons that the bulk of our butter s manu-
fmetured,

11, 8 dndey herds are veduced (o the point of produeing o sufliclent guantity of
Audey produets for iuman conswmption during the high produetive pertod of the
hoerds, there will bo a searcdty of datey produets during the low producing perlods
4]\R t‘|| result the price of mik will tend to skyrocket during pevlods of low pro-
auetion,

EL YThe dadey Industey 19 more important as 8 means of vevenue to the farmers
of evory State than will he the sale of vegetable oflsg to margarine manufuetorers
even I they teiple or guadeaple thele snles, completely pushing the use of butter
frony Jhe mavket,"

I, 'Phe dadey favmer in n better sounvcee of ontled for ecotion and soyboan
produets than the oleommygnine indusiyy ever will be,

. Beyond a denbt the dafey induatry I8 worth protecting, “he bill to repond
the Federal tax on oleamaregarine showld be dofented to avold sepinusly evippling
the dnivy dndustey,  (Apell 20, TR, pp. 4082 40R83,) )
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Representative Katherine 8t George (Now York)

o There s uothiog wotnde abowt contimdog the taxes as thoy have been, as
han beeh g well polnted out, e they have heen for the st 60 yenrea or e,

SOThe reperl of the tax will vesult i uanderminiog the stamdaids of food
praduets, Chmttatfons and subrtitations would tke over oue foomd industeios,”

o rOther Inttattons of butier pee tesed tow,  Sdutteented butier whieh, Hke
olen, ixan findtation of gomd buttor enveles e sanne per poed tx i the snme
mahfaetiirers’, wholosnlors', il retatlees’ ovenpattonal tnxes an doey cotorsd
alvn, Ronsvited or proeessed ntter eaveies the snane per potind (nx oz uneolored
wlvo, There Boao renson why an eseeption should teownde for olennmegneing,”

A tOeomaegavine pleopdy s heon given competioive priviloges whiels nee sle
ntal to butter, oy be fortiled” with viiondnes, vered with butter thivor,
wid preserved with benzonte of sote, - Note of these mor any other estenneous
rubwtanee nny be ndded (o butfor”

O, “Uieonteollod ad rathlvsy competition of a low.coat praduet (o atest den-
tlent tdtation of buller wonkl hoet butter prlees and deives iy fuemees ot
of datrying”

e noorder to hiave an adequite xupply of Tabd milk In ®Inek 2ensons, oee
than envugh must he praduced doavhigg sonsons of hlgh produetton, 10 b duving
the Bifrheproduetion seasons that the halk of ouy hutter omnnutaetared,  With
ot bhatter ontlet, farmoers would e foreod to reduce thehr hords. As on rosalt,
there wordd e an insatiefent supply of dubit mbk duviog e keasons of low
pradietion, .

TooMexss St Heorie stdeed thiet the THH jnendment sesiis fo e satistietory 1o
the dudey fnrmees heeauso (0 would mnke [ bmpoessthie for oleo to piss gs hatgey
CAREEE IR IS, o 11

Representudive George B Seharahe (ORahoma)

L The produets of the faem age one Binste commoditles, Chvilization depens
more gpon the produetion whieh cesuts from o on the faem, snd paeileabndy
from food produetion, tha feam any othier (ype of iumnn netiviy,  Food B the
thrst esmentind uhed itk I8 pevhaps the most undversally needed Hem of gomd (sle),
Firom bieth to the geave, we nst havo ot 10 o elvithantion s to sievive”

The vepeal of the tax on oleothargarine wit vesult oo decrense tnoone
wmileh-pow ‘mmlh\nun i e deevonse I mbk peoduetion,  Buatter = the halnnes
wheel of the datey tndustey, A bogre povcentmge of people Hehigr on favis o
thin cottntey doepond upon the sate o ik, eremm, or buatter ns thele e soipee
uf ensie Invomes YHE (s DIE puessen and witleh cons move off the farm, the
fomdly sbmpty Wil not teve ihis highly destendle fomd nnd wlt not have the
mnney with whieh to puvelinse noealored substitnte,”

WOThe dadey Ditustey (g osseontind to o gofbeonsoevation prosean. The
wonree of the hest soll onvteliment ot tovttiantton with Teave the tam with the
salo of the eow, While the cow 2 on the favme ihe forthitaer I Inmedintely
wvintinble,

40 Cotton feemees wHUnot beueftt by the vopeat of the tins te the estent elnhaed
by proponents of vopead, Fhe dadey femer In Okinhoimg pays (wlee i mueh
tor cattongeod wid soybonie mends whideh aee sold as dndey feed, as the value
ol the twa olis 8olt for negneine,  Bialte st tions exing in other 8pates”

A conslideration of vitat Bupostinee s thnt Ty 28 Rtates there pee honvy tnses
on wpegneine, Refore vopent of the apodest Federpl fux woudd henetit the eon.
stners by offerfug maegavine at o sHghtly loss cost thnn e betog padd foday,
Howorbd e peeesaney for these States (o reove (hele tases ol g rine,

AL 18 hits DI R to poess T stiondd nat e possed in s present form, bat some
af these pmendments should be pdopted, Otherwlse, the adoption of this measnre,
o s prerent form, will do gread fafustlee to the Soiameras of my Biate, wd of every
other Ktate which bas auy conslderable dabey dustey, CApelt 880 UK, pp,
RISt b
Nepreseqdative Kavl Stefun (Nebraska)

This loglalntion enn earlty vesult tn the uneostrotled, suthless eompetitton of
tows-eost synthatle produet sold in alimost complote hipbtation of battey, 10 will
hnee butter prives wd detve tarmes ont of dadeyiog business to the detebnoent
of ageieutture inogenvept md of bugtness In o favming communitios,

Pelevs of olvomnvgnrine will vine and soyhent and cotton growers will knffoer
beenune choup forelpn olis will be used In the manufasinree of oleomnrgurine,

The tax upon yellow oleamogneine must he dgh enough to diferentinte it
tram e uneoloved produet, Ihose taxes, ineluding ocenpntional taxes on -
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1ers of oleo, tre necessary for the enforeement of oles vogalntions. No Pedernl
ty prohibiting (he snle of yeHow oleamnrgarine would e efveetive becgnise rueh
Wl eontd not Feneh within Ktate bovders gandess 1were onforeed by o Federnd
s, CApPEIE S, TN, o DO )

Representative Williwne 1 Stevenson (Wisconsin

Olesmnrnelne mutmrneturees ko Uit lousew ives woubid sot bay theie prod
wet (At snduend “tell Goe geay color il s tey th eoloe 1 to fndtate hatter,
Battee I mnde feam unadulternted erenm; 1 contiadng no fovelgn ofl, no cotton-
reod, coronnt, or soyhont olls s 1 dovs nol inve to be avtifieinlly finpregnnted with
vitmmins: i does nol have to be adulternted to look ke something 1 i not,
The uttompt of the oleo Interesis (o destroy the dadry ndustey 18 not wew, In
il paets of the workd the manufaeture and sale of oleo bave boeen subject to
regulnton nod tation of one form or uhother,

Bt often econtonded thnt olen mnontacetare I8 pogond thing for (he termees
of this conntey,  Actundly, less than fwo tentha of 1 poreent of the totnl cash
P fram the produets of e Fovm b veeetved from fnem produets wiibz g in
the montnetare of oleo,  ME the eattonsesd oll used ine oleo i faetire pes
countd tor only nhont one half of T pereent of the enshe ineome of the cotton
fremer. CThe votfon tmrmer reesives approsiimitely foue thnes as anaeh ensh
toeame from eettonseed ol wsed e vogetnble shovtentng and from: eottinseed
Dy prodnets sold s dudey feed as e reeeives frome the entive olro bushness Fhe
nverme fnemer 1 te Cotton Belt aetunlly veesives 21 thues ns oeh todngy from
the sate ol s ditey prodnets as he eecives from e sale of cottonsesd oll pnd
uther tngeedlents of olemmnrgaing, e 1000 ess thun TE pereent of the toral
sughente oll produetion was used (e e nanfaetnre of olea, gond only O pereent
of total eush em dneome frot sovbenng wis deelved feom the sale of olen
produets.

Phere were 47 plunts Heotsed o yproduee alen e G, These plimis were owiimd
by W enrpordions, ot whibelp wers the Big Fone mend poeking compuinies,  'The
Wtk af olecdmmemreine s oprofduesd By five or siy lnege covporitions,

e Pedernd s on eotored olen B vegeniod, yo wild see the preiee of eoloved
wlen o up constdernbly I evers St where the sl of eofored olen s i
prahiblted.

1 obeo does displaes botter as n speond b menn penetiendly the ilestretion
of the dodey ndustey,  Phike with mesan less bk omd eream, Toss meat, i lens
Wider and tenther for the Smertenn pabdie,

Prailuetion of slermaegneine Is fnevessing while per eapitie milk produetion
PO dad st s Towest polnt b 30 yenrse CApeiEL0, 10IR, pp. 7 Th)

Wepresewtative fteney O, Pable clowa)

e Federnl negarine sex inve helpel os to proteet onr dadey farimers
aud st gpethient competiion wnd the comeaming pabfe painst feand anel de
voptton " B I contendal that vemoval of thete frsess wonlid matevinlly reduee
thir vost of Ui AR o mntier of faet, e present tax of ope-fourth cent per
P on uneslored mavgarine plus the Heense fees would not vost the ne erge
furlly naomneh axon penny noweek I margarine were subrtHated oxelnrively
for Bititer on the Amerlenn tabte, - And eotor mny b nddid (o this proataet by
the prvehnser epnstly, gulekly, and at no cost, i destred,

oo nat obleet espevindly to the removid of the (ax on nueolored nuegarine,
U dn, howoever, steentionsly oppose the vemoval of the fax o batter-calored
mnernrine”  Margneine now attempts to hnitate ntter i overy way. i eoloy
i ndded, the deceptton wil be camplete, - Any aetion that Tessens the Ao
for hutter will enrtadt ihe produetion of mik ol this wonld hase an udverse
elveet on the production of hogs, enttle, nnd poaitey, A deerense I Hvestoek
and dutey forming d nn Inersse e erop tavming wonld be ol on the sl
CAPEI UG, I8, pp. 08T ABYR.)

Representative Clrles W, Viesell (1 aia)

Pha 20 otnmargneine eorporpions wiileh produee newely ol of that produet
gol I the Undted Rintew nee tefing advantinge of the gl cort of utter i
othor fonda under the gaise of vmiielng the eost of Wving so that they ean sell
yellow oleo to fmitate hodter,

hiw 1s e ght for geenter profits led by the comparatively Tew alea manufae:
turevs I e eountey, aind by the eatton Tohby of the Sonth,  Miilions of dolines
have heon spent He o Natonawtde propagandi eangmign by fhese groups,

1 otoo s coloved yelluw to hmitate mitter, theve will e ne pratection for the
prope enthigg G5000,000 meats eneh day v restaneanta and publle spting pliees,
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“Phere 18 Tittle question, if oleo 8 allowed to compete with butter In colop ax
the repeal of this Inw would permit, that the price of oleo will he ralsed by the
manufacturers, guarantecing them millions of dollars that otherwise would be
aaved to the consumers who are now buylng oleo, If the Federal Inw is kept on
our statute hooks unchanged.”

This propozal to repeal the tax, tf adopted, will strike o heavy blow againat the
daliry interests and result in still smaller herds ang higher prices for the seuree
milk, The whole course of agrienlture In the Northern States would be chnnged,
Repeal of the tax would bring disaster to the dairy business which employs
more people and produces more farm income than any other seginent of agrienl-
ture. I thig legislation passes there will be less food for the Amerlean people
and less food to ship abroad,

Twenty percont of the total Income of agriculture in the Natlon is dervived from
dalry products. This income will be endangered and ment and hides will become
searcer and more expensive If this leglslation iy pnsged, Dalvy facming preserves
the fertility of the «oil and alds roll congervation,

“During flush mitk production the manufacture of buiter v a necessary outlet
for surplus milk which cannot be sold In bottles, Butter continues to be the
product upon which the dairy farmer lnrgely relles for tax money when the bot.
ton: falls out of other markets ™ (April 26, 1048, pp. A070-4081,)

(Forottn Stankarvd, Cavl Hagen, Genernl Rexearveh Sectlon, May 20, 1048,)
The Cramaran, 'The first witness is Senator Maybank,

STATEMENT OF HON. BURNET R, MAYBANK, A UNITED STATES
SENATOR ¥ROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA

Senator Maveank, 1 have only a short statement to make, T ap-

precinte your kindness in ealling me first, beeause T was going (o South
Jurolina lator in the day.

L appreeinte the privilego of appeaving before this committee again
in the interest of margarine tax vepeal, My presence here is not un-
common, beenuse T have been here constant{y during the past ¢ years
on behalf of the legixlntion you are now considering,

T hardly think it necessary to go again through the long 62-year
history of this injustice, "That. has been done before this committee
many times in the past and is 2 mater of record in the printed pro-
covdings which are available to all,  Kxtensive hearings wero held in
the Tlonse of Rapresentatives, and the avguments wore thoroughly and
ably presented priov to the pussage of this bill by that hody, T am
deeply apprecintive of the fine efforts of my fellow townsminn, Con-
gressman Rivers, for his untiving efforts in getting this legislation
out of the Agriculture Committee and steering it through the House
debutoe to a sueeessful vote, T eall your attention to the faet that it
was Congressman Rivers' bill whieh won House approval and is now
before this committee,

1t does not even seem necessavy to go into the many, many reasons
for the ropeal of these taxes and license foes ngnin at this time,  As far
as the manufacturers, wholosalers, retuilers, and housewives nre cone
cernad, they are positivaly aware of the unjustness of theso reguln-
tions, Their testimony in the House hearimgs is cloar evidence of
their feolings,  The furmers-—the men who produce the high-grade
vogetnble oils used in the manufacture of margarine—certuinly know
the facts,  And, Mr, Chaivmnn, all of these people have folt the bur-
den of theso ridiculous penaltios far too long,

This is a question transcending the lines of any party or any group.-..
oven 5o powerful a group as the one which haa heen able to munintain
this legislated stranglehold on an otherwise competitive industry,
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Mr. Chairman, the time has come when the American people are no
longer willing to tolernte the existence of such a restraining hand on
the manufacture of one praduct, a product whicl has every right to
tuke its deserved place and stand on its own merits with other prod-
uets in its field,

'The properties of margarine and the benefits to be gained from its
ase on the fumily tables of this country have heen expounded over and
over again by competent authorities, Its nutritional value is an es-
tablished fact, controtled and lubelod by our Pure Food and Drug
Administeation stundard of identity.

The argument always resolves itself to one of color.  While butter,
the admitted opponent in this bhattle, may be colored any tint of yel-
low without even having been so labeled, even though it may have beon
white originally, the ingredients of margarine must be Dleached to
keep from giving the finished produet n natural yellow tint.  Butter,
cheese, and ico ereqm enjoy speeinl and unique exemption from label-
ing artificinl coloring under the net of 1923, Margarine is denied the
use of yellow simply beeause the dairy industry has misused jts enor-
mous political in(‘nonoos to drive n competitive product off the coun-
ter, 'I'his is diserimination and a violation of the Amervican prinei-
ple of open, competitive business.

Mr, Chairman, it is my sineeve belief that these regulations are
pointedly desigmed to restenin the free marketing privileges of our
group of manufncturers, They go beyond that,  They place undue
restrictiong and havdships on our housewives in their daily market-
ing, T have no doubt that the majority of our people prefer butter
for table use, That may be habit and education and it may not,  The
main point is this: Our low-income families have no choice,  The pur-
chase of mm'{:m'ino for their use is an _economic necesxity, lI?mt:
whether they buy margarvine by choiee or by necessity, it is their in-
alienable right to he free to buy yellow margarine it thoy so desive,
Butter is colored a particular tint of yellow to meet the consumer
preference of a prrtienlny market,  Why not murgarine?

I might ask at this point to have ineorporated the statement that
was mnde in (43 before this committee, i} T mny do so,

The Cramaan, We will be glad (o put that in the record, Wo
are glad to have you here, Senntor,  "Thank you very muceh,

Senator Maveank, Thank you,

('Phe statement is as follows:)

NrareameNe or Tlon, Buaser Re Mavoanig, UNiorp Seares SENator Fros tur
SEPATRH OF SOUTIE CAROLING, MADE BEronp THYE RENATE FINANCHE COMMPPTRE,
WHICH APPEARS IN TIHE EARINGS oN THE REVENUL Aot o T4

Sonntor MAvRANK, Mre, Chadrmau, T have oo shovt statement that T would ke
to vead, with youe permdsslon, T have three gentlenion here who ave experts
that 1 would ke to introduee for shorl statements,

The CHAtMAN. Yer, atr. Do you wikh to introduee them now?

Sennfor Maveank, No, 1T woull prefep to wake this short statement and
then hove the privilege of introdueing them,

On October 12, 1 introduced ¥, 1420, deslgned to suspend, for the duration, the
exixting (O-conts-per-pound tx on mavgaeine contadning yellow cator, whettier
artfieln! or otherwlse, and to restelet the detinttion of the term “manufactuyer”
for the duration, xo that restnuranty, boarding houses, hospitals, pmd o forth,
could color mnrgarine nnd sepve {0 to thele patrons, guesty, and employees
without fnewering the S000 anunal Heense fee now boaposed upon then,

On November 3, the House Agreieultuen] Commitive, by 1 vote of W to 11,
adopted o moetlon deferdlig fuethor heartngs or petion on YLK, 2400 or similay
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legislution relative to oleomargarine for the balance of the Seventy-eighth Con-
gress. I, R. 2400, by Representative Fulimer, was designed to repeal all exist-
ing Federal taxes, license fees, and related restrietions on the manufacture,
sale, and use of margarine, ‘The Iouse Agriculture Committee in effect declined
to consider further H. R, 2400, despite the fact that over 30 witnesses, represent-
ing sctenee: manufacturers; wholesalers: retailers; cotton, soybean, livestock,
and peanut producers; labor; consumers; and hospitals, unequivocally urged the
repeal of the existing diseriminatory margarvine taXes and license fees, 'Theve-
fore, I am requesting the Senate Finance Committee to incorporate my bill in
the pending Revenue Act of 1044,

The manufacture, sule, and labeling of margarine is now fully and adequately
regulated by the Food and Drag Administration under the Pure Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Aet, and the standard recently promulgated by that Department
for margarine, That supervision is not affeeted, in any way, by my bill,

I firmly believe that it Is in the best interest of the public during this war
period for margarine to be made availuble at its low cost and point value to
the consumers throughout this country who are unable to obtain sufficient butter
for an adequate diet. We are now reduced to one tablespoon of butter per day
per eapita, nnd this, in the opinlon of experts in nutrition (and certainly in the
opinton of laymen who do not like dry bread and won't eat it), is not enough.
The free use of margarine will tend to make up this deficlency and relieve an im-
portant wartime seareity.

All competent nutrition aunthorities, including the American Medieal Associn-
tion, National Research Couneil, and our own Department of Agriculture, have
established the fact that modern fortified margarine is equal nutritionally to
butter. Each pound of margarine packed for consumer use contains 9,000 USP
units of vitamin A, which is the average found in each pound of butter,

The average American who can afford butter and has points to buy it, if his
grocer has it to sell, would rather have butter than margarine. But, as we
know, there is not now enough butter and probably will not be for the duration
of the war. Xrom the standpoint of nutrition, the deficiency hetween supply and
demand can be suppiled with fortified margarine, in a palatable form, if the exist-
ing restrictions that my b1l proposes to suspend for the duration are removed
a8 handieaps.  For too long the consumer has been the “forgotten man” in the
efforts of certauin butter interests to “exterminate” margarine,

Now, Mr. Chalrman, with your permission, I am going to ask that Mr, Carlson
be heard.

Senator CLark. Before you go into that: Your bill is designed to take off the
license fee for artiticially coloring margarine?

Senutor MayBaNK. Taking off the $600 license fee that everyone must pay to
color murgarine,

Som:t';»r Cragg, 1t does not have anything to do with the price of margarine
s such

Senator MAypANK. No.

Senator Crarg. The bill is designed to permit people to color the margavine
g0 as to, in some cases, fool people into thinking that it is butter.

That is the only ndvantage of coloring it, is it not, to make it a more acceptable
substitute for butter? Not that it has anything to do with the taste; that does
not have anything to do with it, except you are trying to improve the competitive
position for margarine?

Senator MAYBANK. You can do it now providing you pay the $600 license fee,

Senator CrLARK. 1 eat it myself without coloring, It tastes as well without
coloring o= it would with coloring.

Senator Maysank. That might be correct, but unfortunately in hospitals and
other places people refuse to use it in an uncolored form.

Senator CLark. The coloring matter 18 the whole subject of the controversy.

Senator Maysank, Because of the $600 license fee many small restaurants,
many small places, cannot afford to pay the $600ilicenve fee,

Senator JornsoN. Don't you think in hospitals they could serve butter?

Senator MAYBANK. They haven't butter to serve, That is why I want the
experts to testify. I have un expert here from the restaurants and one from the
hospitals, and a nutrition expert, to testify to 9xnetly what they are up against
in the institutions, . L -

Senator JonnsoN., Will they testify? ‘

Senator MAYBANK. Yes; they are right hore,

Senator JounsonN. Will they testify to the very large voluine of butter that has

bemt;ecentlywleased by the Army so th?hospitals can get all the butter they
wan ' [ .
/

,/‘
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Senator Mavysaxk. | trust they can answer any questions that you may want to
put to them,

Senator Jouxsox. I hope they will give us that information.

Senator Maysank. They will give you all the information that you ask for,

Senator CrLark. That is only during the duration?

Senator Mavsank, Only during the duration,

Senator GUrFrFeY. 1 like margarvine, and 1 like it coloved, 1 do not like to think
of eating lard. That is my objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you wish the witnesses ealled now?

Senator Maynank., Yes.

The Crarman. Will you call your first witness?

Senator MAypaANK. Anton J. Carlson.

Senator Lucas. May I ask one gquestion of Senator Maybank?

The Crramrmaxn, Yes.

Senator Lucas. You spoke of a bill before the Agricultural Committee, intro-
duced by Mr. Fulmer, of South Carolina,

Was that a bill which deals with this subject separately and is not included in
the finance bill?

Senator Mavsank. That is correct., ‘That is a bill not for the duration and
not to relieve the present situation where you have to pay 15 and 16 points for
butter, whereas you can get this product for 3 points.

The Cramyman, The next witness is Hon, A\, Tee M. Wiggins,
Under Secretary of the Treasury.

STATEMENT OF A. LEE M. WIGGINS, UNDER SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY, WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr. Wiaains, T am very glad to appear before your committee to
present the Treasury Department’s view on the tax aspects of the
pending proposals which would modify or repeal the excise taxes and
occupational taxes on the manufacture and distribution of oleomar-
gavine.

At present oleomargarine is subject to tax of 10 cents per pound if
it is yellow in color and to a rate of one-fourth cent per pound if it is
uncolored. Imported oleomargaraine, whatever its color, is taxed at
a rate of 15 cents per pound. In addition, annual occupational taxes
are imposed on the manufacturers and distributors of oleomargarine.
The manufacturers’ occupational tax is $600 a year. Wholesalers are
subject to a tax of $480 if they distribute colored oleomargarine and
$200 if they handle only the uncolored product. At the retail level,
the occupational tax is $48 for the distribution of yellow oleomargarine
and $6 for the distribution of uncolored oleomargarine.

Although this schedule of tax rates has been in effect since 1902, the
origin of the taxes goes back to 1886.

The legislative history of these taxes and the considerations ad-
vanced in their defense during their long history indicate that their
origin was associated with an effort to prevent the widespread, fraud-
ulent sale of oleomargarine as butter. Toward the close of the past
century there was apparently need for using the Government’s taxing
power as a regulatory measure. The taxing power was also brought
Into use in connection with the regulation of the production or dis-
tribution of a number of other commodities, such as narcoties and fire-
arms. The imposition of a tax on the production, sale, or importation
of a commodity, the distribution of which the Government finds it
necessary to regulate, enables the Government to establish rules, reg-
ulations, and reporting requirements with which manufacturers or
distributors must comply. Failure to conform to such regulations con-
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stitutes u violation of the vevenue laws and provides a vehicle for
regulatory purposes. '

The use of a tuxing power for this purpose is justified in the public
interest when the regulntory ends eannot be achieved effectively in
other ways. However, these ends require only the imposition of a
token tax, suflicient to establish Iiability for reporting and for a tax
obligation under the revenue laws but nothing more.  Originally the
tax was 2 cents per pound on all domestic oleomargarine,  In 1902 the
rate was reduced to one-fourth cent per pound on uncolored andd raised
to 10 cents on colored oleomargarvine, FFrom the viewpoint of regulat-
ing the sule of oleomurgarine, this schedule of tax rutes goes far beyond
such requirements,

A further consideration is the faet that there up\wurs {o remain
little, if any, need for the use of these taxes for regulatory purposes,
Since their enpetment, the effectiveness of the Government’s adminis-
trative agencies as regulatory bodies has been substantially dovolu}wd
and improved. With special veference to safegunrding the publie
health where affected by interstate commeree, the Congress has ereated
the Pure Food and Drug Administration,  This organization is daily
engaged in the task of insuring the maintennnee of high food and
medicinal standards and in safeguarding the consumer against fraud-
ulent. representation of commeodities marketed in interstate commerce.
Morecover, the development of the Government’s administrative agen-
cies has been paralleled by a decline in the need for regulation as
standards of business conduct and self-imposed business standards
have improved,

"This conclusion is borne out by the recent experience of the Bureau
of Internal Revenue with this tax., In 1947, almost 275,000 taxpayers
paid the special taxes on manufacturers of and dealers in oleomarga-
rine (table 1, p. 37). A\ search of the Bureau’s records indientes that
during the decade since 1038, it found it necessary to refer only four
cases to the Department of Justice for prosecution for violations of
the lnbeling, marketing, and handling provisions of the oleomargurine
tax laws, This does not. include a number of viplations of a techniceal
character which did not involve fraud or misrepresentation.

The effective development of public agencies charged specifically
with regulatory duties suggests dmt there is no longer any need for
the Bureau of Internal Revenue continuing in the field of oleomarga-
rine regulation. Its facilities could be more usefully devoted to the
discharge of its basic responsibilities in tax collection. However, if
the Congress considers that there continues to be need for the use of
the Government’s tax-collecling agency for the regulation of the mar-
keting of oleomargarine, this objective could be served by the reten-
tion of only a nominal tax at the rate of, say, one-tenth or one-fourth
of 1 cent per pound, and corrvespondingly reduced oceupational taxes.

I should like to emphasize, however, that it is the Treasury’s view
that as a general rule exciso taxes should be used only for revenue pur-
poses. As revenue taxes, careful consideration should be given to
the rates and the tax base to make sure that the producers affected
are not being placed at an undue compatitive disadvantage or that the
tax does not unduly burden low-income consumeors, In a few cases,
it may be desirable to use excises to prevent fraud or the use of dole-
terious products. In such cases, however, we should be sure that there

U .
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is u_real need for such regulation and should be alert to changing
condifions which might not only remove the need for regulation but
mifht make regulation undesirable,

The revenue produced by the taxes on oleomargarine is relatively
little. Collections in the current and the next fiscal year are cstimatec
at. 7 million dollars each, "Throughout the thirtics, annual collections
ranged between one and one-hatf and not quite four and one-half
million dollars, In fiseal year 1947 they were less than 6 million
dollars and in 1946 about H million dollars.  Until recently virtually
all of the revenue was accounted for by uncolored oleomargarine..
With the increased use of colored margarine in the postwar years, the
share of the colored produet in total collections has risen to about 40
pereent (table 2, p. 38),

The oleomargarine taxes belong to that eategory of punitive con-
sumption levies the burden of which incereases as tax collections de-
crease.  The tax may be said to impose a maximum burden when it
vields no revenue at all beeause in such cases it effectively prohibits
constmption and diverts demand to substitute produets. ‘The Federnl
olecomargarine taxes, in combination with State legislation, which 1
will desceribe later, approach this result. The combined effect of these
taxes is to place o burden on consumers which falls with particnlar
weight upon low-income groups,

For the mujority of the population, the direet tux burden represented
by the gleomargarine taxes is small beennse they consume only the
uncolored produet which is subject to the nominal one-quarter cent per
pound. Ninety percent of margarine consumption falls in this cate-
gory (table 3, p. 38). Those imli‘\'ulunlﬁ who consmme colored mar-
garine bear u serious tax burden in paying a_10-cent-per-pound tax,
It their number is small. The diveet effeet of the occupational taxes
on consumers ig also smnll,  In 1947 combined tax collections {rom
Federnl excise and oceupational taxes equaled about 1 eent per pound
of margarine sold,

The direct tax burden, however, is the lesser pnrt of the cost of these
taxes to consumers,  "The more important cost results from the fact
that the public is deterred from exercising s normal preferences,
Many consumers ave in effect prevented from puvehasing less expensive
olcomargarine and are obliged to buy more expensive hutter or fo
forego (able fats altogether. ‘The public prefers vellow table spreads
and has an aversion to the uncolored product, ‘The improved coloring
facilitios supplied by manufacturers of nncoloved margarine has not
overemue consumers' resistunce to uneolored (able futs. The weight
of the indireet burden resulting from the oleomargarine taxes cannot
be eatenlnted but might be illustrated, The reluctanee of distributors
to become involved with the machinery of oleomnrgarine tnx enforee-
ment, (ogether with the impedimonts imposed by many State Tnws,
frequently preclude consumers from effectively exercising a choice be-
tween competing products,  Where consumers with equal proferance
for the two pm(hwts are unable to purchase 40-cent. oleomargarine nnd
ave obliged to pay 90 cents for butter, the indireet iurden of these tuxes
approximates the 50 cents ditference between the selling price of those
items, .

Tt should he noted that the indirect burdens imposed by these taxes
on consumers have substantinlly inereased with the widening of the
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‘tlifferential between. the price of oleomargarine and butter in recent

. iyears: . During the prewar period, when the price differential between
yellow oleomargarine and butter was not more than 10 cents, the
indirect burden was substantially less than it is today. Unhappily, this
is also a period of high living costs. While the imposition of these
burdens tin'ough taxation is always undesirable, it is especially objec-
tionable at times when high prices threaten the living standards of
large groups in the population.

I would like to emphasize that the views of the Treasury Department

are concerned only with the tax aspects of the legislation before you.
It may be appropriate nonetheless to observe that the oleomargarine
taxes may interfere with the optimum utilization of our resources, Tt
has been forcefully argued hefore this and other committees of Con-
gress, for instance, that the national diet would be improved if more
milk were consumed in fluid form and if the table fat requirements. of
the Nation wore obtained to a greater degree from oleomargarine.
The T'reasury is not in a position to appraise the validity of this argu-
ment, but T mention it only because it ilustrates the dangers involved
in utilizing the taxing power as u punitive instrument in channeling
consumption in the direction for some products and away from others.
It suggests that we should exercise great restraint in the use of the tax
system for such purposes, except where the obi'ectivv is clearly in the
public interest and cannot otherwise be secured.
- In addition to the Ifederal taxes, large segmeénts of American con-
sumers bear also the burden of State regulation. Today the sale of
colored oleomargarine is prohibited in 22 States. Three additional
States impose a tax of 10 cents a pound on the colored product. In 23
States the sale of colored olcomargarine is unfettore('l by excises ov
State prohibitions.

Uncolored margarine is available without tax in all but 19 States.
+Seven of the 19 ‘States impose taxes ranging from 5 to 15 cents a
pound. TIn the other 12 the exemption of oleomargarine made of do-
mestic oils and fats or with a specific minimum of animal fats renders
the tax ineffective. As a result of this factor and the overlapping be-
tween States which tax colored and uncolored oleomargarine, approxi-
mately one-half of the States impose effective restrictions on the sale

~ of oleomargarine.

License fees for the manufacture or sale of margarine are required in
14 States, Annual fees for manufacturers and wholesalers vary from
$1 to $1,000, and for retailers from 50 cents to $400 (table 4, p. 39). -

- State taxes have heen more onerous in the past than they are now,

. ‘and the trend toward less State regulation of oleomargarine continues
both by legislative and judicial action. Less than a month ago the
State of New Jersey repealed its law which prohibited the manufacture
und sale of colored oleomargarine in that State. A bill to repeal a
similar prohibition has recently passed both the House and the Senate
* in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and is now in the hands of the
“conferees of the two chambers, However, State taxes are still wide-

- #pread and repeal of the Federal taxes would make some contribu-
_-tion to-intergovernmental tax integration by removing one of the all
- too many instances of overlapping Federal and State taxes.
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In summary, it is the Treasury Department’s view that there is no
longer need for the use of revenue laws to regulate the manufacture
and distribution of oleomargarine and that the Bureau of Internal
Revenue might well be freed of this vesponsibility. ‘The oleomargarine
tuxes unnecessarily burden consumers far in excess of the amount paid
in taxes and interfere with the optimum utilization of national re-
sources.  Revenue considerations are not involved.

State iimposed taxes and prohibitions are so far reaching that even
in the absence of Federal taxes oleomargarine would continue to be
unavailuble to consumers in many parts of the country. Nonetheless,
it is the Treasury’s view that the Federal taxes should be repealed,
Such action would eliminate one instance of overlapping Federal and
State taxation and would directly benefit consumers in the majority of
the States. In the event,however, that the Congress deems it to be nec-
essary to continue the use of the tax instrument for regulating the
production and distribution of oleomargarine, this end would be fully
served if the present punitive tax rates were replaced by token tax
requirements, : [y ;

The Cramnman. Ave there any questions ) s

Mr. Wigains. Now, Mr., Clinirman, T \\f(!ﬁi(l like to file following my
testimony four tables referred to in theé testimony. "Table. 1, giving
the number of taxpayers of special taxes on the. manufuctyrers and
dealers:in oleomargarine for the fiscal yearsg 1934 to 1947; a second
table showing the collection from oleomargarine taxes for the fiscal
vears 1934 to 1949; table 3, the production and witdrawal of. colored
and uncolored mgrgarine for the fiseal years of 1984 to 1947, inclusive,
and the first 8 months of fiscal year 19483 and table 4, the State oleo-
margarine excises and license fees as of May 15, 1948, .

The Crramrman. The tables will be entered of record at this point.

(The tables referred to follow:) = = & “ -

. P L

§

TABLE 1.~N§9;nl;vr of tua’p(mcrrd‘f'epcoiiﬁ tazes ‘(m maditfuclurems of and dealers
B in oledmgrgarine, figcal yeats 1984-47

G Wholesale dealers | Retall dealers
N Maanufue- ;
Fiseal year ™. | turers, Lo
o, $60G Colored, | Untolored,| Colored, | Uncolored,
ST 380 $200 8 &
. PTIE IR A
47 4 2,407 79 104,862
45 4 1,276 100 135, 4156
42 4 1,340 73 160, £05
41 4 1,471 57 174, 691
38 2 1, 85 04 184,314
40 3 1,636 38 173,727
42 10 1,607 20 162, 720
42 2 1,486 37 162, 038
45 2 1,422 a4 163, 791
72 14 1,731 133 182, 643
44 47 1,962 1,132 200, 048
47 121 1,973 , 842 218, 88
45 125 1,863 3,081 243,208
47 170 2,204 , 1 205, 084

Source: Annunl Reports of the Cominissioner of Internal Revenue, i
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TARLE 2. —Colleotiona fram oleomurgarine tares, fiscal years 193449

Fiseal year

1946. . .
M7 s

1048 (estimated). ...
1849 (estimatod) ... ..ol

{'Thousands of dollars)

OLEOMARGARINE TAX REPEAL

v

Speclul taxes
co L tnearr| | e T T
ored, | ord, Wholesule Retail doalers
100ents |36 cont | Manu- dealers Total
per per tace et -
pound | pound "&{}‘;‘“' Col | Unool-| Col- | Uneal-
ored, | ored, | ored, | ored,
$480 | $20 $18 864
$45 $503 $23 $10 $168 1] $587 1 81,470
RS ROR 2 10 00 & 814 2,049
50 016 25 ? 249 2 48 2,204
1 08 ?7 3 2 3 1,007 2,48
!’&5 1.033 25 2 Rl 1,021 2,404
:‘9 822 2 4 1”? 2 1,014 2, 210
K] 759 28 5 283 P 2,014
50 851 2 3 24 3 105 2,122
87 R&9 28 1 208 2 11 44
2181 Losy ?2 4 27 7 008 2,021
J Um0 8 A @)l
1L,842 | 1,191 2 B as7| 1ok | noes| 4 ea2
2, '132 l.‘-i)ﬂ (l):“ (.)74 gﬁ‘ (‘?)24 1, 80‘ . :;. a‘ll“
M & " U] 1 o b | 150m

! Not available.

? Includes collections from taxes on adulterated butter,
Source: Annual reports of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue and the Budget of the Unitod States

Uovernment, fiseal year 1949,

TARLE 8.—Production and withdraiwals of colored and uncoloved oleomargarine,
flscal years 1934-47, and firat 8 months of fiscal year 1948

{Thousands of pounds)

Colored Uncolored
T'ax-froo with- Tax-free with-
Flseal year drawals drawals
; Pro- 'l‘c\x-wm I Pro. |Texepald|
duged with. : duced | With:
drawals | pon o0yl b%r ‘l‘?g«l of Arawnls | ge0r ox. F?’r 1'150 ‘ol
L n
port. Bta port Nta::(s
2, 689 463 1, 804 832 | 240,498 | 240,410 [
2,003 808 1,400 081 | 350,016 | 1350, 114
2,173 27 1,471 Rk
1, 907 473 584
1,049 034 20
1,381 358 166
1, 860~ 302 649
4,489 421 i, 808
14,828 667 2,939
116,970 2,104 1,858
35, 003 10, 308 820
3, 688 21, M3 2,023 840,913 1,48
06,410 17,018 8, 222 41,800 | 484,702 | 481,403 3, 285 700
, 960 1,120 8,080 | 36,758 | 570,446 | 571,083 573 M7
47,620 13,378 ?g ?g 308, 787 | 308, 727 !; ()
48, 893 0,008 4 0 833,042 | 628, 80 3 U
1

Source: Annual Reports of tho Comumissloner of Internal Rovenue and Internal Rovenue Bulletin,

1 Less then 500 pounds.
4 g‘momhs.
4 Not avallable,
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PABLE 4. -Ntale oleomargarine excises and license fees, May 15, 1948

Excise tax (cents per pound) Annual lleense fees
Stato Contain- Pablic
N Une. Ing Manu- | Whale: |y, - tahlle
Colored 4 tored | forelen | fcturers | salors | Retaflers ‘3}“&‘5
materinls! ! B
Callfornin O]
Colorado .. L
Connecticut &’)
Delnware U]
Florldn ... ... ). L.
Qeorgln. ... .. e
Idaho .. .. . ... ... ... 1o
Minols........ . ... ... Q)]
Towa . . . .. .. . . ... ™)
Kansas .. U M
Loulsiana U BT N
Maing o R, (2)
Maryland N [ ()
Massnehusetts e )
Michigan e [0
Miunesotn o . (G
Montann.. ...... e e (O]
Nobraska Ce R
Now Hampshire Q)
New York B ()
North Carolinn . PR PO
North Dakota. ... 10
Ohlo ..., P ()] .
Orepon .. oL "
Peansylvanin (O]
South Carolinn . ... .. .
Bouth Dukota. ... . | (O]
Tennessee 10 1
Teras RN
Utah 10
Vermont .. (&) .
Washington. . *
Wisconsin . (]
Wyoming. ... [ T PO,

¥ Manufacture or sale of colored margarine prohibited,

Tax applies to oleomargarine (colored or uncolored) not made from ofls and fats (specifically named by
the statute) that aro largely derlved from domestic materials,

3 Ldaho also prohibits the manufucture or sale of colored margarine.

¢ Minuesotn’s tax applies to oleomargarine not containing a minimum pereentaue (63 pereent) of animal
[ats, an well s that made of forefgn aterisls, Wyoming's tas applics only to vegetable oloomargarine
(contnining 20 pereent or less of anfmal fats).

3 'Phe Heense {3 for 2 years,

¢ ‘Ponnessee’s tax applies to all colored margarine, regardless of {ngredionts. Uncolored wmargarine Is
exempt i made from domestic ofls and fats.

Senator Barkrky., May I ask you whether your figure of 40 and
00 s comparative prices of oleomurgarine and butter, whether that
includes the tax of 10 cents per pound? 1 suppose you are talking
at the retail prico.  Does that include the tax? '

Mr, Wicains, We are talking about vetail prices, including the tax.

Senator Barkrky. That includes the tax, whether levied on the col-
ored or otherwise,

Mr, Wiaains, There is very little of the colored sold. They sell it
white, '

Senator Barkrey. Yes, I know.

Mr, Wideins, And give some coloring with it. .

Senator Barkrry. Yes, I know. They buy the coloring or furnish
it when you buy the white, and color it at home. :

Mr. Wigains. That is correct.
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Senator Barkiey., Or on the way home.

The Cnamyan. Any further questions?

Senator Burner, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Wiggins made a remark about
the very few cases that have been brought by the Government for
violation of the tax regulations.

Mr. Wicains, Yes,

Senator Burrer. As an indieation that it is not needed. 1 do not
think we need to enter into any argument here, but I wonder if that
would not be an illustration of the effectiveness of the tax that has
been in effect all of the time, rather than otherwise.

Mr, Wigains, T think each one can draw his own conclusions. My
opinion is that the Pure I'ood and Drug Act takes care of the type
of violations that I think the Congress had in mind, when it originally
imposed the tax,

The Camyan. Any further questions?

Thank you very much.

Mr. Wicarns. Thank you.

The Cuamax. Congressman Rivers, we will be very glad to hear
from you. Will you identify yourself?

STATEMENT OF HON. S. MENDEL RIVERS, A REPRESENTA'I‘IVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Mr. Rivers, My name is S. Mendel Rivers, Member of the House
from South Carofina.

Mr. Chairman, it is quite a diflicult assignment to follow my two
distinguished South Carolinians who preceded me here before this
splendid committee, my own colleague and senior Senator, the Honor-
a}ble Mr. Maybank, who has worked hard on this subject, and who has
introduced legislation, proposed legislation on numerous occasions,
also our splendid Carohnian Mr, A. L, M. Wiggins, who did such a
sglendid job in the Treasury Department. I need not say anything
about this other fine Senator we have over here who has likewise
helped us a great deal on this subject.

Mpr. Chairman, I am grateful for this opportunity to appear on
my bill, H. R. 2245, W]liﬁl passed the House on the 20th of April by
such a furge vote, as you recall 260 to 107. My bill passed the House
without one single amendment, saving and except tlhe effective date,
which was necessary to bring the bill, having been introduced each
y]em', up to date, and the effective date of which would be July 1 of
this year. <

Mg bill is simple and to the point. Beginning on July 1 of this year,
the tax on margurine is repealed. The bill, of course, does not affect
the duty imposed by paragraph 7 of the Tariff Act of 1930 on imports
of margarine, currently fixed at 7 cents per pound by the Geneva
agreement,

This duty will remain in effect, as well as the tax of 15 cents per
pound imposed by section 2306 of the Internal Revenue Code on
marﬁarine imported from foreign countries. ~

This is my opinion, and that of the congressional committee over
there which helped me prepare the act which I am prepared to say.
now the passage of the bill in my opinion would not repeal certain
sections of the Internal Revenue &)de relating to manufacturers and

[,
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dealers of margarine under section 2302 of the Internal Revenue
Code, for example, which requires the manufacturer to file a bond to
package and mark margarine in certain preseribed ways.

Neither would it affect the ’ure Food and Drug Act laws applicable
to this product or the statutes under which the Federal Trade Com-
mission operates,

The Criiairman. Ihope that someone during the hearing will intro-
duce statistics on the imports of oleomargarine and constituent mate-
rials.

('The information referred to appears on p. 50.)

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, sir.

My bill merely places the manufacture and sale of margarine on
the same footing with other manufucturers of wholesale and edible
products.  Progress knows no time salient or season, The progress
made in the manufacture of margarine has been so rapid that today
margarine is no longer a substitute for butter. It is the coequal of
butter.

For the information of this distinguished committee, I have asked
one of the largeést chemical houses in the Nation to prepare for me a
report of ingredients commonly used in margarine, and I have that
information for the record here, Mr. Chairman, also along with the
report from the Treasury Department as far back as the year 1942,
and if you want me to, I can tell you just what margarine contains,
or I can place that in the record, even to the coloring of it. A lot of
people dé not know what is the coloring of margarine or the coloring
used in butter,

The Cuamman. I think it would be well to have some information
on that.

Mr. Rivers. All right, sir.

It contains fats and oils per thousand pounds, 346,346,000, that is
in thousands of pounds, or percentage of 79.4; milk, a percentage of
17.2; salt, 2,985 glyvcerin derivatives, 0.231; and lecithin, 0.231.

Senator BarkrLey, What is that?

Mur. Rivers. I can read about that.

Senator Barkrey., Do you know what that is?

Mr. Rivers. I have it down here.

Senator BarxLey. You can do that later.

Mr. Rivers. All right, sir,

The milk is used to impart body and flavor. The same cultures
are used on pasteurizing milk., This report caine from a chemical
house in_ this Nation. I can also give you the name of that, if you
care for it.

The Cuamryan. I think it would be well to give us the name,

Mr. Rivers. Fritshie Co. of New York. I can give you tlie nddress
later on.

That is the same used in the processing of butter and the sume
sanitary precautions are maintained. The culture developed the
butter flavor. Natural butter made from sweet cream is lacking in
proper flavor. Salt is used to stop the uction of bacteria used in'the
milk culture. When the proper amount of flavor is developed, salt
is added to the culture. This is also done in the manufacture of salted

butter, which will remain stable over a longer period of time than
will the unsalted butter.,

70269—48——4
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Glycerin derivatives arve used to stabilize the aqueous emulsion of
fats which is margarine. Without such stabilization margarine is less
stable than natural butter which on melting will not separate, and
particularly will not splatter on frying. Such glycerin derivatives
are closely related to natural fats, are nontoric, and are approved for
use in foods.

Lecithin, obtained principally from soybesn oil, is used as a stabil-
izer. It is a natural derivative and a component of vegetable oils in
varying proportions.

Sodium benzoate, an approved preservative, is sometimes used to
the extent of not more than one-tenth of 1 percent. If used, a declara-
tion must be made on the label.

Vitamin concentrates, principally vitamin A, are used in order to
increase the nutrient value of margarine. If added, the margarine
must by law contain not less than 9,000 U. S, P. units of vitamin A
per pound.

Margarine therefore may have more vitamin poteney than natural
butter, and in general more than so-called winter butter, which as you
know is colored about 8 months out of the year, and is very low in
vitamin content, The cows cannot get the green food.

This includes color and flavor. Colors are usually oil-soluble colors,
certified as to their stability for foods by the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, These colors arve Knm\'n as F, D, and C, Yel-
low No. 3, and Yellow No. 4. The yellow color is obtained from
annotto seed, which is used to colored butter, and may also be used,

Senator Burrer. Is this part of the statement of the chemical com-
pany that made the analysis?

Mr. Rivers. They got this from the Department of Agriculture,
and from their own analyses,

Senator Burrer. The part you are reading now, is this still a quote
from the report you got from the chemical company?

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir.  The only permitted flavor is dincetyl, which
is the same product as obtained from the ecream in making butter, and
is chemically identical with the chief flavor constituent of butter, and
that is the report.

Now, scientists, and I am glad to say, Mr. Chairman, that my good
friend, Dr. Anton Carlson is here this morning; I do not know whether
he is scheduled to testify; I assume he is; but I will submit for the
record a very fine writing by him and Dr. Larry Leichenger, and D,
George Eisenberg on margarine and growing children,

(‘The information referred to follows.)

(Reprinted from the Journal of the American Medleal Assoclation, February 7, 1948, vol.
136, pp. 388-801; copyright, 1048, by American Medlcal Assoclation]

MAROGARINE AND THE GROWTH OF CHILDREN

Harry ILeichenger, M, D,, (eorge Elsenberg, M. DD, and Anton J. Carlson, Ph, D,
M. D,, Chicago

This study was undertaken to determine whether there ia any nutritional dif-
ference, ag shown by increases in helght and weight in significantly large groups
of children, when the source of supplementary table fat in thelr diets s vegetable
(margarine) rather than animal (butter).

For a number of years there haa been some controversy among nutritionists
and other workers in the fleld of fat nutrition regarding the relative merits of
anlmal and vegetable fats in the human dlet. A great deal of experimentation
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has been cavried out, the laboratory rat being used, In the main, as the experl.
mental animal.

Little experimental work has been done in fat nutrition, however, among
humnn subjects.  For that reason, the present study was decided on. To insure
valid results, exnminations of the 267 children (white) included in this study
were made for a period of 2 years,

As early as 1925 Holmes, ' in studies carried out on human subjeets, found that
margarine was from 93 to 97 percent digestible,  Bunker,! In 1927, stated : .

“Beef fat excereted in the milk of the cow is no different in its origin from beef fat
which is retained within the animal, although the chemistry of butter fat and oil
differ somewhat.  Bach is a suitable food.  ‘T'he vegetable oils, also, such as olive
oll, pulin oll, coconnut ofl, peanut ofl, cottonseed ofl, and others are all suitable
foodstufl's, ‘The digestibility of the various nnimal and vegetable fats Is high"

Some years later Carlson * stated : “All the selentifie data on the digestibility,
flavor and color of the dietary tats show clearly that there 18 no significant dif-
ference in digestibility between animal and vegetable fats and that the accepta-
bility of those fats in regard to color and flavor is a matter of past conditioning
of the individunl and of no other significance in nutrition.”

Boutwell * and others, after experimental studies on ruts, conelnded : “1, With
lactose as the sole eavbohydrate * * *  rats showed superior growth when
fed butter or lard as compared to corn oil, coconnut oll, cottonseed oil, soybean
ofl, peanut oil, olive oil and hydrogenated cottonseed ofl, 2, With a mixture of
carbohydrates composed of sucrose, stareh, dextrose, dextrin and Inectose in the
diet, the average growth response of the animals fed vegetable oils was equal to
that of the anfmalg fed butter and lavd. The growth rate on this ration was
more rapid than when all the carbohydreate was present as lactose, 3, Properly
fortified oleommrgarine fats gave growth equal to batter fat over a period of 6
weeks when the above mixture or earhohydrates was incorpornted in the rations.”

Deuel? on the other hand, found no difference in the growth of weanling rats
at any thme over a 12 week pertod whether they were fed mineralized skimmed
milk powder, vitamin supplements and butter, or corn, cottonseed, peanut or
soybean ofls, or margarine. 'The extent of growth was confirmed at 3 and 6
weeks by roeutgen determinations of length of the tibla.  Also, the efliclencles of
conversion of these varlous fats to body tissue were identical. These experi-
ments refute the idea that butter fat possesses certain fatty acids not present in
other futs, which ure essential to growth.

The Council on Foods and Nutrition of the American Medical Assoclation®
stated: “It is therefore possible to conclude that at present there is no sclentific
evidence to show that the use of fortitied margarine in an average ndult dlet would
lead to nutritional dificulties. A similar stutement is probably justified in the
case of growing children, but preliminary reports from animal experiments indi-
cate that more work is necessary before any specific conelusions ean be mande,”

Graves ' stated : “When pure, all fats are equally available for the energy needs
of the body * * * the shortening powers and keeping qualities of [both
butter and margarine] are nbout the same and they are equally assimilable,”

Again, Bloor ® pointed out: “Very little need be sald about the relative nutri-
tional value of fats and hence of availability and distribution for the reason that
most of the ordinary food fats of both plant and animal origin consist mainly of
the same fow fatty aclds—olele, palmitic and stearie—in varying proportions,

and it is to be expected that they would not differ much in digestibility or in meta-
bolie usefulness,”

From the department of {mdlutrlm. Unlversity of Tllinols College of Medicine,

Alded by a grant from the Natlonal Asgoclation of Margarine Manufacturera. Terma of
the grant provided that findinga from the study could be published, regardless of results,

P Holmes, A, D.: Digestibility of Olcomargarine, Boston M. and 8.7, 192: 1210 (June

), .
? Bunker, J, W, M.: Kvldence Concorning the Reputed Health Values of Fata: A Review
of the Literature, Am, J. Jub, Health 17 : 997 (October) 1027

3 Carlwon, A, J.: Facts and Fancles Abhout Food Fats, Am. J, Pub, Health, 81: 1181

*Toutwell, R. K.: Geyer, R, P, Flvehjem, C. A, an® Hart, B, B,: Further Studies on
8';::\“?1:}”1!”1"”"0 of Butter Fat, Vegetable Olls and Oleomargarine, J. Nutritlon 26: 601
renibel

fDonel, H. J., Ir.: Movitt, B.; Hallman, I.. F,, and Mattson, F.: Studies of the Com-
arative Nutritive Value of Fata: Y. Growth Rate and Ffficlency of Converaion of Varlous
feta to Tisaue, J. Nutrition 27: 107 (January) 1044,
$ The Comparative Nutritional Value of Butter and Oleomargarine, report of Council on
Foods and Nutrition, J, A, M. A, 119:1 Auguat 22, 1042,
tGraves, 1. ! Fats in Our Dally Fare, Mo, Honp. 40 : 90 March 1048,
¢ Rloor, W. R.: Role of Fat in the Diet, J. A, M. A, 119: 1018, July 25, 1942,
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Recently Deuel® reaflivmed the fact that vitamin-fortificd margarine has a
nutritional value substantially equivalent to that of butter. ‘U'hix bellef is sup-
ported by the conclusions of an entirely unprejudiced group, the conmittee on
public health velations of the New York Aeademy of Medicine, which recommended
tn its report of February 1, 1943, that wide publicity, both lay and professional,
be given to the fact that mavgarine fortified with vitamin A is nutritionally equd
to butter. A sitmilar conclucion was reached by the Food and Nutrition Board
of the Natfonal Research Council in its Reprint and Circular Series No, 118, re-
leased in August 1043,

Cowgill ™ concluded : “Edible futs, the melting points of which are not too high
to prevent Hquefaction in the alimentary tract, are digested and absorbed to about
the same degree,  Such differences as hive been found are of no practical nutri-
tional significance. * ™ *  Natural fats differ with respeet to their content of
the essential unsaturated fatty acids but the amounts needed by the organism are
so sl that these are probubly of no practical natritional signiticance,  Natural
fats have not been found (o differ appreciably in thelr effect on the body's needs
for other dietary essentinls, * * * [p a diet otherwise nutritionally gatis-
factory, a vegetable fat such as that contained in o margarine can serve ade-
quately in place of butterfat for growth and reproduction, as shown by experi-
ments with efght and more succeessive generations of rats.”

Boer and colleagues ™ recently reported on the presence of vaccenie acid in
simer butter, They stated that vaccente acid has growth-promoting properties in
rats,  Buler and associates,” however, reporied inability to demonstrate any
growth-promoting fuctor peculinr to butter. Moreover the same authors * in lnter
studies “to characterize the physiologieal inttuence on the rat's organism of dif-
ferent fats * * * compared the growth, the fertility, and the longevity of
rats, which were reared on a fat nutrition, consisting either of butter or of mar-
garine (fat mixture MW)." ‘They coneluded *that the nutritional and physiologi-
el value of the slightly varyving fat mixtures, which we employed under the
designation of MW and which correspond to the margarines manufactured in
Sweden during the period from October 1943 to November 1946, is in no way in-
ferior to the value of hutter.”

Deuel and associates,! meanwhile found vegetable fats and margarine equal to
or better than butter iu supporting augmented growth in two series of tests with
rats, based on administration of growth hormone from the anterior lobe of the
pituitary body.

PLAN OF S8TUDY

Two groups of children were included in the study, which covered a perfod of
2 vears. One group received only margarine as the table fat in the diet, It wasg
used on bread and vegetables, as well as in the making of pastry and.in frying.
Fortitied margarine was supplied by a numnber of the various compitnies now mann.
fucturing the product and was the same as that sold to the public. "I'he mar-
garine used was all derived from vegetable fats, and contained no fat from animal
sources, ‘The second group of children used only hutier for the same purposes.

The margarine group lived in an Institution housing 130 children ranging in
age from 3 to 16 years. The children were half-orphans, for the most part, from
broken homes, They attended the neighborhood schools and returned to the
institution for lunch, Samplings also Indieated that the ehildren were served
margarine on their occasional visits to families outside the institution,

The butter group was in another institution some 10 miles (16 kilometers)
away. It included 125 children ranging in age from 6 to 17 years, who were
mostly orphans.

ozf.ouel H, J,, Jr.: The Butter-Margarine Controversy, Sclence 103 : 183, February 10,

¥ Cowglll, G. I "elative Nutritive Values of Anlmal and Vegetable Fats, Physlol, Rev,
25 064 Ootolwr | B
joer, J.: Jausen, B, C, P,, and Kentle, A.: On the Growth- Promotlng Faclor for Rats
Prment fn Summer Butter, J, 'Nutrition 33 : 839, March 1047, Boer, J, ; Jansen, B, C. T
.Montl'f.1 4 and Knol, H. W.: The Growth-Promoting Actlion of Vaccenic Acid, ihid. 83: 359
arc
3 von KEuler von Fuler, H., and Snaberg t Zur Kenntnis des Nahrwertes ver-
;;mtl:den?ﬁdhgtte, f) e Ernuhruns 765, 1942; Vemuche tiher die Nahrungsfaktoren der
utter, i 12
¥yvon Euler, B.. nml yon Fuler, H,: Biological ¥Facts on Vaccenic Acld, Ark, f. kemi,
mlmero. 0. geol., June 1947, vol, 2513,
1 Deuel, H. 1., Jr.; Hemirlck. C., and Crockett, M. B.: Studies on the Comparative Nutrl-
tl\e Values of Fats: VII, Growfh Rate with Restricted Calories and on Injection of the
Growth Hormone, J. Nutritlon 31:1787, June 1046
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''he diet in each institution was carefully supervised by trained dietitians and
2o regulated that 206 to 30 percent of the total calories were supplied hy fat,  The
margarine constituted approximately 63 to 70 percent of the total fat calorles,

Al of the children in both groups were weighed and measared each month
under medieal supervizion. A careful checek was made from time to time to be
sure that weights and measiurements were aecurately determined,  Routine red-
bload-cell counts and hemoglobin determinations were made on each child after
the study was started aod again 1 year later. Specialists in pediatries super-
viged the medieal eare of all the children, A record was kept of the character
and duration of all illnesses contracted by the children,

RBESULTS

At the elose of the stwdy move than 200 records were available for analysis in
the margarine group.  Becanse of the turn-over in the institution, the period of
stidy was not uniform and ranged from about a month to a maximum of 24
months,  In the butter group there were ahout 150 records avadlable, ranging up
to 24 months' ohservation time on weight, height, red blood count, hemoglobin,
and illnesses,

It was found that those children who stayed a very short tinme had extreme
frregulavities in welght gaing,  Since it wonld serve no useful purpose, aml only
inerease the margin of error in the computations, all thoge records of children
who were studied less than 6 months were discarded.  About 40 in each group
were <o eliminated, leaving 160 records in the margarine group and 107 in the
butter sroup.

Blood studies—There were 65 children in the margarine group and K85 in the
butter group from whoxe records differences in erythroeyte count and hemoglohin
could be computed, At the beginning of the study there was an average red-cell
connt of 4254000 in the margarine group, the lowest being 3,710,000 and the
highest 4,870,000, One year Liter the averiage was 4,195,000, the low 3,440,000 ulul
the high 5,060,000, ( umlmmhlv figures for the butter group were as follows: At
the beginning the average red-blood-cell ecount was 4,629,000 ; low, 3,040,000 ; high
5,040,000 1 year later the average was 4,640,000 low, 3,920,000 and high,
5,H00,(0),

In the margarvine group the average hemoglobin was 13.7 grams per hundred
cubic contimeters, with a low of 11,3 and a high of 16.6.  One year later the figures
were 13,4, 105, and 18,6, respectively.  For the butter group, at the beginning of
the study the hemoglobin figures were @ Average, 15.4 grams; tow, 138 and high.
17.9. One year luter the findings were: Average, 15.3: low, 124 and high, 17.5.

Al theze flgures arve within normal Himits in our celinieal experience, Morcover,
according to Osgood and Baker,” there is an average of 12 grams of hemoglobin,
ranging from 10 to 14 gramms in the bload of normal chilidren from 4 to 13 years
of age. Griffith and Mitchell * stated that the red-Blood-cell count remains at
about 4,500,000 to 5,000,000 throughout childhood, Hence, it would appear that
the blood-cell counts in both institutions were in line with counts found in similar
groups of children.  Furtherimnore, any variations which ocenrred were well within
the usual errors in making hemoglobin and red-blood-cell determinations,

Height and weight ~—All the records contained data on welight in pounds and
ounces and height in inches  Gains in welght and height are partly a function of
time, <o a further adjustment had to be made to facilitate valid comparicon, The
basis of exactly 1 year was uged for standardization, The periml of the greatest
majority of the cages was over a year. Since this means that the majority had
to l‘lu reduced in value to be standardized, chance errovs tend to be reduced as
well,

An analysis of the total cases in each group is shown in tables 1 and 2, Aver-
age nnnual welight and height gains for boys and girls are shown,  For additional
comparison, the average gains for standiard height-weight tables are inclnded
under the eolumn headed “Standard.”

Since changes in weight and height are also a function of age, only groups of
like age are compared.

The standard error Is appended to each value in the margarine group, and
comparable value in the butter group. For a test of statistical significance at the

¥ Osgo E. BE., and Baker, R. L.: Erythrocyte, Hemoglohin, Cell Volume and Color,
Volume and Saturation Index Standards for Normal Children of School Age, Am. J, Dis.
Chlm 5O 'M? August 1935,
® Grifiith, P C,, and Mitchell, A. G.: The Diseases of Infants and Children, ed. 2,
Philndclphln. w B. Saunders Co., 1937, p. 38,
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5-percent level, the difference between two comparable entries in the margarine
and standard columns must be greater than twice the standard error. ¥or in-
stance, on the first line in table 1, under “Boys,” in the column headed “Margarine,”
the average yearly gain in weight was 6.7 pounds (3,039 grams) with a standard
error of 0.6 pound (272.2 grams). Twice 0.6 is 1.2, which, added to 6.7, gives 7.9
pounds (3,583.4 grams). The average gain in the standard column is 7.2 pounds
(3,265.9 grams), well within the range of the standard error, and the difference is,
therefore, not statistically significant.

TABLE 1.—Average yearly gain in weight (in pounds) for children observed at
least G months

Boys Girls

Age, years 5
. Mergarine | Butter | Standard| Margarine | Butter | Standard
All 59—15 7.21 7.4%0.8 |oooie.o.... 6.9
All (6-17 70 |eeeea e 59 7.1
6-13._.. 7.5 8.94-0.7 7.241.0 8.0
2-5.... 5.2 3,904 |oeecinnena. 4.6
[ 5.5 7.5+0.6 83417 6.2
10~13.. 95| 10.6+1.3 7.1+1,1 9.7
4-17.. -3 2 3.4 5.2

PABLE 2.—Average yearly guin in height (in inches) for children observed at
lcast 6 months '

Boys QGirls
Age, years

Margarine | Butter | Standard| Margarine | Butter | Standard
All §2to 15).. 2.3 2.1£0.1 | 2.2
All (6to17).. | 1 ) PO 1.0 1.7
8to13..... 2.1 2.0:£0.1 1.2:+0.1 2.1
210X S, 3.0 23401 {.oana. 2.7
8to9... 2.0 2.1+0.1 1,54:0.3 2.2
10to13.. .. 2.2 2.0+0.1 1,240.1 2.0
14to17.... ) 0 PR 0.4 L0

For a test of significance between n margarine and butter value the formula

4 = Jo Yo}
;“‘;’. J 'x.n+ ';:
i3 used. In only 3 cases does it seem necessary to perform this test, This is in
table 1, under “Boys,” ages 6-13 and ages 6-9, and table 3, under “Boys,” ¢-0
yeurs of age. In none of these cases was the difference found significant.

In both table 1 and table 2 all average gaing in the margarine group were at
least ag great (including the standard error) as the gain in either the butter
group or a standard group, with two exceptions, These exceptions were in the
2- to 5-year age groups. This is due to the fact that the average nge in this par-
ticular group in the margarine study was greater than the midvalue of the group.
In fact, there were only one boy and one girl 2 years old included in the study.

It is belleved that the adjustment of all the values to an annual basis is accu-
rate, However, to ellminate doubt ag to the validity of the method, comparisons
were made using only those subjects who were ohserved for the maximuih time,
There were 51 children in the margarine group 'who were studled the maximum
time of 24 months, In the butter group there were 63 under obsevation for
the maximum 24 months, . B

Again the values were reduced to an annual average gain, going far to reduce
otl:m:lce errors, since all values were prnotlcnlly halved, Tables 8 and 4 exhibit
the data. .

In unly one case, the 2-5 year age group in the boys, in table 4, {s the comparigon
unfavorable. In all other combinations matgarine shows up as at least as efli-
clent a source of fat for growth as butter in the normal dlet,

i
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TABLE 3.—Average yearly gain in weight (in pounds) in children observed 24

months
Boys Qirls
Age, years
Margarine Buttor |Standard| Margarine | Butter | Standard
All(2to18)... . ... ... 8.7:4£0.9 |.....oo..... 72| 82&L0|............ 6.9
All(Bt017). . oooooooeo LT 8.1 79 e 6.3 7.1
6to 13. - 7.4+1.2 8.7+1.2 7.5 9, 541.1 8.3+1.2 8.0
2to5.. 4.6:£0.5 |............ 521 40404 {............ 4.6
6to9.. +0.6 6.74+2.3 5.5 [R5 1 N OO 6.2
10to 13.. 12,242.4 9.4£1.3 0.61 11.0xL7 8.3+1.2 9.7
H4to17 7.0 -2 28 PR 5.2
COMMENT

It is evident from the tables that growth of the group fed margarine, as de-
termined by increases in height and weight, was comparable to that of the
children fed butter and to standard height and weight values for the same age
group.

TAaBLE 4.—Average yearly gain in height (in inches) in children observed 24

months
Boys Girls
Age, years

Margarine | Butter | Standard| Margarine | Butter | Standard
All gz to15).." J 22802 ... 2.3 2.2
ANt 17). oo 1.6 1.8 L7
6tol13..... 2.140.3 2.24:0.2 2.1 2.1
2t05.... 2.6:40.1 .ol 3.0 2.7
6tob...... 2.040.4 2.040.1 2.0 2.2
10t013. ... oo, 2.3:£0.3 2.240.2 2.2 2.0
£ R 1 ¥ AU IR 0.7 1.2 L0

Furthermore, it was noted that in the margarine group there was no increase
in the amount of illness, Illnesses in general had been on the decline in the
margarine group for the last 4 or 5 years, and this decrease in the incidence of
fllness continued during the perfod of the study. This compares with conditions
bresent in the community for the last 5 years.

It was interesting to ohserve how the children accepted margarine, When it
first made its appearance on the table—in its white form—ang the study was
explained to the children, the younger children promptly accepted it. The chil-
dren in the older age group did not take to it too kindly, Very shortly thereafter,
however, a shipment of colored margarine came in. This was cut up into the
usual pats and all the children then ate it readily and lberally, Thereafter it
was always served cut in pats and colored. ‘

At no time during the period of the study was it considered that vitamin A

,blayed any definite role in the results of the study. The reason, of course, is that
all the margarine used contained 15,000 units of vitamin A per pound—which is
equal to or greater than the amount present in average butter,

Blood studies showed that there were no significant differences between the
margarine or butter groups.

.. The children in the margarine group experienced a high degree of good health
during the study, and in comparing their health to that of the butter group it
appears to have been much better,

When infirmary records are compared it is readily scen that the margarine
group fared much better than the butter group. We are not making any claims
that the margarine group were healthier simply because their dlet contained
‘margarine. Other variables are more likely to account for their better health.

At no time during the course of the study did elther Institution experience any
type of epidemic, and no doubt this may In part be due to the fact that both
institutions practiced accepted preventive measures on all thelr children.
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CONCLUBIONS

Growing ‘children experience normal growth in height and welght when their
diets contain only fortified margarine as table fat, as shown by comparison with
children fed on similar diets with butter as the source of tuble fat and by com-
parison with standard height and weight tables.

TABLE D.—roup total and average yearly gaing in weight (pounds) and height
(incheg) ; children observed at least 6 months

Margarine group Butter group
Age, years -
Numberof | 44 elahit Helght Number of Welght Height

children children

182,380 | 106,788 |............

430,368 139, 446 13 40, 872 23,332

462. 620 &0, 432 53 440,173 60, 510

43.121 G878 | ] T

....................... 41 22,328 25,299

Total. ...l 160 | 1,127.408 339, 540 107 760, 373 139, 141
AVETARC.evovvvivinaina]niennaian. 7.047 2122 |l 7.108 1,300

Whether the greater part of the fat of the diet is derived from vegetable or
animal sources has no effect on growth and health as shown by changes in
height and weight and health records of children observed over a 2-year period.

During a 2-year period the health of 267 children was uniformly good so
far as serious illness is concerned, regardless of whether margarine or butter
was the source of the greater part of the fat in the diet.

TAaBLE 6.—Group tolal and average yearly gaing, by sex, in weight (pounds) and
height (inches) : children observed at least 6 months

Boys Ctirls
Age, years Numbef of Number of
um N . umber of
children Welght Height children Weight Height

24 101. 080 859,171 21 81,311 47,614

41 215. 701 77. 800 30 223, 667 681, 647

16 197,327 35, 600 25 265, 200 50,833

2 42,273 6.878 1 0848 |.........._.

Tolnl. o cceiviniennnne. 83 5506, 381 179. 449 77 571,116 . 004
6, 703 2102 Joeeinannaa. 7.417 2,079

0 63, 703 17.24 4 33, 070 6, 038

28 263, 559 60, 936 25 176.614 29, 676

20 172, 504 18.800 16 50, 824 6.499

Total 63 490,856 97,029 44 260, 517 42,113
Average... 7.934 1,640 |oeonnanennas 5921 0, 957

If there I8 a growth factor present in butter which is not present in margarine,
there 18 no evidence in the present study that such a factor plays any important
part in the growth of children as deterrnined by increases in height and weight.

Margarine 18 a good source of table fat In growing children, as determined by
a 2-year study., Children readlly accept margarine as a table spread when it is
colored and served in pats. ‘

The Crzairman. Dr. Carlson is on the list of witnesses,

Mr. Rivers, They adequately show’where growing children using
margarine alone in their diet. for all and every conceivable purpose in
which fat is necessary, have no difference from butter, and certainly
the growing features are equal to that of butter.

e
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Now, if the converse of the present condition were true toduy, and
no tax existed on margarvine, Mr. Chairman, it would be diflicult to
imagine a condition giving an excuse to tax margarvine today. because
of the many great strides that have been made as the result of the
manufacturers’ desire to make this a good product. If any were
taxed, it would be butter, because butter today is a luxury. People
cannot afford it.  The 40,000,000 households today which use margar-
ine could not afford to get butter.

Margarine is eaten today because of desive and of necessity, because
of the high price of butter, which has made it a luxury. Over 700,-
000,000 pounds of margarine were nsed last year, and of the 10,000,000
lmusehu‘ds, approximately over 13,000 man and woman years of labor
were used in the mixing of it and I contribute to that, because I have
mixed a sizable amount myself,

That 13.000 years could well have been used to the other necessities
that exist in this high and inflated society.

Now, the American housewife today pleads, Mr. Chairman and
members of this committee, as well as demands, that the tax on
margarine, the un-American tax be removed. From the planting
of the seed of the corn, the peanut, the soy and the cotton to the
ultimate finished product, there is a tax of from one-quarter of 1 per-
cent or whatever the tax is to 15 cents a pound for no rhyme or reason,
and in addition to that there are hidden costs by virtue of the virtual
sword of Damocles that hangs over the heads of every manufacturer.
wholesafer, or retailer of margarine, because of the punitive Federal
statutes, which cause untold cost to keep books to deliver this finished
product to the housewife, every conceivable concoction is conceived to
render it almost impossible to deliver a product to the housewife.

Before the House committee I referrcé to this tax as a tribute and
as a ransom. I will not refer to it here, because the Senate, by a vote,
has seen fit_to refer to this as a tax, giving you jurisdiction, and at
that ]l)oint, I am glad to note that this distinguished committee has
jurisdiction on this subject matter.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in closing, I want to say this: Our body has
spoken unmistakably on this subject, answering the plea and the
demand of the housewife. I know that you will do likewise, and your
body will follow your decision. ' '

T am honored to be here, and I am very grateful for this opportunity.

The Crnamrman. We are glad to have you here. Thank you.

M. Rivers. I will submit to any questions.

Senator Barkrey. At the beginning of your statement, referring
to the tariff taxes, you snid the present tax, I understood, was 7 cents
under the Geneva agreement.

My, Rivens. I think that is right.

Senator Barxrey. But the tax on the section 22 was 15 cents, the
tariff, It sounded like a discrepancy between the two figures, sir.
It may not be vital,  'What are the facts about it ?

Mr. Rivers, I think that the 15 cents is on imported margarine,
and then there is the Geneva agreement. which imposes a tax, I think
it is, of 7 cents, in addition to that. In the treaty which the Senate
approved with the Philippines I’ think it exempted coconut. oils,
which in some cases are used; virtually now margarine is made from
just about 100 percent American oils, but I believe in the Philippine
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agreoment I have that in my files, I did not bring it this morning,
but I procured that from the State Department, they nre free, 1
think it is some kind of a reciprocal agreement,

The Cnamman, Senator Fulbright, will you see that we get the
statistics on imports of oleomurgarine and constituent materinlst

Senator Furnrionr., Yes, sir.

(The following was later submitted for the record:)

Imports of margarine and principal ingredients, 193047

Cotlonaged [Boybean oll,
Year Margarine lolli o(r:):}& (‘fll:}&\&%!b\
: usis (1, .
pounds) | Ty | pounds)?
B0, e e e et e et e e e e 2w 8,348
1 2 1 4,418
2. 1 0 105
3. 0 1] 3, 660
4 1 9,167 3,80
s.. R 100, 087 14, 248
8. $7: 136, 310 7, 187
7. 42,402 207, 0. 20, 7452
8. 2,205 83, 430 4, 4
9. 42609 30,617 4120
1040, . b1, 764 12, %8 4, B840
1. 42,522 23, 308 7
2. o83 0,002 )]
3. 1 13,114 0
4. 0 0, 357 Q)
8. 0 33, 490 0
6... 0 ()
17... 140 077 Tt

1 Souirce: Burean of Forelgn and Domestio Commeroee.
t In 1047, contributed 53.1 peroent of margerine oll ingredients, Source of data: Bureat of Internal “{‘"'

onuo, .
4 Tn 1047, contributed 37.6 percont of margarine ofl ingredionts.  Bource: Same.
4 Less than 500 {)oumls.
3 Imported mostly into Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico.

Norr.~Other ingredients, 1047: Peanut oll, 2.9 poroent; coconut oll, 3.6 peroent; corn ofl, 1.1 percons ;
oleo oil, 0.0 percent; noutral lard, 0.5 pereont; monostearine, 0.1 peroent,

Senator Barkrey. Do you have any figures »3 to the comparative
consumﬁtion of margarine and butter?

Mr. Rivers. I think butter is about three times as much, either
twice or three times as much butter sold.

Senator Barkrey. Twice or three times as muchk butter as mar-
garine{ .

Mr. Rivers. I do not know, siv.  You cannot sell o pound of mar-
garine to the armed services.

Senator BarkrLEY. I wondered if you knew the comparative pounds
of consumption between the two.
 Mr. Rivers. Margarine is, I think, over 700,000,000 pounds last year,
and I think it was between 1 and 2 billion pounds of butter?

Senator Barkrey. The price of margarine being less than half of
the price of butter, and according to your view equally nutrient and
desirable as a food, why has not the consumption of oleomargarine
caught up with that of butter?

r. Rivers, There are many factors, Senator. The majority of the
spread which was used by the housewives of this Nation last year was
margarine, but the majority of the spread used b{ the consuming pub-
lic throughout was butter, A great portion of that was in the armed
forces, a great portion X imagine in the restaurants and other places.

I
;
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But the majority of the spread used by the housewives of the Nation
wis margarine,

Of course, as you observed a while ago, I am glad to see that in
some instances they can mix it on the way home.  Many things have
been devised to do that.

Senator Barkrey. T do not want. that remark to be taken seriously,
but T guess it is a simple process.  They could stop on the way home
and mix it so it wouhl look like butter when they got there.

Mr. Rivenrs, T shave on my way to the oftice sometimes,  We have
many little things which make it convenient now.

The Cnamman, Tet the record show that Senator Johnston of
South Carolina is here, Do you wish to ask any questions?

Senator Jonxsron, I do not. I have the figures that you are ask-
ing for. T put them in the Congressional Record in my last s‘)ecch
on this oleomargarine question. T will put them in. T decided I
would not burden the committee with testimony because of the fact
that this subject has been thoroughily explored over a long period
of time. Instend, with your permission, I will offer a statement for
the record.

The Cramman. We will be glad to have it.  Senator Fulbright has
undoubtedly taken note of what you just said and it will facilitate
his supplying the material.

Senator Jounsron. I am speaking about the question that. the Sena-
tor from Kentucky talked about, tﬁe amount. of butter and oleomar-
garine ‘used in the United States. In my last speech on this sub-
jeet T put into the record the amount of pounds.

(The statement veferred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT oF SENATOR OLIN D. JOUNSTON BEFORE THE SENATE FINANOE CoMMIT-
TEE oF MAy 17, 148, ox T Ruvers Binn, H. R, 2245, A Binn o REPEAL THE
TAXES ON OLEOMARGARINE .

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity of
making o statement before you in connection with your consideration of the
Rivers bill for the repeal of taxes on margarine.

It Is unnecessary for me to point out how gratified I was at the reference of
this bill to your committee. We actively sought such reference on the floor of the
Senate, I further appreciate the publicly announced promise of the distinguished
and shle chairman to the effect that this bill will he reported expeditiously to
the Senate for final action,

The action taken by the House is especlally encouraging to those of us who
have long urged the abolition of these diseriminatory, unjust, and outmoded anti-
margarine stntutes, Not only does it indleate {hat a majority of the Members
of the House favor a change in the antimargarine laws, but {t offers, at long
Iast, an opportunity for the Senate to vote on the matter,

My purpose today 18 to urge the committee—whatever thelr personal preference
may be on the margarine question—that at the very least the S8enate Is given an
opportunity for a clear-cut discussion and vote oit thic question of repealing the
antimargarine laws,

We have never had, as I have already polnted out, such an opportunity before,
I think we are entitled to that opportunity. I think the farmers of this country,
fn 44 of our 48 States, who grow the ingredients of margarine, are entitled to it.
And I belleve we owe It to the consumers of this country to let the Senate
express 1tgelf on this matter. T think the case for margarine tax repeal {8 over-
whelming, T know of no other current fssue on which there i8 so much to. be
sald for one slde and so little for the other. I know of no law on our statute
books which so unjustly discriminates against one American product in favor of
another; against one group of American farmers in favor of another: and against
one healthful food essential to the nutrition of many of our low-income people in
favor of another healthful food which, because of its price, is now avallable In
quantity only to our high-income groups.
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I am especially hopeful that the cause of margarine tax repeal will be made a
bipartisan one in this hody as it was in the House that the Republican leader-
ship will join' with the Democratie leadership in support of repeal.  This should
never have been a party issue. The farmers who grow the ingredients of
margarine are both Republican and Democrat. The growers, as I stated, live
hoth in Republican-dominated States, and in Democratic-dominated States, both
in the North and in the South. 'The grocers who sell it, the consumers who
buy it, the housewives who are compelled, in effeet, to mix the color into it, are
both Republicans and Democrats, and the Federal antimargarvine laws diserim-
inate against them all without regard to party affiliation,

I am confident, if the Senate is permitted to discuss the question of murga-
rine-tax repeal without the intrusion of the other issues which have always been
present in past efforts to repeal these laws, that the outcome will be decisively
in favor of repeal.

The fact that this body, by identieal votes of 45 to 33, declded against the Ful-
bright and Maybank margarine-tax-repenl amendments to the income-tax bill
is immaterial. That was not a vote on the merits of margarine-tax repeal
alone; it was also a vote on the wisdom of incorporating in an income-tax measure
an amendment to repeal excise taxes. I am confident that a number of Senators
who opposed the Fulbright and Maybank amendments are in favor of repeal of the
Pederal antimargarine laws. 1 believe that this will be abundantly established
when, and if, the Scnate is permitted to vote on the question,

1 have long championed repeal of these oppressive, undemocratic laws, In
March 1947 I introduced a bill (8, 985) for the purpose. The crux of this whole
controversy, it seems to me, is the contention of the butter proponents that but-
ter has some unique right to the use of the color yellow and that margarine, if
it uses that color, should be required to pay an impost of 10 cents a pound, This
extraordinary claim, which has been accepted in our Federal statutes since 1902,
is unique, No other food, no other American produét hag ever before claimed u
monopoly on color,

The butter argument runs like this: The natural color of butter is yellow;
artificial coloring is added to butter, but only to enhance this so-called natural
color, not for the purposes of deception. The natural color of margarine is
white, and yellow coloring is added only to make it look like butter and thus
to dereive the public. Thus speak the butter champions,

Let us examine this argument carefully. In the first place, if the butter
argument is correct, then margarine producers should be prohibited from using
yellow at all, since yellow margarine presumably deceives the public. Outright
prohibition of yellow margarine, not a 10-cent tax on it would be the logical
solution.

But, of course, the butter argument on color is n most flimsy one. Yellow is
the natural color of butter only part of the time. Butter's color varies from
white to pale yellow to deep yellow. There has even been butter, the famous
old Goshen butter of Pennsylvania, which had a reddish hue., Sometimes, de-
pending upon the breed of the cow and its feed, butter is as white as the most
thoroughly bleached margarine,

Notlice that I sald “bleached margarine.” For one of the ironies of our tax
on yellow margarine is that the natural yellow color of margarine has to be
bleached fro:a it or the product is subject to the 10-cents-per-pound Federal tax.

The reason, of course, that margarine manufacturers want to color their
product yellow ig the same as the reason that creameries add yellow coloring
to butter—to meet consumer preferences.

Butter is the only product which claims a preemptive right to any color, Tawrd
could elahmm n right to white to the exclusion of the vegetable cooking compounds,
Cotton could try to prevent rayon and other synthetic fibers from using the colors
which cotton used hefore its competitors came upon the market.

After all, the essence of competition is imitation in one form or another. If
we tax one product because it resembles another and because it is used for the
same purposes, we will destroy our competitive gystem. "The butter people say
that the tax on_yellow margarine is necessary to prevent fraud. Since the
pure food and drug laws are considered sufficlent to prevent fraud In the case
of other food products, it obviously is absurd to sny they wiil not prevent fraud
in the case of margarine, i
" 'Of course, no law was ever written which could not be violated,
~ I do not believe that any American industry has a rvight to the discriminatory
protection against another that has been given butter over margarine, Dut,
Jeaving aside the question whether such ()lscrlmhmtinn is just or wise, let us

J1
Loy



OLEOMARGARINE TAX REPEAL 53

meet the dairy argument on its own grounds. 'They defend the antimargarine
lws hecause they say they arve needed for the protection of dairy farmers,

Have they protected dairy farmers?  More specifieally, have they protected
for farmers who depend upon butier for their livelihood? Let us examine the
record.

During the past 50 years, under the protection of the antinugarine laws,
hutter has been reduced from a major factor in the dairy industry to a decidedly
minor one. In 1801, the year preceding the passage by Congress of the most
restrictive of the antimargarine laws—-the 10-cent tax on every pound of yellow
margarine—per capita consumption of hutter was 19.9 pounds,  In 1947, it was
only 11.2 pounds,

In the 10 yeuars bhetween 1936 and 1446, total butter production, including hoth
creamery and farm manufacture, declined from 2,131,000,000 pounds to 1,500,
GCO,000 pounds, Thix is a reduction of approximately 20 percent.  During the
same 10 years, total milk production, for all purposes including butter, inereased
from 102:410,000,000 pounds in 1936 to 120,276,000,000 pounds in 1946, So we see
that while there was more milk avallable for butter manufacture, the percentage
of lh!fslmilk made into butter during these 10 years decreased approximately
one-fifth, ‘

The disappearance of more than 600,000,000 pounds of hutter from the market
during these 10 years is especially significant because prices for butterfat rose
fairly steadily. As a matter of fact, farmers received $548,000,600 from the sale
of butterfat at inflated 1946 prices compuared to $420,000,000 from the sale of a
much larger amount In 1936, But, whereas in 1936 this income from butter was
29.5 percent of the total dairy income: in 1046, it amounted to only 147 percent.
These facts indicate the chief reason for reduced butter production : It has been
much more profitable generally for dalry furmers to sell their product as fluid
milk and for whole milk purpores than te sell it for butter manufactnre,

But it is not margarine that is driving butter out of the market, Margirine has
not nmwtiml that portion of the market vaciated by butter which wonld have oc-
curred if this were the big reason for the drop in butter consumption,

In 1046 margarine per capita consumption was 3.8 pounds, one of the highest on
record, yet this rvepresented an inerease of only eight-tenths of 1 pound per
capita since 1936, During this 10-year stretch butter consumption dropped
5.9 poundls,

The public, on an average, bought about 6 pounds less butter per caplta in 1044
than in 1036, but this definite nutritional gap was not filled with a corresponding
increase in margarine purchases,

Surely we cannot say that if margarine hud been unrestricted, if it had had
free aceess to the market place, more of the gap, or all of it, would not have
been filled, to {he definite nutritional gain of the American people, For no one
today challenges the healthful qualities of margarine,

But even if this happy situation had transpired, it conld not be said that mar-
garine drove butter from the market, It is evident that but.er has taken itself
out of the market, The cost of producing hutter iz high by comparison with the
more profitable uses of mitk, Butter must be sold at a comparatively high price
to meet the cost of production, These are the reasons for dollar butter and
the loss hy the butter industry of approximately 40 percent of the market which
it had 10 years ago.,

This, then, Is what has happened to butter and to the income of farmers who
depend upon butter for their tHivelihood under the alleged protection of the Federal
antimargarine Jaws,

But repeatedly the butter lobby has claimed that if the Federal taxes on mar-
garine were repealed it would disrupt the whole dairy industry and have other
“adverse effects on the national economy and health apparently in this way,

Margarine would bhecome distincetly competitive with butter, foreing butter
prices, which largely coutrol the prices of dairy products, to fall to low levels,
Milk prices would likewise fall. 'This would result in curtailment of the produc-
tion of milk. The dairy farmer would reduce his herds of dalry cattle, losing con-
stderable Income, and perhaps many dalry farmers would be driven out of the
dalry business, This would also force a shift from livestock toward fleld crops,
which wonld result In soil erosion, National nutrition would also suffer as a
result of the decline in milk production,

Assuming, however, that butter prices would be forced down competitively by
expanded margarine production, there Is no reason why this should affect the
price of other dairy pproducts, It is true that in many sections of the country the
price of fluld milk is set by formula and depends in part upon butter prices, But
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there {8 no necessity for this, It is the result of a situation that once existed——
when butter production was greater and more profitable as compared with the
sale of milk for other purposes—but that no longer exists today. Butter today is
a dwindling industry. Its production has fallen fairly steadily for 10 years, It is
the least profitable of all the milk outlets, There is no reason why some other
milk product should not become the industry’s price stabllizer. Many dairy
farmers realize this and complain of the continuance of butter as a price fixer for
the industry. ‘T'he report in September 1947 of the Boston Milkshed Pricing Com-
mittee, which was composed of a number of outstanding dairy economists, recom-
. mended the abundonment of the butter formula for setting fluid milk prices in the
Boston market.

It seems clear today that butter is no longer a desirable price stabilizer for
milk products,

Moreover, butter is not the most satisfactory outlet for so-called seasonal sur-
pluses of milk—or depression surpluses. The new dried whole milk industry-and
the jgreater expanded evaporated and condensed milk and ice-cream industries
offer more profitable outlets for so-called surpluses of fluid milk,

No evidence is given that repeal would result in the curtailment of milk pro-
duction, and little can be found, because the more butter produced the less fluid
milk is available; and the less butter the more fiuid milk. The reduction of butter
production and tf\e increase in fluid milk and whole milk use means more income
for the dairy industry as a whole,

Since the milk which did not go into butter would go into fluld and wholé milk
channels, there would be no need for reducing the number of dairy cattle,

If a decline in milk production occurred, national nutrition would suffer. But
an expansion of fluid milk production would be the more likely consequence-—if
margarin competition were sufficient to effect a decline in butter production, and
that is a large “if.,” The diversion of milk from butter to fluid and whole milk
uses is actually to the nutrvitional interest since these outlets, unlike butter,
utilize all the nutrients of milk,

T'he other reasons which have been given over the years to justify this discrimi-
natory, un-American legisiation are merely rationalizations for this real purpose
of protection—which, as we have seen, does not protect, Most of them are so
patently false today that they deserve little consideration by serlous-minded men,
However, because they have been repeated so often, I think we must discuss
them briefly.

I do not need to tell the committee in detail about the interest which the cotton
farmers and the soybean farmers have in this issue, The cotton producers have
been discriminated against for years and this discrimination has cost them mil-
lions upon millions of dollars. In morket value cottonseed oil is more important
than the three other products of cottonseed, meal, linters, and hulls combined,
Ordinarily oil provides more than 55 percent of the market value of all four
products, and for the first 9 months of 1947 margarine alone took 32.5 percent of
?ll t;lle c?lttouseed oll consumed in thig country and was the biggest single use

or the oll, .

The price of cottonseed, from which the sharecroppers and other small cotton
producers get the bulk of their spendable income, depends primarily on the price
of ofl, It is all too obvious that the Federal and State restrictions which restrict
the use of cottonseed oll are a drop upon price. This matter Is of vital importance
to the South and the entire Cotton Belt,

Shintlarly it is of vital importance to the soybean areas which, incidentally,
center in the Middle West, Almost as much soybean oil as cottonseed oll is used
in the production of margarine and the story is similar to the story of cottonseed,

It also is of vital Importance to the consumers of the country and to the house-
wives who waste time and food in coloring margarine, One can buy margarine
a litle cheaper it he colors it himself. He can save 10 cents, Is not that ridic-
ulous? A man can buy margarine uncolored, take it home, and let his wite
have the trouble of coloring it, to save 10 cents.},

Finally, a vital principle is involved, one which transcends any of the other
factors which T have mentioned, There Is no reason to discriminate against
wargarine in favor of butter. This wrong {8 an anclent one, and we should wait
no longer to rectity it, :

I repeat, therefore, that I hope the Senate Finance Committee will permit this
lssue to come before us In such a way thut: Senators mny express themselves.
directly upon it, If we do that, and if the t?cts are known, 1 have no fear of the
result in this body. } ’

/
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Mr. Rivers. T will be glad to procure anything you gentlemen desire
on anything to which I have referred in this paper.

Senator Barkrey. Would the price of oleomargarine be materially
reduced to the consumer, the housewife, if this tax were removed?

Mr. Rivers. I do not know, sir. I think it would, but the fact that
one food product is taxed for the benefit of another makes it highly
un-American, and certainly unfair. ’

Senator Barkrey. I am not talking about the money involved.

Mr. Rivegs. I believe it would.

Senator BurLer. I think the answer to that was given by Mr. Wig-
gins that the total tax eollected amounted to about 1 cent per pound,
so it perhaps would be reduced, if you reduced all taxes, the price would
be reduced perhaps 1 cent a pound.

Mr. Rivers. The colored margarine sells for a straight out and out
10 cents n pound higher.

Senator Burrrr. His statement covered all taxes collected.

Mr. Rivers. Any margarine now that is colored, you pay 10 cents a
pound tribute on that.

Senator BarkrLey. So that the 40 cents that you referred to, if that
is the price, includes that 10 cents?

Mr. Rivers. What is that?

Senator Barkrey. The 40 cents per pound that he referred to?

Mr. Rivers. No, sir; that is not colored. Colored margarine sells
for around 50 cents a pound.

Senator Barxrey. 'I‘Hat part would be reduced by whatever the
tax is.

Mr. Rivers, That is right, sir. I believe you must remember that
butter is colored about 8 months out of the year. Winter butter has
no color. It is white. The color does not exist in dried food.

Senator Barkrry. There is no tax on uncolored butter?

Mr. Rivers, No tax on any creamery product that I know of.

Senator BurLer. 1 just wanted to ask the Congressman if he could
assure us who come from the butter States that you would not be prose-
cuting us pretty soon for trying to imitate oleo.

Mr. Rivers. I do not think the butter industry has any market on
colored butter.

Senator Burrer. You made the statement in your statement, quoting
the chemical firm.  You gave that long analysis. One statement was
to the effect that they included 17.9 percent of milk in order to give it
body and favor,-and then the balance of the statement lnuded the
quality of margarine above butter, and I was just a little fearful that
maybe the next mess we will find ourselves in would be being prose-
cuted for trying to imitate margarine.

Mr. Rivers. I will tell you, sir, in New York State we got some
figures on it, and less than 1 percent—and there is not any better dnir,y
products in the Nation than come from New York—of the farmer’s
income comes from butter. I predict, sir, in all deference to you that
the day will come when butter will be a delicacy because there is no .
money in it, only in a very few States in the Nation. The money is
in these people who manipulate the prices. The farmers will make
more money off of cream or whole milk and eanned milk and for
cheeses and for ice cream than they can out of the ecream for butter.

Senator Wadsworth told me that he sells 1,500 quarts of milk a day,
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und he not. only voted for this thing, but. has spoken for the removal
of this unfair and discriminatovy tax,

Senator Burner. Butter is only one byproduct of milk.

Mr. Rivens. Just one, that is rvight, siv, and T think the day will
come when theve will be no money in it.

The Cinamaan. Thank you.

Mr. Rivers., Thank you.

The Ciamrman. Senator J. William Fulbright,.of Arkansas, is the
next witness,

STATEMENT OF HON. J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT, A UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Senator Fursriairr. 1 have some figures in response 1 believe to
the question of the Senator from Kentucky that last year butter was
approximately 1,403,000,000 pounds production; margarine, 725,000,-

" 000 pounds.

Mr, Chairman, 1 testified before this committee some time ago,
and I have a statement. that T believe is a rather thorough covering
of this subject. from various angles which I would like to present for
the record, and not read. It is quite long, :

The Ciaryan., We will put that in the record.

Senator Fuinkiairr, I will give my attention this morning to one
particular aspect of the problem relating to the question of the pos-
sible fraudulent sale of margavine, if that is ugrooal)lo to the chairman,

The Cuamman, Proceed.

Senator Furnrweur. Before I proceed, just as o matter of interest,
regarding that further question, there is one little paragraph I would
like to read.

The Citameman. Is this the stutement which you wish incorporated
in the record, or another statement?

Senator Fursrienr. This one relating to frauds is one I would
like to read.

The Citamman. You will supply the large statement to the reporter.

Senator Fursrionr. I will do that. It is practically the sume as
the one I gave before the committee before.

(The statement referrved to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF SENATOR J, W, FULBRIGHT, BEFORE THE SENATE 'INANCE COMMIUTTEE,
May 17, 1048

For 62 years the Federal antimargarine laws have been on the statute hooks.

1 do not think it will serve any useful purpose to debate whether they were
Justified at the time they were flest passed tn 1886, The argument used was
that some such laws were needed to safeguard the publie from fraud and to safe-
guard the health of the public, At that time, margarine wus not the nutritious
product that it has since become, Even o, the Congress should not have used
the taxing power to hit at mavrgnrine and conld have dealt with the situation
more directly by pure-food lnws. But the arguments used in 1886, or in 1002
and 1031 when the Federnl margarine laws were amended and strengthened,
no longer apply, They are relies of a dny when there were few or no pure-food
laws, when both margarine and butter were frequently manufactured under un-
sanitary conditions, nnd when trade practices were not so enlightened or so
sfibject to publie regulation and perusal as they are today.
© It ismot my purpose to review the wholg lohg history of this controversy, but
it will ‘be helpful, I think, It we consider hriefly exactly what margarine is, the
arguments used to justify its’ drastle ,[‘eguluuon-——mul it {8 more drastically
regulated than any other food pmdu}k. and the reasons that these arguments

have lost today whatever validity they gay once have had,
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WHAT I8 MARGARINE?

Margarine hax been made in Furope since the days of Napoleon 111, and in
the United States sinee 1874

The original product was made lavgely of beef fat which technleally 1s known
as oleo ofl, hence the nume “oleomargarine.”

e name oleomargarine, indienting the use of oleo oil, is today a misnomer
and its use should be discontinuel,  Ninety-eight percent ot the fats and oils used
in margarine today nre vegetahle, but under the archale luw of 1886 the product
must st be labele! officinlly as oleomargarvine, I'he more accurate name is
margarine, I is made almost entirely today of domestle vegetable olls—Ilargely
soybenn and cottonseed, with small ameunts of peanut and corn oil being used,

An ctlicial definition and standard of {dentity was adopted by the United States
Fouod and Drug Administeation in 1941 undey the Federal Food, Drug and Cos-
metie Act of 1988, Under it, margavine has a minimum fat content of 80 per-
cent; the actunl average figure for 1T is slightly more, The standard requires
fortificd margarine to contwin a mintmum of 9000 U, 8, . units of vitamin A
per pound,  But 89 percent of all margarine now s fortified with 15,000 units
of vitamin, the content always being shown on the label.  Margavine fortifien-
tion is endorsed by the American Medieal Asscelation and leading nutritionists,

The only basie difference between margarine and butter is that margarine 18
vegoetable tat, butter an antmal fat produet.  They are equally nutritious, Each
offers nhout 3.5100 enlories per pound,  ‘Fhe amount of vitamin A in butter vavies
according to seasonal and other faetors; while in margarine it is maxinim and
untform the year round,  Both praduets ave equally digestible,

Report after report by medical associations and nutritionnl scientists declare
marcarine to be a nmutritious, high-quality food,

For example, the report on margarvine by the New York Academy of Medicine
States; .

“From a nutritional viewpoint, when it is fortitied with vitamin A in the
requireds uotnt, oleonargarine is the cqual of butter, containing the same
amouts of protein, fat, carbohydrates, and calories per unit of weight. More-
over, since the mintmum vitamin A contént of enriched oleomargarine is fixed,
and the mmount ot this vitumin in butter may range from 500 to 20,000 nnits per
pound, enriched oleomargarine is a more dependable source of vitumin A than
is butter. Sinee it is a cheaper produet than butter, fortified oleomargarine
coustitutes a good vehicle for the distribution of vitamin A and fats to low-income
groups nnd should thevefore be made avallable to them, Under the standards
set by the Foold and Drug Administeation, oleomargarine is as clean and sunitary
a food as butter. The two products are likewise equal in digestibility. Their
relntive palatability is a matter of individual taste.”

A report on margarine by the Food and Nutrition Board of the National Re-
gearch Councll states:

“Phe present available sclentifie evidence indicates that when fortificd mar-
garine is used in place of butter as n souree of fut in a mixed diet, no nutritional
differences ean be observed,  Although important differences can be demonstrated
between different fats in special experimental diets, these differences are unim-
portant when a customary mixed diet is used. The above statement can only
be made in respect to fortifled margarine and it should be emphasized that all
margarine should be fortifled.”

Perhaps the most significant study of the relative nutritional qualities of mar-
garine and butter was that mnade by three University of Illinols scientists, the
results of which were published in the February Journal of the Ameriean Medieal
Associntion, In my opinion, this study explodes the contention that butter con-
tains sonme mysterious and highly beneficial growth ingredient not present in
margarine. .

Three distinguished sclentists of the University of Illinois College of Medicine—
Drs, Huarry Leichenger, George Hisenberg, and Anton J. Carlson—conducted a
2.yenr study of 217 children in two sepurate orphannges—one group of which
had butter in Its diet and the other margarine, This study showed no difference
in the effects of the fats on growth and health,

I call your attention to the following conclusions of the three scientlsts: .

“Blood studies showed there were no signifieant differences between the mar-
garlue or butter groups,

“Phe children In the margarine group experienced a high degree of good health
during the study and in comparing their health to those in the butter group it
appears to have been much better,
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“When infirmary records are compared, it is readily seen that the margarine
group 1ared much better than the butter group.  We are not making claims that
the margavine group weve healthier simply beenuse their diet coutained mar-
garine.  Other variables arve more likely to account for their better health,”

In 1886, it was contended that mavgarine was an unhealthy food and was being
gold fraudulently as butter. In 1902, when the original law—which Imposed a
2-cent tax on all margarine—was amended to reduce the tax on uncolored mar-
garine and place an wmimost prohibitive impost on the artificially colored yellow
product, the argument wis again mude that consumers must be protected from
tfraud. In 1931, when the 10-cent tax was imposed on all yellow margurine—
whether artificially or naturally colored—the contention was made that mar-
garine was a foreign produet since a great deal of it was then being made from
imported palm and coconut oil,

I shou.d like to point out here that the “foreign” argument is of no importance
today. More than 95 percent of all margarine is now made of domestic ingredi-
ents. This argunient is as archaic today as the contention that margarine is an
unhealthy food,

Equatly invalidated is the contention that the antimargarine laws are needed
to protect consumers from the possible fraudulent sale of yellow muargarine as
butter, There were no pure-food laws when Congress passed the antimargarine
law in 1836, and both butter and margarine were sold in bulk, or tub form. Now
margarine is sold only in cartons, specitically and properly labeled.

Nowadays the Federal pure-food laws and similar pure-food laws in 47 of the
48 States guarantee the proper labeling and standard of purity of food products,
including margarine, thus adequately protecting consumers, There are also, of
course, eriminal statutes in every State against frawd and misrepresentation,

Of course, no law wus ever passed which would prevent lawless men from
breaking it. Dut few risks were ever so well guarded against as the possibility
that margarvine would be sold fraudulently to any widespread extent if these dis-
criminatory taxes were repealed, If we have any doubts on thuat score, however,
there is no reason why we cannot further strengthen the already extensive Iabel-
ing and marketing requirements to achieve even greater safeguards, I am sure
muny Members would agree to the general principle that divect legisiation of this
sort is preferable to the use of the taxing power of the Government to accomplish
a similar purpose Indirectly.

A dairy organization cites six cases of the fraudulent sale of margarine as
butter, This record actually shows there is little danger of fraud. 'Che cases
represent the isolated actions of a very few Individuals over u period of 20 or 30
years, The amount of margarine involved was infinitesimal by comparison with
the amount of the product which was manufactured. The records of judgments
under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, published by the Food and Drug
Administration, show that from 1930 through 147 butter was seized for various
violations 2,202 times; margarine only 21 times during this period. In only 2
cases was margarine seized for contamination, filth, addition of foreign matter,
decomposition, or similar reasons. Butter was so seized in 652 cases, Mar-
garine’s fow seizures under the Food and Drug Administration have been mainly
beenuse of slightly less than 80 pereent fat content,

During the period mentioned butter volume was 4 to § times that of margarine,
But the seizures were at a ratio for butter of 100 to 1 for margarine,

In this connection, only butter is exempt from certain labeling requirements of
the Federal I'ood, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. The artificial color may be, and s,
added without stating this fact on the lahel, Special dairy interests that put
through the legislation on margarine were able to prevent butter from having to
be accurately labeled. Likewise, the label states no grade or other value hy which

. the contents—na pound of butter—may be judged by the consumer, Fuarthermore,

much butter is artificially flavored without so stating on the label,

I think it should be made clear here, so that there muy he no concern on the
point, that no responsible margarine manufactuver or distributor of margarine—
no proponent of vepeal of these diseriminatory tax laws—Is opposed to the label
ing and marking provisions of the pure-food lnws, Margarine wunts to he known
us margarine, labeled as margarine, sold a8 margarine. I am afrald gome spokes-
men for the hutter Interests have conjured up a specter of “fear” on this particular
issue that 18 almost as fraudulent as the thinyg they say they want to prevent.

Closely allied with the contention that these Federal margarine taxes nre neces-
sury to prevent the widespread fraudulent sale of yellow margarine as butter is
the claim of the proponents of these Inws that butter has some kind of preemptive
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right to the use of yellow. Indeed, in 1902, when the tax of 10 cents a pound was
lnld agninst yellow margarine, the claim was freely made that yellow was butter's
color, and the tax was actually Justified as a kind of impost imposed for the use
of that color,

Representative Wadsworth, of New York, chairman of the House Agriculture
Committee, answered this contention when it was first made with a clarity and
cogeney that seems to me still convineing :

CIf that claim is right,” he asked, “what shade of yellow is it (butter) entitled
jo. It is only in the months of May and June—and I speak as a practical butter
muker myself when I make the assertion—that creamery butter, ind that, of
course, is the bhutter of commerce, hus g decided yellow color or tint, and that
color disappears entively, or almost o, when the fall and winter sets in *  *

“I deny that butter has the copyright, patent right, or any other right to any
particular color, whether yellow or otherwise * * *  If coloring oleomar-
gartne helps to perpetrate a fraud, then the coloring of butter is nctually a fraud,
because it makes the consumer believe, and necessarily, that fall or winter, or
white butter of any seaxon of the year, is June butter, which is generally consid-
ered the best,”

1 hope that even those who contend that the antimargarine 1aws should be con-
tinued will not deny that modern margarine Is a nutritious and high-quality food,
equal in every respeet to the butter product.

HOW TIIE ANTIMARGARINE LAWS PENALIZE MARGARINE

Why, then, does the Federal Government impose the following taxes and license
fees on margarine?

Colored modern Uncolored modern

margarine margarine
e e -
FAASO ACS Lot il L eeeees memeeaaanes 16 conts per pound

.| Vi-cent per pound,
§1‘yﬂ0 per year,
$200 per year,

.| $6 per year,

Nanufacturers’ license loes. 21200
Wholesalers® license fees. ...
Retailers’ Heense foes. coooooioveocoanee

$600 per year..
$48) per year
$48 per year.

In addition, Federal Regulation No. 9, promulgated and enforced by the Bureau
of Internal Revenue, imposes very burdensome restrictions on those engaged in
the manufacture and distribution of margarine,

The law imposing the $600 tax on manufacture of colored margarine has been
{nterpreted to mean that private hospitals, private charitable institutions, publie
eating places, and others which buy and color margavine must pay the yearly
manufacturers’ licence fee of $600 plus the 10-cents-per-pound tax.

WIHY WERE THOSE LAWS ENACTED?

There are, of course, no sound reasons for the imposition of these taxes and
license fees on margarine,

Both margarine and butter are colored yellow to meet food habits. We are
accustomed to yellow table spreads just as we are used to white milk, We would
look with distaste upon green milk—though in every respect except color it mnight
be ldentieal with other milk. Our housewives do not object to white margarine
for cooking purposes. They are accustomed to whife cooking fats——such as lard.
But they do want their margarine yellow for table use, There is no valid reason
why their preference should be ignored or thwarted,

Margarine looks like butter. Furthermore, it imitates and is a substitute for
butter but what is wrong with that? If we are to levy a tax on all products which
imitate the original, in color and other characteristics, we are going to stifle
competition. The very cssence of competition i3 to develop new products which
are like the old but which are better and cheuper,

Of course, the supreme irony of this amnzing claiin of butter to a monopoly on
vellow, is that the fats and oils used in the manufacture of margarine contain
some naturally yellow color, Under Federal regulations, however, these fats and
olls must be bleached, u process which adds to the cost of manufacture, in order
to make white margarine., Otherwlise, the margarine resulting would have to
pay the 10-cents-a-pound Federal tux,
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PO THESE LAWS PROTEOT THE DAIRY INDUSTRY?

There is ljittle question that the purpose of the 10-cents-n-pound Federal tax on
colored margarine and the Heense fees imposed on wholesalers and retatlers, as
well as the bulk of State legisiation penalizing margarine, is to favor the butter
industry and to limit the production and distribution of margarine,

Indeed, n careful study of the congressfonal debates in 1886, 1002, and 1931 will
convince almost nnyoue that the fundamental renson back of this legislation was
not the desire to protect consumers from potentinl fraud—there were other more
direct ways to do that; uor was it that muargarine was unhealty—in which cash
its sale should have been prohibited ; nor was it because mavgarine, for a time,
was manufactured largely from imported olls—a higher import duty could have
stopped that, The fundamental, underlying reason was a desire to protect the
dairy industry in general and the butter industry in general and the butter indus-
try in particular against competition from margnrine,

In 1886, Representative Millard, of New York, a leading proponent of the orig-
inal bill told the House: “Either oleomargarine must go or the great dafry indus.
try of the country must be wiped out, utterly destroyed.” ‘1his argument was
repeated over and over,  We are still hearing it today. -

A report made in 1039 to the Secretary of Agriculture, Darrlers to Intemal
Trade in Farm Products, says:

“Generally, those favoring margarine legislation have been frank to say thnt
thelr object 1s to ‘protect’ the dalrvy Indusiry. When the Washington tax of 15
cents per pound was earrled to the Supreme Court, the sponsors of the act candidly
stated that thelr purpose was to help the butter industry and they made their
arguments on that basis.”

The Dalry Record, a magazine representing the dafry industry, sald in an
editorial on June 18, 1041

“The diglry Industry must set as its gonl the complete extermination of oleo-
margarine, It must never rest until the manufacture and sale of oleomargarine
have been outlawed In this country.”

And Hoard's Dalryman, another well-known spokesman for dalry interests,
sald, on January 25, 1048 *The tax of 10 cents n pound on oleomargarine colored
in semblance of yellow butter is to stop the sale of this product. ‘I'he tax should
be higher * * * It scems to us the dalry ndustry has a right to protect
its produets.”

1 could cite scores of similar statements which make it very elear that the basic
reason for the antimargarine lawa was to protect the dalry Industry,

Leaving aslde consideration of the wisdom or justice of legislation which
seeks to protect one domestie produet against another or one group of Ameriean -
farmers against another, let us consider whether antimargarvine logisiution has
accomplished its avowed purpose, Has it “protected” the dairy industry?

Let us grant at once—what cannot he doubted for a moment—that antl-
margarvina legislation—~both State and Federal—has hurt the margarine in-
dustry. It has made margarine more expensive for the manufacturer to make
and the consumer to buy; it has made it less attractive to users—especlally

‘through the 10-cent tax and other drastic restrletions on yellow margarine; it

has curtailed margarine's retall outlets; it has discouraged expansion of the in-
dustry, Inshort, it has limited both the production and distribution of margarine,

. But, desplte this fact, the production of margarine has expanded stendlly and the

1047 output of 725,000,000 pounds is the highest on record, exceeding the next

‘highest year, 1040, by 100,000,000 pounds.

But what of the dalry industry, particularly those farmers who earn the
maojor part of thelr livelihood from the sale of milk for butter making?
In 1901, the year preceding the passage by Congress of the most drastle of

‘the antimargarine lnws-—the 10-cent tax on yellow margavine-~per capita con-

sumption of butter was 10,0 pounds. It has never been that nigh since, -

Following the enactmnent of the Iast Federal auntimargarine legislation in
1031, per capitn butter consumption fluctuated: within narrow limits—dropping
from 18.1 in 1082 to 17.8 In 10338, rising brietly to 18.2 in 1934, and then dropping
to 17.1 in 1035, With one exception~when it rose to 17.8 In 19801t continued to
drop steadlly until 1045, .

And then, in 1046, it dropped agaln—this time to 10,5, the lowest per caplts
butter consumptlion in our history, I mention this particularly because the butter
lobby has advineed, against all the evidence, the argument that wartime condl-
tlons—price control, rationing, and other emergency factors—were largely
responsible for declining butter consumption,
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Phe record shows, on the contrary, that total butter production, as well as per
capitn consumption, has shown a fairly stendy decline for many years.

In the 10-year period between 1936 and 1040, total butter production, including
both cremmery and farm manufacture, deelined from 2,131,000,000 pounds to
1,601,000,000 pounds or approximately 29 percent. At the sume time total milk
production, for all purpuses tncluding butter, increased from 102,4 10,000,000
pounds in 1936 to 120,276,000,0(0 pounds in 1946, While there was more milk
available for butter manufacture, then, the percentage of this milk made into
butter deereased from approximately one-third in 1956 to one-fifth in 19406,

Wartime conditions undoubtedly had some effeet on butter production but
they were not controllingi nor were they all disadvantageous to butter. For
from June 1, 1043, until October 31, 1045, butter producers received a subsldy
of b cents a pound,

In 1947, with wartime controls removed, per capita butter consmption I8
estimated to have been 115 pounds,  'T'his represented a very moderate increase
over 1H5 and 1946 but not even the most ardent butter advocate could take
much encoursgement from it.

It was the third lowest rate since 1806,

1t is not margarine that has driven more and more butter out of the market,
If this were the reason for decliniug butter consumption, we should have ex-
pected margarine to have oceupied that portion of the market vacated by butter.
But no such thing has oceurred,

Margarine per capitu consumption in 1046 was 3.8 pounds higher than it
had been in any previous yeur except 1046, But this represented un incrense of
only 0.8 pound per capita since 1936. During the sume 10-year period butter con-
sumption dropped 5.9 pounds.  In other words, the American people, on an aver-
age, bought about ¢ pounds less butter per person in 1046 than they did in 1936,
but they did not fill this gap—and it is a definite nutritional gap—with a corre-
sponding increase in margarine purchases, Only one-seventh of the lost butter
consumption was veplaced during these 10-years by margarine, ‘

Ihe fact is that butter has been tuking itself out of the market. The high cost
of producing butter as compared with the more profitable uses of milk; the
price at which butter I8 sold—and for the most part, must be sold—to enable
butter producers to compete with other purchasers of feed and farm labor and |
Jand—these ave the factors that, largely of necessity, have given us doliar butter
and deprived the butter industry of approximately 30 percent of the market
which it had 10 yenrs ago. :

Actually, margarine production does not materially affect the price of butter
though, as we have scen, when butter prices arve very high, some consumers,
who cannot afford butter, turn to margarhie. A study, published in 1042 by the
Wisconsin College of Agriculture, in the heart of the dairy country, found no -
relntion between margarine and butter prices:

“lhere Is no evidence in the past that oleomargarine hag heen the important
factor In causing low butter prices. In 1032 there were about 1134 pounds of
butter consumed for every pound of oleomargurine, and consumers spent $15
for butter for every dollar spent for oleomargarine, 1If all the money spent for
olcomargarine that yenr had been spent for butter, the retall price of butter
woull have been incrensed 1.7 cents per pound, This would not have solved
the dalry farmer’s problem.” ’

From the record it seems abundantly clear {hat antimargarine leglislation has
talled to ald butter producers, It has simply prevented margarine from oceupy-
ing the market for tahle spreads which butter could not 1.

This leads to another question, more important than the first, We have already
geen that anthunrgarine legislation has not alded that dwindling portion of the.
dniry industey which produces butter, But what of the much larger portion,
those dairy tarmers who depend maiuly upon fluid milk and whole ik products
for thelr lvellhood? Has antimargarine legislation “protected” them?

There ave, in the United States, some 241 milllon dairy eattle owned by~
approximately 5,000,000 farmers, Of the farmers, 1,176,000—a little more than
one-lifth—recelve some income from butter manufacture, either on the farm or
through sate of milk to crenmeries, For only half, or approximately 600,000 does
butter represent the chiet source of income. The others, roughly 86 percent of nil
dnlvy farmers, receive thelr principal income, or all of {t, from the sale of the
products of the cow In fluid milk form or for manufacture into cheese, dried whole
wilk, evaporated milk, condensed milk, skim milk, ov {ce cream.

But butter's importance to dalry farmers gonerally has been aceentuated by
vertain other factors. )
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For it was, and still {s, the use of butter as a price “stabilizer” and “bulance
wheel,” as it s variously ealled, which has led many daley favmers to insist upon
gpecinl protection for butter agalust margarine competition,

For if, when depression comes, butter cannot recapture the table spread mnrket
because of the possible encroachment of margarine, then butter prices, It Is
contended, will fall abnormally and carry down with them the whote daivy price
structure,

This argument, of course, does not siand up under examination, In the first
place, as we have seen, murgarine has never taken over more than a small
portion of the table-spread market vacated by butter. But even if marvgarvine,
upon the repeal of this dixeriminntory leglslation, took over a much larger share
of the tuble-spread market vacated by butter or all of i, theve Is no reason why
these formulas cannot he changed, so that the prices of dajry products would
he tled to some more stable and profitable product than butter, Indeed, there
i8 every reason why they should be changed Iif they injure the daivy farmer,

Recently, in the Western Dairy Journal, o prominent daivy favmer, Merrit
Nash, wrote:

“My Interest in the oleomargarvine question Is primarvily selfish.  As a person
who gots his entire income from n dalvy furm, I felt thiat T have a vight to voice
my opinfon regarding what I think fo be the soundest way {u which to improve
that fleld of endeavor and to make it more profitable for myself, Butter s our
price stubilizer * * * and I oblect to exactly that, It stabilizes our prices
at levels which are genernlly most unprefitable,  Why do we not seleet a dalry
product that will reflect 1 more advantageous stablilizing effeet 2"

Jven more significant is a report by the Boston Milkshed Pricing Committes,
published In September 1947, This committee, composed of a number of out-
standing dairy economists, was appolnted by Richard D. Aplin, acting market
adininisteator, in response to eriticlsms of the fluld milk pricing formuln nsed
in the Boston market by representatives of cooperative milk nssoclations, This
formuln ealled for n change of 22 cents n hundredweight in the class T mitk
price for each G-cent change in the New York wholesale butter price, for each
8-cent change in the New York wholesate price of uonfat dry milk solids, or for
any equivalent combination of the two,

The committes, with Di, George F. Dow, chalrman of the dairy committee of
the New England Research Councll on Marketing and Food Supply, in charge,
worked on their report for 314 months,  They studied the milk-pricing situation
in general with partieular roference, of course, to the Boston market.  They ree-
ominended that the hutter formula for setting cluxs 1 ilk prices in the Boston
milkshed be abandoned.

¥ think you wh! be Interested In some of thelr rensons for this recommendation:

“For many years until 1946 the cluss ¥ prices in the Federal order for the
Boston market have been related roughly to butter prices, over a narrow range
of prices. Since June 1, 1046, there has been in the ovder of a full-fledged formula
for establishing class I prices * * * It has been unsatisfactory * * #,
Since the end of the way, butter and powder prices have proved to be erratie
and unrelinble meansures of general economie conditions which should be used
as a gulde to sound fluld milk prices * *  * 10 elte an example: Consumer
buying power wasg about the same in Octobeor 146 as in Mareh 1047, and the
supply of butter moving Into trade chunnels was atmost the same in these 2
monthy; yet the price of butter was 84 cents In October and 64 cents in Marceh,
The difference was due apparently fo the advance psychologionl apprafsal of
demand-and-supply prospects for butter by the forees thut make the wholesale
butter market, 'There I8 no reason why sueh ervors of judgment should affeet
fluld milk prices in Boston by 2 cents a quart,”

Tho report, after discussing the advantages and disadvantages of formula
price fixing for flutd milk ag opposed to publie hearings or other neans for setting
prices, recommended the establlshient of a new forntaln for the Boston mitkshed
based, not on butter prices at all, but on the “composite level of United States
wholesale prices, New Englund department store sales, and Boston mitkshed
grain-lnbor costs.”

It seoms falrly clear that, today, butter is no longer a desirable price stabillzer
for mitk produets, Indeed, it seoms to have become such n liabiity as a price
fixer that the sconer it is abundoned the better for the dalry industry, I think
it {s fair to conclude that to the extent that antimargarine Inws encourage dairy
farmers to stick to butter as a price stabllizer—under the mistaken belief that
butter ig protected by such laws-—they are definitely harmful to the dalry industry,
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Phere remaing the contention of the butter Tobby that hutter is n kind of
balance wheel for them sinee Hs inereased production offers the only slternative
use for thelr milk surplus when flnid milk sales decline, This is a key point
in the argument of the butter lobby for protective laws agaiust mavgarine com-
potition, but T think it is at vavianee with the evidence today.,

I mny have been partinlly true onee, when the evapornted and condensed
milk business wore In thele infuney, when dried whole milk was just an iden
I a selentist's mind, when eheese nking was lnrgoely a home fndustry, and when
the fec-crentr business was o minor outlet for the produets of the dalry cow.

Bt todny. the situntion hng changed.

The following table indlentes clearly how these whole milk industries; nll of
them move profitable nlternative users of surplus mitk than butter, have grown
in recent yenrs:

Utitization of milk in whole milk dairy products

{Ameunts i poumds)

Pereent of
Product Avernge, 193530 1o 46 i
. erease

Flufd milk and croamioo o o o L ee s eei e caeeas 44, 146,000,000 50,027, 10, (40 357
fee eream Ciververanas ER X RUNIRLR] £, 420, (X, 010 Yig 1
Cheese . . .. e e e 6, 600, 080, TN 10,10 000, 600 0,2
Evaporsfed milk oL .0 coiiiiiiiin e e e 4, 004, 000, €00 6, 0U8, 00, (N0 5.5
Condensed mitk . e e [ 420, (00, 000 H74, 10, (00 3.7
Dried whole milk ... oo i e 16,0 0,100 R, 9492.0

L A1 1) O R T T R e 58, 515, 000, (00 87, 465, 000, ¢} 40.3

L4

By contrast, as we have seen, total butter production during this period dropped
move than 800,000,000 pounds of approximately 20 pereent,

Morcover, the expanded marvgarvine produciion which might be expected it
antinmrgarine lnws arve removed wonld ofer an important outlet for mitk produets
in thnes of depression as well ag prosperity.  For skim milk constitutes approxl-
mately 15 percent of the consiituents of margarine,

Now, of course, the more mik we divert to butter production, the less we
have for fiutd mitk and other whole milk produets—such as lee eveatn ind cheese—
which, untike buiter, uttlize the full nutvitional value of the milk sollds, In the
cottese of butter manutacture, the rest of tue mitk is fed to Hvestock, thrown away,
or converted into nonfat dey-milk powder,  And since butter utilizes 1ittle of the
nutrients In whole milk besides vitamin A, these nutvients are wasted when not
converted for some hunian use,

W. A, Wentworth, vice president of the Borden Clo,, pointed out, in an address
to the Minnesota Iee Creqm Manufaeturers Assoclation in Decombor 189147 that
it we had attempted to produee enough butter in 1T to ke the per capitn
consumption 10 years ago possible, 1t wonld heve been necessary to divert 18%
billton pounds from fluld and whole-milk uses,

He sald: “1¢ this 136 billlon pounds were to come from the supply for gome
other dalry products, It would take more than ailt of the milk which will be -
made into whole-milk chieoses this yoar (HH7) or I would take 80 percent of the
milk which 18 helng mnde Into both fce cream and evaporated milk in 1047, '

Any attempt, therefore, fn good thnes or had, to Ineronse butter produetion
would necessnrily be at the expense of these whole-miflk products and of fluld
mik and fnid-mitk disteibntlon, whole-nilk industries such as lee eveam, cheese,
and dried milk, the income of dairy farmers, aud the health of our people,

1t s diffieult to understand how even the butter inferests can muke any con-
glderable number of farmers bellove that 1t s ever to thelr economie Interest to
protect hutter produetion at the inevitable expenso of milk production,

Tor the sale of the dairyman's product ns butterfut s, ag T have wtated, a
gnle at the lowest price for that produet, and the sate of fluld milk {8 the highest,
Ofher whole-mile produets, such ag cheese, fee eveam, ete, fall in hotween these
extremes, 'The average price puid to farmers for butterfat sold an fluld milk or
cream during the 10-year perlod, 103645, was about 74 cents per pound, for milk
gold nis butterfat about 37 cents, Conslder what this meant to the dairy farmoers
of this country.
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This fact was not lost upon all of them, of course, and accounts for the fact
that while much more milk was produced in 1947 than a decade ngo, much less
butter was manufactured.

The statistics graphically tell the story of the decreasing importance of butter
and the rise of fluld milk and other byproducts,

In 1046, the dairy farmers’ total cash income from the sale of all his dairy
products was $3,716,374,000, of which only $548,874,000 came from the sale of
butterfat and farm butter—exactly 14.7 percent of the total. Just 10 years before,
income from butterfat and farm butter had amounted to 20.5 percent of the dairy
farmers’ total income.

As a result of declining butter production and increasing utilization of milk
for fluld use and in whole-milk products, butter today, in certain sectlons of the
country, constitutes such a minor factor in the dairy industry as to make the
claim of the butter lobby that the industry’s continued prosperity depends upon
the suppression of margarine an absurdity.

The following table graphically illustrates the extent of the decline in butterfat
production and butter manufacture in terms of farmer income:

Incomo Income
Tncome from sale Income | from sale
from sale | of butter- » from sale | of butter.
of whole fat and of whole fat and
milk as a farm milk as a farm
rcentage | butter asa percentage | butter asa
of total percentage of total | percentage
dairy of total dofry. of total
income dalry Incomneo dafry
income income
Wisconsin:

1936. 79.0 21.0 21.4 75.6
80.8 10.2 23.3 76.7
98,64 1.36 20.3 . 70.7
23.4 76.6 71.8 2.2
27.4 7.8 77.2 2.8
68.1 31.9 0.6 9.4
77.8 22.2 96.0 3.4
§2.0 18.0 97,9 2.1
8.0 11.4 08, 4 1.6
71,2 28.8 74.2 25.8
80,2 19.8 77.0 23,0
9.2 9.8 85,5 14.5
69. 5 30.5 3.8 26.4°
7.5 225 . 79.7 20.3-
87.9 12.1 146, . . iiiiiiaaen 61,3 8.7

Unlted States:
44.0 56,0 1936. .. 70.8 20,5
2.6 51,8 1041, 75.8 2.2
85,0 4.1 1646 85,2 14.8
78.7 21,3 .
87.4 12.6
93.5 6.5

- Bource: Data from Agricultural Statistics, U, 8, Departmeont of Agriculture.

HOW BEST TO “FROTECT” THE DAIRY INDUSTHY

The real interests of the dalry Industry—and of the country as a whole—
would best be served by expanding fluld-milk consumption, at least until we
achieve the nutritlonal goal of 100 quarts more per person per year recoms
mended by the Burenu of Home Kconomics. This could be done through edu-
cational campalgns emphasizing the importance'of fluid milk and of other whole-
milk products in the individual diet; through-expanded use of milk in such
nutritionally desirable projects as the school-lunch program—which should be
extended to every rublic school in America; and, of course, through wider use
of modern milk-preduction techniques and fmproved marketing methods,

But thig could 1ot be done, of course, if any considerable portion of the total
milk supply were diverted from fluld and other whole-milk products to butter
manufacture, . I

.
~
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. THE ANTIMARGARINE LAWS HURT AMERIOAN FARMERS

One of the unfortunate aspects of the Federal antimargarine laws is the harm
done American farmers who produce the ingredients which go into margarine,

These Ingredients are the products of farms in 44 of the 48 States, Thelr sale
to the margarine market constitules an important source of income for over
2,300,000 farmers in every section of the country.

Sighty percent of the constituents of margarine are vegetable fat; 15 percent
is skim milk—pasteurized and cultured ; the other 5§ percent is made up of salt and
various other flavoring ingredients.

For the fiseal year 1946—47, nccording to the Bureau of Internal Revenue, 47.4
percent of the vegetable fat used In margarine was cottonseed oil, 41.5 percent
was soybean oil, and 3.1 percent was peanut oil.  Corn oil and other vegetable
olls account for the remainder.

The total farm value of the cottonsced produced in 1940 was $240,473,000. This
was shared, in part, by 1,600,000 cotton growers who received income from cot-
tonseed ofl. ‘The most important market for cottonseced oil 1n 1946 was shorten-
ing. In 1947, it was margarine. During the first 0 months of 1017, margarine
used 2.5 percent of the total cottonseed oil refined. In 1046, 222,814,000 pounds
of cottonseed oil was used in margarine. During the first 9 months of 1047,
104,484,000 pounds were used in margarine, ’

It i absurd for certain spokesmen for the dairy interests to continue to repeat
that margarine is a “minor” mavket for {he cottonsced farmer. Even if it were
true, it would not excuse diseriminatory laws against margarine, but the record
reveals that it is not true.

The pleas of the cotton South for the removal of these burdens on the liveli-
hood of its farmrers have been heard wmany times in this Congress, They have
gone unheeded, lavgely, I think, beeause the cotton farmers were nelther so well-
organized as the “butter farmers,” nor so intluential politically—due largely to
the politienl situation in the South,

But he contest, this time, is not one between the cotton South and the butter
North. Aside from the increasingly powerful protests of housewives and other
consumers from every section of the country, there is another group of Amer-
fean farmers who have a vital interest in the repeal of these one-sided 1aws. The
soybean farmers, too, are deprived of a fair return for their labor by legislation
which prevents margarine from competing, like other domestic products, in a
free American market,

There are three great goybenn-producing areas in this country: The north-
central or Corn Belt region—Illinois, Indiany, Ohio, Iowa, and Missouri; the
Mississippi Delta—Arkansas, Mississippl, and Louisiana; the Middie Atlantle
coast—North Caroling, Virginia, Muaryland, and Delaware,. These are the prin-
clpal but by no means the only aveas in the United States in which soybeans are
produced. Thirvty States produced soybeans in somte quantity in 1946 and so
amnzing has been the expansion of this crop and the fmprovemeit in the varieties
used—varieties that are adaptable to a wide range of soll and climatic condl-
tions—that we may expect an even wider geographical disribution of soybean
production in the future. '

In 1924 total production of soybenns for galo as beans was 4,047,000 hushels;
in 1483, 13,509,000 bushels ; in 139, 60,141,000 bushels ; In 1948, 194,725,000 bushels,
or 41 times ag much as in 1024, ‘

The value of soyheans, sold as heans, has increased from $12,698,000 in 1033
to $73,052,000 {n 1930 to $517,857,000 in 146, ’

Perhaps the most Important factor in expanding soybean production was the
opening up, in the early 1030's, of prefitable markets for sovbean ofl in the short-
ening and margarine industries, This was a triumph of long years of research
leading to improved processing and refining methods which permitted a greater
utliization of the edible properties of the hean.

Significantly, the greatest expansion of the soybean industry has occeurred in
the north-central region—I1itinols, Indinna, Ohlo, Iowa, and Migsourl, along with
Minnesota—in thie heart of the dairy-farming country. Not only does this region
produce more soybeans than any other, but it harvests more of that production
for sale as beans, ’ ,
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Just how Important the soybean industry has become as compared, for ex-
ample, with the butter industry, to the farmers of the Midwest, is illustrated in the
following table, compiled from Department of Agriculture statistics:

Cash receipts, with comparison, 1946

I’erlcont
Pereent of | Butterand | Soybean
State Soyhean s receipts of
crop all crops butterfat butter
receipts
Thousands Thousand;

TIINOIS. e e et e e et e 3183, 243 30 20, 021 915.0
Iowa..... 82, 182 26. 4 111,737 73.2
Indiana 0, 897 2.7 12, 346 438, 0
hio .. 36, 005 7 12, 251 308, 3
Missourl 34,250 181 22, 202 164, B
Minnesota 22,172 09,0 76,461 8.9

Repeal of the Antimargarine Laws Would Benefit Our Country

I should prefer, however, to base my argument for freeing an important market
for soybean farmers from restrictive laws on another plane thuan competition.
I am not willing, if it can be avolded, to pit one group of American farmers
agninst another. I am for the dalvy farmer, the cotton furmer, and the soybean
farmer. We should never have discriminated by law against one group of
American farms for the benetit of another,

No; there are other, more compelling reasons, it seems to me, for freeing this
highly important market—margarine—from restrictive legisintion,

These reasons are concerned with the welfare of the country as a whole—with
a healthy economy and a healthy people,

In recent yeurs, despite some improvement in production, we have been plagued
with scarvcity—scarcity of food, particularly of meats, grains, milk, and fats,
This scarcity, which is by no means due entirely to overseas commitments
resulting from the war, has heen reflected in higher prices, which in turn have
led to demands for higher wages,

But there is one domestlic crop in which no wartime shortage developed—babies,
Approximately 10,000,000 wartime babies threw the estimates of population out
of line, These new Americans must be clothed and housed and fed,

1t I8 searcity economics to discriminate against any good food product, a
product which is neceded to meet the nutritive stundards demanded by our expand-
ing population,

There 1s, ag we all know, a desperate need abroad for grain for human con-
sumption, At the same time there is, nccording to the Department of Agriculture,

“a serious protein deflelency in livestock feeding today.

There is abundant evidence to show that meal from soybeans and cottonseed,
if made available in suflicient quantities through the expansion of the vegetable-
ofl markets, would not only offer an eflicient means of overcoming this deticiency
in the livestock ration but would, also, help free grain for human consumption,

Mr, Ersel Walley, president of the Amerlean Soyhean Assoclation, points out
that soybein-oll meal, containing over 40 percent digestible protetn, today leaves
the processing plant at approximately the same price per pound as Is pald for
wheat or corn by livestock feeders, Yet a pound of soybean-oil menl will replace
from 3 to 4 pounds of corn in the lvestock ration, discourage the feeding of wheat,
and will, therefore, help alleviate both ilie protein deflelency and the grain
shortape.

Cottonseed-oil menl would prove, for all practical purposes, equally eflicncious.
It compares in price and nutritive qualities with soybean meal,

It is not surprising then, as an Agricultural Department publieation, The
Defleit in Protein for Livestock (1946), points out, that, “How much farmers
wiil buy (of high-protein concentrates) Is therefore Hterally only a question of
how much will be avallable, as 1t {s probable that whatever is produced will be

“ bought and fed.” . X

One argument which has been heard often frém the proponents of these restric-
tive Inws 1s that soybeans are destructive of the soil and therefore economically
wasteful. Little or no support for this argwment has even heen offered but, like
the Jingling radlo commercial, it seems to depend on repetition alone for 1ts appeal,

i
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Recently the Christian Science Monitor {nvestigated the truth of this conten-
tion. I quote from the Issue of January 14, 1048:

“Spokesmen for the butter industry have made repented claims that a sub-
stantial Increase In the soybean crop, from which soybean ofl, a prime ingrcdlent
of margavine, is made, would be detrimental to soil conservation and ndversely
affect the general agricultural economy of the Nation, It isargued that ‘soybeans
und other fat-producing seed crops are soil-depleting crops.'

aPhese claims are not substantiated by technicians in the Soil Conservation
Service of the Department of Agriculture. They state: ‘On the basis of our
experience, if soybeans are grown, even as a clean-tilled crop, with proper con-
servation methods and practices to protect the land, they are no worse on the
land than any other clean-tilled crop such as corn and cotton  *

“The soybenn plant, which s a legume, henefits the land by adding nitrogen
to the soil through its roots.

«i%0ll conservation, Department of Agricnliure speclalists say, “loes not mean

m&l.v t1\§- ,conservntlon of topsoll, but putting all soll to the use for which it is best
adapted.
wk % » Federnl technicians charge that dalry favmers are as guilty of

improper utilization of theiv land as erop fariners, Pasture lands can be greatly
h;j;u'm‘l"by grazing at wrong seasons or by grazing too much stock per unit
of land.

I want to emphasize the statement of Department of Agriculture specialists
in regard to soil conservation, They sny, what muny of us may not have con-
sidered, that soil conservation involves more than the saving of topsoil, In this
sense, I think we can #gree, it involves the most efficient use of a given acre of
land and a given amount of furm labor; it involves putting all soil to the use
for which it 18 best adapted. -

In 1943, the Iowa State College—from the heart of the largest hutter-producing
State in the Nation—published the fact that 1 acre of soybeans will produce a3 .
many pounds of vegetable fat ag 2 acres devoted to dairying will produce of
butterfat. Their report stated also that 1 man-hour of labor will prduce 13.3
pounds of soybean oil compared with only 1.6 pounds of butterfat.

The lowa State survey concluded by rvecommending that “restrictions on the
sale of margarine—State excise taxes, license fees, ote,—should he removed 80
that its consumption may be encouraged.”

C. I, Christian, farm marketing speeinlist at Ohio State University, also studied
this problem recently.

“The dairyman,” Professor Christian revealed, “raises an acre of grain, usually
corn, and has another 2 acres in hay or pusture, to produce 225 pounds of hutter,
The nere of corn will take at least 30 hours’ work and hay and pasture require
more work, and care of the cows will involve another 150 hours in producing
225 pounds of butter,

“An acre of soybeans ean be grown with 14 hours of man-labor and will make
about 225 pounds of margarine.

“A pound of butter represents 10 times the amount of farm labor and three
times the amount of farm land that is represented by a pound of margarine.”

In conclusion, I should Hke to emphusize this point: 1 do not belleve there is a
single Member of this Congress who wants to destroy the butter Industry. 1 do
not believe any of the Members who have introduced bills for the repeal of the
antimargarine laws want to hurt the dairy industry. It Is my sincere bellef-
that the repeal of these lnws would be to the advantage of all farmers, including
duivy farmers, and of the American people generally.

Much of the argument voleed in defense of the antimargarine laws has been
based on an unproved assumption—that without this digeriminatory legislation
the dalry industry would be disrupted, 'There has heen no proof submitted in this
Congress or elsewhere, so far as 1 am aware, to support this asswmption, Al the
evidence I have seen—and I have studied this question carefully—abundantly
proves the contrary,

On the other hang, it is clear that restrictions which hamper and curtall the
production and distribution of margarine are reatrictions upon those who produce
t1e ingrodients of margarine—more than 2,300,000 American tarmers, And,as I
Fave in:.leated, they ¢ re nlso vestrietlons upon the welfure of the greatest tvestock
Industries, of needy people at home and abroad, and upon the best Interests of
the whole American people.

I hope that nll Mewbers, regardless of party afiitiation, will study the facts in
this lssue carefully and without prejudice, 1 am confident, if this is done, that
there can be but one outcome: the antimargarine laws will be, at long last,
removed from the statute books,
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Senator FurLsrigaTt, There was this one point: In the 10-year pe-
riod from 1936 to 1946, total butter production, including both cream-
ery and farm manufacture, declined from 2,131,000,000 pounds to
1,601,000,000 pounds, or approximately 29 percent. That is the way
that butter production has declined even with these taxes. Total milk
gégduction for all purposes, including butter, increased from 102,410,-
000,000 {)ounds in 1936 to 120,276,000,000 pounds in 1946, There was
more milk available for butter manufacture, but the percentage of this
milk being made into butter decrensed from approximately one-third
in 1936 to one-fifth in 1946, That is a very important point as to what
‘the significance of these taxes has been to the protection of the dairy
industry.

I developed that point at some length in the statement which T give
for the record of the committee, T'here are many other statistics on
various States and the use of milk for butter in a great muny States
has been declining over the past years,

Mr. Chairman, there is in addition to these facts one argument
‘which has persisted down through the years, and which even today
is constantly brought to the defense of the margarine taxes, This ar-
gument, I believe, is the only one remaining which is seriously relied
aupon, I refer to the contention that these taxes are needed to protect
consumers from the possible fraudulent sale of yellow margarine as
butter. I shall devote a few minutes to an attempt to demonstrate
that this argument, even if true 62 years ago, when the original mar-
garine taxes were enacted, is certainly not true today.

There were no pure-food laws when Congress passed the antimar-
garine laws in 1886, and both butter and margarine were sold in bulk
or tub form. Now margarine is sold only in cartons, specifically and
‘ ‘pro'perly labeled. .

Nowadays, the Federal pure-food laws and similar pure-food laws in
47 of the 48 States guarantee the proper labeling and standard of
‘purity of food products, including margarine thus adequately pro-
tecting consumers, There are also, of course, criminal statutes in
every State against fraud and misrepresentation.

.Of course, no law was ever passed which would prevent Jawless
.men from breaking it. But few risks were ever so well guarded
against as the possibility that margarine would be sold fraudulentl
to any widespread extent if these discriminatory taxes were repealed,
If we have any doubts on that score, however, there is no reason why
“we cannot further strengthen the already extensive labeling and mark.
-Ing requirements to achieve even greater safeguards, ‘

The Cuamrman, Is thers any law against breaking a properly
labeled tub of margarine and selling it piccemeal without labels?
" Benator FuLnrianr, I think that that would be a misbranding or
_ misrepresentation under the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 1 amn
- assuming it is interstate commerce, which practically all of it is.
, .As a practical matter no margarine is shicrped by manufacturers in
tub form. It is all shipped in the same kind of carton that you buy it
in, Itisall branded and the.present pure food lnws require that brand-
ing or labeling, and even after it comes into the hands of a retailer in
the State, if he changes or removes the carton, it would be a violation
.of the existing pure food laws, in 1%)7 opinion,
.. I go into the pure food laws. That is the principal theme of this
whole statement. - ' '

'
; .
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T am sure all Senators would agree to the general principle that
direct legislation of this sort is preferable to the use of the taxing
power of the Government to accomplish a similar purpose indirectly.

A dairy organization cites six cases of the fraudulent sale of
margarine as butter. This record actually shows there is little danger
of fraud. The cases represent the isolated actions of a very few indi-
viduals over a period of 20 or 30 years. The amount of margarine in-
volved was infinitesimal by comparison with the amount of the product
which was manufactured. The records of judgments under the Fed-
eral IFood, Drug, and Cosmetic Aet, published by the Ifood and Drug
Administration, show that from 1930 through 1947, butter was seize
for various violations 2,292 times; margarine only 21 times during
this period,

This was a little different period from the period cited by the Under
Secretary of the Treasury, but these figures were taken from the
records.

In only two cases was margavine seized for contamination, filth,
addition of foreign matter, decomposition, or similar reasons. Butter
was seized in 652 cases, Margarine’s few seizures under the Food and
Drug Administration have been mainly because of slightly less than
80 percent fat content.

uring the period mentioned, butter volume was four to five times
that of margarine. But the seizures were at a ratio for butter of 100 to
1 for margarine. .

10 ‘this counection, ouly butter is exempt from certain labeling
ruquirements of the IFederal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. The arti-
ficial color may be and is added without stating this fact on the label.
Special dairy interests that put through the legislation on margavine
were able to prevent butter from having to be thus accurately labeled.
Likewise, the label states no grade or other value by which the con-
tents—a pound of butter—may be {udged by the consumer. Further-
mgrf, much butter is artificially flavored without so stating on the
label.

1 believe it is the only food product that has that special treatment.

The Criamraan. By express exemption,

Senator FuLnrisirr. In the Pure Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

The Citaieman. In the Pure Food and Cosmetic Act?

Senator Fuwsriont, That is correct. \

I think it should be made clear here, so that'there may be no con-
corn on the point, that no responsible margarine manufacturer or
distributor of margarine——no proponent of repeal of these discrimina-
tory tax laws—is opposed to tho labeling and marking provisions of
the pure-food laws. Margarine wants to_be known as margarine,
labeled as margarine, sold as margarine. I am afraid some spokes-
men for the butfer interest have conjured up a specter of “fear” on this
particular issue that is almost as fraudulent as the thing they say they
want to prevent,

I am sure that most Senators, as well as the public generally, have -
a genuine respect for what are called the pure food and drug laws.
They are not only so regarded by the Congress and the public, but they
are likewise appreciated by the people whom they most directly affect
in lt]m commercial world; the manufacturers, distributors, and re-
tailers.
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I would like to discuss, briefly, the provisions of these laws with
respect to the protection they give the consumer against the fraudulent
sale of margarine, white or colored, as butter.

Section 301 of the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act includes
these prohibitions, which have application to margarine: .

The introduction or delivery for introduction into interstate com-
merce of an adulterated or misbranded food.

The adulteration or misbranding of any food while in interstate
commerce, ‘

'I;!he receipt in interstate commerce of a misbranded or adulterated

ood. S

The alteration, mutilation, destruction, obliteration, or removal of
the whole or any part of the labeling of, or the doing of any other act
with respect to a feod, if such act is done while such article is held for
sale after shipment in interstate commerce and results in such article
being misbranded.

In addition this section prohibits the refusal of access to or copy-

“ing of records, and entry or inspection of premises, provided in sec-
tions 703 and 704, These sections are as follows:

Skc. 703, For the purpose of enforcing the provisions of this Act, carriers
engaged in interstate commerce, and persons receiving food, drugs, devices, or
cosmetics in Interstate commerce or holding such articles so received, shall,
upon the request of an officer or employee duly designated by the Administrator,
permit such officer or employee, at rensonable times, to have access to and to
copy all records showing the movement in interstate commerce of any food, drug,
device, or cosmetie, or the holding thereof during or after such movement, and the
quantity, shipper, and consignee thereof; and it shall be unlawful for any such
carrier or person to fail to permit such access to and copying of any such record
RO requested when such request is accompanied by a statement in writing specify-
lnig tthe nature or kind of food, drug, device, or cosmetic to which such request
relates,

8Ec. 704, For the purposes of this Act, officers or employees duly designated
by the Administrator, after first making request. and obtaining permission of
the owner, operator, or custodian thereof, are authorized (1) to enter, at reason-
able times, any factory, warehouse, or establishment in which food, drugs, devices,
or cosmetics are manufactured, processed, packed, or held, for Introduction into
interstate commerce are held after such introduction, or to enter any vehicle
being used to transport or hold such food, drugs, devices, or cosmeties in inter-
state commerce; and (2) to inspect, at reasonable times, such factory, ware-
" house, establishment, or vehlcle and all pertinent equipment, finished and un-

flnislied materlals, containers, and labeling therein,

All these provisions, prohibiting adulteration or misbranding of
food from the time of its manufacture until its sale to the consumer,
and permittin§ full powers of inspection and accounting, certainly
guarantee, as fully as is possible under the Constitution, that mar-
garine in interstate commerce shall be sold for exactly what it is.

Penalties imposed for the violation of these provisions, including
refusal to 1perm1t ms&»ection and access to records, are imprisonment
for up to 1 years or fine of $1,000, or both. For a second conviction
or upon violation with intent to defraud on mislead the penalties are
8 years imprisonment and fine of $10,000 or both.

Furthermore, the Federal Government has the power of seizure of
any food adulterated or misbranded, while jt is in interstate commerce,
or at any time thereafter, i

Senator Tarr, That is not set by that last line, “or at any time
thereafter”? oy ; '

Senator FuLsrigar, No. ,

/)
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Thoe CHamman. It is sustained by the Sullivan case.

Senator Fuiskierrr., I think the Sullivan case sustains that.

Senator Tarr. We have a bill on the calendar purporting to restore
this condition.

Senator Furnriarrr. That is the Miller bill. I refer to that later.
Ts that not what the Senator has in mind? But the Sullivan case—

fb'mmtor Tarr. Which said you could not seize adulterated food
after—-—

Senator Fursriaur, The Sullivan case T discuss a little later, which
involved the taking of sulfa tablets out of a properly labeled package,
and sold in the sack without any label on it, after it had come into the
hands of the retailer, if that is what the Senator has in mind.

Senator ‘Carr. The case 1 refer to that this bill was intended to
correct, if it could, there was a case holding that the Federal Govern-
ment could not seize food which deteriorated after it had passed out
of interstate commerce,

Senator Fursmianr, Perhaps after it was no longer held for sale.

Senator T'arr, It spoiled after it had come to rest. '

Senator Fursienrr. I am not sure about that case. I do refer to the
Sullivan case later in this statement,

The Cramyax. The Sullivan case threw some doubt on whether
it would apply the same rule to food as it did to drugs. 1t seemed
to have been brought to the attention of the court, could, for ex-
ample, o merchant—a corner-grocery storekeeper—be brought under
regulation and penalty if he took a box of can(l(y sticks, the box being
properly marked and labeled as to content, and broke the box and put
the separate candy sticks into the showcase and sold them without any
kind of marking or branding—whether that sort of a transaction would
come under the rule. ,

My memory is that the court declined to go into that, and said in
effect, “We will consider that when we come to it,” which may pose
the question as to the extent of that decision.

Senator Tart, The case I refer to is the Phelps Dodge Mercantile
Co., which held that foods and drugs that become filihy, debased,
deteriorated, after interstate transportation, could not be seized by
the Government. In other words, if they were in proper condition,
if they came through in interstate commerce, and then spoiled after
they reached the point of destination for retail sale, the Government
could no longer seize them. ’

Senator Fursriont. I believe the Senate report on the Miller bill
that I referred to stated that the Sullivan case came subsequent to
that case, and that they thought it might overrule that interpretation
that it was beyond the power of the Government to seize, but the Miller
bill, as I understand it, is designed to make clear und definite the
power to seize. It was designed to meet the situation which arose
under the Phelps-Dodge case,

The Caamuman. I think it should be be said that in the Sullivan case
the Supreme Court did not cast any doubt oh the constitutionality
of a mensure that would follow a food product through in the way in
which you have deseribed it. ' ‘

Senntor Fonsriair, Yes, sir,

"The Cramaan. The question heing if the Congress should decide
to go along that kind of a route, whether the present law is sufficient,
or whether it necds amendment.
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Senator Fursrigar, That is correct.

The CuamrMaN. I think also, Senator, you may be coming to it, but
also there is a line of cases in connection with the Food Marketing
Act, and in connection with the Price Adjustment Act, where the
~ transactions were purely intrastate but if they throw economic bur-

dens on interstate transactions, or have a tendency to disrupt inter-
_state controls, they can be brought under judicial control.

Senator Fursricur. They can be. Of course, I mention later that
practically all of the States have restrictions as onerous as this is
and they have been in effect and will continue to be in, that is, if they
want to do that. There is a specific exemption in the law with regard
to occup¥ing this field, that is, in our Federal statutes, that {hat
specitically permits States to go ahead and regulate thest matters
even though the Federal Government has undertaken regulation also,

The Cuamrsman, The chairman is hopeful that during the discus-
gion of both sides that the possibilities of constitutional regulation
in this field will be rather thoroughly explored,

Senator Fursrient. I doubt that I could add anything to the chair-
man’s great knowledge of that aspect of it or anybody could, but I
will give you a suggestion later here,

- The CunammaN, I have just been passing my coals to Newcastle.

Senator Fursricirr, The ¥Federal Security Administrator has the
power to promulgate regulations fixing and establishing for any food

a reasonable definition and standard of identity, designating the in-

redients which shall be named on the label. Under this power, he

as established a Definition and Standard of Identity for Oleomar-
garine, prescribing its ingredients and labeling requirements.

.The act includes many additional provisions which broaden its
scope, and make very clear the protection afforded the consumer. For
example, section 403 provides that a food shall be deemed to be mis-
branded—making violation subject to the penalties I have mentioned—

1, If its label is false or misleading in any particular.

2. If it is offered for sale under the name of another food. That -
is one I would say particularly they are concerned about in this
legislation, '

3. If it is in imitation of another food, unless so labeled.

4, If its container is so made or filled as to be misleading.

b. Unless it bears a label containing the name and place og busi-

' ness of the manufacturer, packer, or distributor; and an accurate

" statement of the 3un.ntity of the contents,

- 6. If any word, statement, or other information required by

the act to appear on the label is not placed with such conspicuous-

- - ness and in such terms as to render 1t likely to be read and under-

- stéod by the ordinary individual under customary conditions of

.. purchase and use. :

7. If it purports to be or is represented as a food for which

. & definition and standard of identity has been prescribed, unless

. it conforms to such standard, and its label bears the name speci-

. fied by the standard.

8. If it contains any artificial coloring,‘ flavoring, or chemical

_ preservative, unless its label so states. This provision, inciden-

“tally, is expressly inapplicable to butter, cheese, or ice cream.

/
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Senator Lucas. All of these regulations would remain in full force
and effect ? .

Senator I'vLprient. Yes.

Senator Luocas. Regardless,

Senator Furpriaur. This is the Pure Food and Drug Act. This
proposed repeal of these taxes in no way affects these laws,

It will be noted that these provisions, prohibiting misbranding and
adulteration, extend to the point where the food is *held for sale after
shipment in interstate commerce.” Contrary to the impression of
many people, this point actually extends to the final sale of the article
of food. The recent decision of the United States Supreme Court in
U. 8. v. Sullivan (68 Sup. Ct. 331), decided in January of this year,
makes this point clear.

In the Sullivan case, a retail druggist in Georgia had purchased
a bottle of properly branded sulfa tablets from a wholesaler who
purchased them in interstate commerce. The retail druggist took -
some tablets from the bottle, put them into a paper bag, and sold them
across the counter in his store. This paper bag was not labeled as
provided by the act. and the defendant was charged with misbranding
and a violation of section 301 (k).

The Crtamraan. 1 think an important. element of the case is that”
the retailer accused purchased the tablets from the consignee. In
other words, under old-time conceptions, the interstate feature of
the transaction ended when it reached the consignee,

Senator FuLsrieur, Yes,

The Cuamyan, This retailer bought the sulfathiazole tablets from
the wholesaler-consignee, and then proceeded to sell them in a box
of his own which merely had the word “sulfathiazole” on it, and did
not have either warnings or directions. ,

Senator Fursrienr. Which only emphasizes the extent to which you
can follow it. :

The Ciramnan. If you can bring the case into analogy with food,
then you have a rather powerful precedent.

Senator Fuisricur. The defendant claimed that section 301 (k)
was not applicable since the transaction involved was entirely local,
not involving interstate commerce, and that, furthermore, even if the
act were applicable, then the transuction was beyond the constitu-
tional power of Congress. '

The Supreme Court upheld the conviction under the act and ruled
that since the act was enacted to protect the consumer with respect
to any food, drug, or cosmetic which had been shipped in interstate
commerce, section 301 (k) is definitely applicable, Ifurthermore, the
Court held that Congress has the power to cover this type of situa-
tion, since it is an aspect of regulating interstate commerce and
protecting the consumer with respect to articles which move in inter-
state commerce.

It could be pointed out that the matter of whether section 301 (k)
extends so far as to cover a_completely local transaction—on which
the Supreme Court has already ruled—will probably become academie,
since the Miller bill, H. R. 4071, has already been reported out to the
Senate and appenrs slated for passage. This bill makes it clear, by
statutory language, that section 801 (k) applies to a local trunsac-
tion of the kind being discussed, since the statutory language would
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be amended to cover specifically any action done while the article is
held for sale, whether or not the first sale, after shipment in inter-
state commerce and which act results in the article being adulterated
or misbranded.

Of course it will be contended that these provisions do not protect
the consumer in purely intrastate cases. This is true, ultlmug}\ these
cases are very limited and ave not properly matters for the con-
sideration of Congress at any rate.

The Crairman. I should like to suggest, if I may, that you have
the opportunity to expand your argument by basing yourself on the
Food Adjustment Act cases on the marketing decisions, and on the
Shreveport cases.

Senator Fosricirr, I did not want to overstate the case. I agree,
and I think what you have already suggested could well be true, which
merely strengthens our position, that the power of the Congress
through the pure food laws is quite suflicient to handle this situation.
Would that not be the conclusion?

The Cuamraman. I have nothing but a tentative opinion on the sub-
ject. I am merely making a suggestion of a matter which might
become of interest to the committee.

Senator Fuisrianr. I think the Senator is quite right, and as so
often happens, he knows a little more about this matter than I do, but
I think the conclusions in the direction that there is the power now
existing in the Government to control the matter, this is the point
I am really trying to make: that this whole business should be handled
directly through regulations under the fure food laws and not through
a tax on it.

Senator Barxrey. That reasoning follows not only the decision of
the Court, but the Transportation Act of 1920 and other acts regulat-
ing railroads, in which intrastate rates, purely intrastate, that were
a burden on interstate transportation were subject to regulation by
Congress and action by the ICC.

If it can do that with regard to the means of transportation, it cer-
tainly can do it in regard to the things transported.

Senator Fursrienir. I think so. I certainly agree.

However, as I have said, this objection is met adequately by the laws
of the States. Furthermore, as every margarine producer is dependent
upon markets in several States, as a practical matter he and his dis-
tributors are obliged to comply with the Federal laws on the subject
of fraudulent sales. ’ ,

It should also be remembered that should these taxes be repealed,
this will in no way affect the power of the States to regulate intra-
state commerce in oleomargarine, This power, in spite of Federal
laws on the subject-——which might be held to take the matter out of
the hands of the States—is especially reserved to the States under the
terms of title 21, section 25, United States Code, as follows:

“Oleomargarine % * * tpangported into any State or the District of Co-
lumbig, and remaining therein for use, consumption, sale, or stétage there, shall
o be subject to the operation and effect of the laws of such State or the
District of Colunbla, enacted in the exerclse of its police powers to the same
extent and in the same manner ay though * * * produced in such State
* * * andshall not be exempt therefrom by reason of being introduced therein
in original packnges or otherwise, - oo

The effect of this provision is to remove any doubt as to whether
Congress intends to foreclose State %’ction in the realm of regulation

i
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of margarine. This provision is not, of course, affected by H. R. 2245,

Thus the only conceivable avenue for fmuri—menning the sale of
colored oleomargarine as butter—occurs in restaurants and other pub-
lic cating places, where yellow margarine could be sold as butter.
I do not regard this as of particular importance for several reasons:
In the first place, there is nothing in Federal law now, before the
enactment, of this billy which would prevent a restaurant owner from
purchasing colored margarine and serving it as butter, unless the Pure
I'ood and Drug Acts are so interpreted, and these acts are not affected
by the bill. So the repeal of the olcomargarine taxes will not affect
the problem, except to save him 10 cents per pound of margarine.
Even this, in view of the present cost of butter, would not increase the
likelihood of such a fraud, since it would clearly profit the restaurant
owner to buy colored oleomargarine and serve it now.

Senator Tarr. Could he not buy it without coloring?

Senator FurericHT. I mean he could buy it colored and still be
making a big profit. The motive to do it from the profit point of view
exists now. It is true, however, if he bought the white now and
colored it, the restaurant would be elassed as a manufacturer and have
to pay $600 excise, but he can buy it straight as yellow and pay the 10
cents a pound and serve it now.

Senator Tarr, Still if he is willing to violate the law in serving it,
he will be willing to violate the law by mixing the yellow.

Senator Fursrienr. That may be true.

Senator Livcas. I should like to ask Senator Fulbright one question
at this point. I have received suggestions that aﬁ public eating
houses should be compelled to properly identify margarine from but-
ter, so that the guests would know exactly what they were cating. Do
you make any suggestion ¢

Senator FursricHT. That is just what I am coming to right at this
moment. There is just one more page of this statement.

Senator Livcas. You started ta}king about it, and I note you had
left the subject, and that is the reason I asked you that point.

Senator Fursriani, In the second place, the laws of 40 of the States
require that public eating places give notice to their customers when
they serve margarine. '

Also, it might well be argued that if the customer himself does not
know what he is eating, it makes little difference, since margarine is
nutritionally the equal or superior of butter,

Senator Burrer. I bring up the same question there that I did be-
fore. Do you contemplate in amending this law to provide for prose-
cuting butter manufacturers or other people who imitate the superior
qualities of margarine?

Senator Fursrigir, It might come to that some day. The great
propirress they have made in the development and refining of margarine
might result in that, but we are not insisting on it yet.

neidentally, in using the need for the protection of the restaurant
customer as an argument for retention of the taxes, the defenders
of those taxes are placing themselves in the position of claiming that
margarine is of vastly inferior taste, which they do claim, yet con-
tending that the restaurant consumer is unable to discern this,

However, assuming such protection is desirable, it can be accom-
plished by amendment to the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act,
extending the definition of “acts which result in misbranding.”
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This is the point. which 1 belicve the Senator from Illinois is
interested -in,

This procodurs will bring the entire question of fraud in the sule
of olcomargarine under the provisions of that act, which now con-
tains ndequate provision for protection to all consumers, except patrons
of L)ublic eating ‘)Inccs.

Section 801 (k) of the nct, as I have said, prohibits acts which
result in misbranding while an article of food is held for sale after
shipment in interstate commerce,

Seetion 308 (n) provides for penalties for nets of mishranding;
imprisonment. for not more than  year, fine of $1000, or both.

éo.ction 403 provides that “a food shall be deemed to be misbranded”
wlien, ag defined in subsections (a) throngh (k), vavious acts ol mis-
branding occur,

"The proposed amendment would add a new subseetion and thus
a new “act, of misbranding,” as follows:

(1) If it is oleomurgarine coutaining artiti*ial coloving and Is served by a
restaurant or other public cating place, whether or not n sepnrate nnd distinet
charge theredor s made, unless a consplenous sfun in, or a prominent notice
on the duily bill of fave or menu, of such vestaurant or publie cating place
states that oleomargnrvine is served.  ‘The Inbeling requirements of this Act
shall not apply to oleomnrgarine containing avtifieclal coloring served by &

restaurant or other publie eating place if such restaurant. or other publie enting
place fully complies with the provisions of this paragraph.

That is the proposed amendment.,

Tho (‘mamaan. Would there be an objection if buttor is served
in pats in public eating })]:\ms?

enator Funnmianr, Pats of buttert

The Cnamman, T mean pats of oleo.  Would there be any objec-
tion to putting some sort n} imprint on the pat itself, just as house-
wives shape o pat into a rosebud or something else—put some kind
of w mark on it to show that it is oleo?

Scenator Barkrey. You could not get much on a little tab of butter
or margarine either, that they serve in the restaurant,

The Crramaan. I am afraid you are vight,

Senator Tarr. Put rosebuds only on margarine,

The Ciramraan, My thonght was not to have it look like a vose-
bud, hut of conrse. t™at would only be giving the rose another name.
My thought. was that the pat be imprinted with an initinl or some-
thing that would show it. was oleo,

Senntor Fursrianer. T think, of course, as n practical matter per-
haps in the Carlton or Shoreham they do make faney little pats, but
tho average ordinary restaurant, it. would be an intolerable burden
to have to do that. '

The Cuamman, You think it wonld be impractical?

Senator Furmwricrer, T think of no way that an owrdinary small
restaurant could have the mechanical means of doing that in any
reasonably eflicient manner.  That is my only objection.  1f you think
50 as u practicn]l matter, T see no objection, Tt seems to me it is the
easiest way, and the way they already conform to it—40 States already
muke them do this—is to morely say that in some manner, some rea-
sonable manner, notice must be given to the peoplo that glmy are
serving margarine, That is already, as T say, in effect, anil cnuses
very little trouble with the average small restaurant, and tha¥ seemed

; )
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to us the most practical way to follow that in the experience at lenst
in the States, It seems to have dictated that as being the best way.

The Criareman. T am not proposing this, It has been suggested
along with change in shapes and all sorts of things, and I wanted
your opinion.

Senator Furnmianr, This is a velatively small item in a restaurant,
and to require any extraordinary effort in the preparation of the
butter or the margarine is simply another way of saying you shall
not serve it. That is what it mmounts to. If you wanted to expressly
prohibit. it, that is another matter, That could he considered.

Senator Tarr. T suppose your provision here, the labeling require-
ment shall not apply to oleomargarine, if this is on it.

Senutor Iurstiairr, 11 thisison?

Senator Farr, 1 do not suppose the labeling provisions of the act
apply to any food served in the vestaurant, and you cannot label the
porl chop or beans or anything else,

Senator Furnriairr. OF course there is no doubt about pork chops.

Senator Tarr. You are not exempting oleomargarine here from
any general requirements in that section ¢

Senator Furnrianre, Not that I know of. You see, all of this merely
is another further definition of misbranding. 'They say if you sell
it without this, it. amounts to a mishranding.

‘That is the effect of that,

The Criamsan, This is another way of saying you do not have
to serve‘it, in a restnurant in an original contuiner,

Senator Tawrr. That is true of all food.

'The Ciaearan, That is what you are saying there.

Senator Fursmianer. You have to give notice if you serve it,

The Cramaan. When you waive the labeling requirements, you
are waiving something that is on the container.

Senator Fursianer, Yes,

The Cuamrman, Obviously you eannot serve butter in a container
to the individual customer. '

Senator Fursnianrr, As T understand the present pure-food laws,
there is n provision giving disceretion to the Administrator whero it
is not practical, he mukes that decision, to waive the requirement of
a lnbel. T think that would be true under existing law, that it has
not been deemed to be practical to make an imprint, we will say, on
the butter. I think he probably has the power to do that. So that
their proposed amendment would relieve him of that diseretion,

Senator Tarr. You have the alternative, if you do not put the sign
on, you could still serve the pat of oleo if it had the proper labeling
requirements on it, If it wore wrapped separately that would relieve
you of the necessity of putting it on the menu, is that right ¢

Senator Tursricire. T would think certainly as a practical matter
that would be compliance,

Senator Tarr, It has been one of the sug{mst‘ions that it be served
in a triangular form, which I suppose would require wrapping.

Senator Furnrianr, That was the trouble.  That was sugzgested in
the House. I believe that someone submitted an amendment, in the
House requiring that, and it was voted down on the ground that it is
not practical as a way to reach it

Sonator Tarr. An alternative could be that if you did not want to
say that, you could do that,
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Senator Fursmasrr. There again you run into the enormous difli-
gulty of taking each pat of butter and wrapping it individually and

oing that.

Se%mtor Tarr. The word “oleo” on the pat would hardly comply
with the labeling requirements, because they have to set out yellow
coloring matter and a number of other things.

Senator FuLsriaur, This seems to us, and we have thought about
it from all angles, probably the most practical way that would not
definitely prohibit it. Of course, if they think that the danger is so
great that it ought to be prohibited that is another matter. I think
there is no serious contention that in the other field, that is, distribution
through retail outlets, that there is any fraud or any likelihood of any.

The CuatkMan. Without any expression of opinion on the merits
of what you propose here, it is good to see a constructive suggestion
made in this hearing.

Senator Furriaut. Ithank the chairman. Wehave really thought
as seriously as we could as to what practical way we could follow,
and we also felt the precedent of the States which have been so close
to this matter, is probably very persuasive; 40 of them do use this,
and I may say one reason 1 do not set out the exact way that they state
this notice is in order not to require two notices, one under the State
and one under the Federal law. I mean that was the reason. We
considered that very seriously ; should we sny exactly how they do it.
But that would run contra to those laws, and then you would have
every restaurant having to have both the way we said they must be
given the notice, and the way the State gives it.

S.ena?tor Tarr. How many States prohibit the sale of yellow mar-
garine

Senator Fuisriant. Twenty-three T believe. I had that a moment
ago. Was it not 23 in the testimony?

Scnator Tarr. They prohibit it?

Senator Fursmant. It is 22 or 23. I have forgotten the exact
number.

Senator Tart. They prohibit the sale by restaurants of colored
margarine?

Senator Furnriorrr. They prohibit the sale altogether to anybody.

Senator Tarr. And then in addition to that, you have 40 States
here that you say have this provision about the bill of fare.

Senator FuLeriairr, That is, have requirements that their law re-
quires that if you sell it.

Senator Groror. The Under Secretary of the Treasury said today
the sale of colored oleomargarine is prohibited in 22 States. Three
additional States impose a tax of 10 cents a pound on the colored prod-
uct. In 23 States the sale of colored margarine is unfettered by the
excise of State prohibition,

Senator Tarr. I wondered how you fixed it at 40 States. You sy
40 States have this provision about notice on the bill of fate. How
do you fit that in with the 22 that prolijbit it altogether?

mnator FuLsrianT. I hove heve information. if the committee
would like it, ‘This is a compilation of the State vequirements. For
example, they have different ways. 'T'ake my home State, just a short
paragraph, This is section 602 of Polk’s Digest :

hotel, inn or restaurant or hoarding-house keeper serving margarine must

Ap
. a?ﬂear{v and Indelibly mark the plate holding it on some prominent part thereot
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with the word oleomargarine or such other word as may properly describe
the compound, puff pastry shortening not muade with milk and cream excepted,”

They have different ways. Some say it has to be on the plate.
Others I notice on the menu and others so on and so forth,

In order not to require double work on that part, we left that just
saying in the language of the suggested amendment so that it is rea-
sonably flexible, and yet gives notice.

The Cuamaran. Just as an expression of personal opinion, T believe
that we should go the route of something of this kind. Whatever
we do must. be complete from the Federal standpoint, for obviously
you cannot possibly adjust your Federal statute to all of the different
requirements of the different States. The Tederal statute must con-
tain_complete protection from the Federal standpoint if we adopt
this kind of a device.

Senator Furerienr, And T agree, T think this does it, and is in
accord with the existing laws in the States,

For the information of the Senator, T would like to read his own
State’s requirement as a good illustration of a law quite similar to
this.

The Cuamrman. May I interrupt with just one observation, X
would like to suggest to the butter people that entirely without preju-
dice to their own contentions they give this amendment very close
serutiny, and if they wish, of course, feel at liberty to be critical of
it.

Senator Tarr. Do I understand that under this amendment, white
oleomaygarine could be served without this requirement? Is that
correct?

Senator Fursrianir, Yes. If it is oleomargarine containing arti-
ficial coloring

Senator Tarr. You say 40 States have a similar provision. If
you have that many States, then some of them must simply prohibig
the sale of white margarine without notice, beeause they prohibit the
sale of yellow altogether,

Senator Furnnrienir. T think that is true. Some do prohibit, I
believe, the sale of white oleomargarine. Does not Wisconsin prohibit
the sale of white olcomargarine?

Senator Tarr, You claim that 40 States have a provision similar to
this, If 22 prohibit it altogether, that makes 62 States, und it would
not be possible to have 40 States having provisions similar to this,
unless some of them are trying to require the labeling of white oleo.
That is what I do not understand. '

Senator Fursricirr. The 22 prohibitions do not relate solely to
restaurants.  That is a prohibition, general prohibition to anybody
under any circumstances, that the Under Secretary was talking about,
relating to sales of yellow margarine, Whereas the State laws requir-
ing notice relate to serving white or yellow, so the 40 include the 22.

Senator Tarr. Have you a compilation of all of the States?

Senator Funsiianr, This is a compilation I was going to read,
Colorado, which is a little nearer the one proposed. This is volume 2,
chapter 49, section 23, Statutes Annotated.  Whenever margarine is
offered to the public for consumption as a butter substitute, the person,
firm, or institution offering margarine shall prominently display a
sign bearing the words “We serve olecomargarine” in plain !}othic
letters at least 2 inches high,
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