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OLEO TAX REPEAL

FRIDAY, APRIL 8, 1940

UNITED STATES SENATE,
C‘omMIrriE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D, C'.

The committee met, pursuant. to notice, at. 10 a, m,, in room 312,
Senate Office Building, Senator Walter I, George (chairman), presiding,

Present:  Senators George (chairman), Connally, Byrd, Hocy,
Millikin, and Willinms,

Also Present: Mrs, Elizabeth B, Springer, acting chief elerk,

The Cuairman, This hearing is called on H. R, 2023, To regulate
oleomargarine, to repeal certain taxes relating to oleomargarine, and
for other purposes, which passed the House of Representatives on
April 1, 1949,

There is a substituto which T presume will be finally offered. Tt has
been presented and printed and presumably will be offered to the
committee before the bill is acted upon.

(The bills referred to follow:) ..

(1. IR, 2023, 818t Cong., 1st sexs.)
AN AP Toregulate oleomargurine, to repeal eertaln taxes relating to oleomargarine, and for other purpoces

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, 'That seetion 2301 of the Internal Revenue Code
(relating to the tax on olcomargarine) is repealed,

Ske, 2, Part T of subechapter A of chapter 27 of the Internal Revenue Coda
(relating to the occupational tax on manufacturers, wholesalers, and retailers of
olcomargarine) is repealed: Provided, ‘I'hat such repeal shall not be construed to
entitle any manufacturer, wholesaler, or retailer to a refund of any oceupational
tax herctofore paid,

Skc. 3. (a) The Congress hereby finds and declares that the sale, or the serving
in public eating places, of colored olcomargarine or colored margarine without
clear identification as such or which is otherwise adulterated or misbranded within
the meaning of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Act depresses the market
in interstate commerce for butter and for olcomargarine or margarine clearly
identified and neither adulterated nor misbranded, and constitutes a burden on
interstate commerce in such articles.  Such burden exists, irrespective of whether
such oleomargarine or margarine originates from an interstate source or from the
State in which it is =old.

(b) Section 301 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as amended (21
U. 8. C. 331), is amended by adding a new pnragrarh as follows;

“(m) The =erving of colored olcomargarine or colored margarine in violation of
section 407 (h).”

(¢) Chapter 1V of such Aect, as amended (21 U, 8, C. 341 and the following),
is amended by adding a new scction as follows:

“COLORED OLEOMARGARINE

“Skc. 407. (a) Colored olcomargarine or colored margarine which is sold in the
same State or Territory in which'it is produced shall be subject in the same manner
and to the same extent to the provisions of this Aet as if it had been introduced
in interstate commerce.

1



2 OLEO TAX REPEAL

“(b) No person shall possess in a form ready for serving colored oleomargarine
or colored margarine at a public eating place unless (1) a notice that oleomargarine
or margarine is served is displayed prominently and conspicuously in such place
and in such manner as to render it likely to be read and understood by the ordinary
individual being served in such eating place or is printed or is otherwise set
forth on the menu in type or lettering not smaller than that normally used to
designate the serving of other food items; and no person shall serve colored oleo-
margarine or colored margarine at a public eating place, whether or not any charge
is made therefor, unless each separate serving hears or is accompanied by labeling
identig'ing it as oleomargarine or margarine, or (2) such colored oleomargarine or
colored margarine is molded and shaped in such manner so as to have three sides
(exclusive of the ends) and no person shall serve colored oleomargarine or colored
margarine at a public eating place, whether or pgx a charge is made therefor,
unless each separate serving thereof is triangular in shape.

‘‘(¢) Colored oleomargarine or colored margarine when served with meals at a
public eating place shall at the time of such service be exempt (rom the labeling
re(]uirements of section 403 (except (a) and 403 (f)) if it complies with the re-
quirements of subsection (b) of this section.

‘“(d) For the purpose of this section colored oleomargarine or colored margarine
is oleomnargarine or margarine having a tint or shade containing more than one
and six-tenths degrees of ycllow, or of yellow and red collectively, but with an
excess of yellow over red, measured in terms of Lovibond tintometer scale or its
equivalent.”

Skc. 4. So much of the unexpended balances of appropriations, allocations, or
other funds (including funds available for the fiseal 'ly:enr ending June 30, 1950)
for the use of the Burcau of Internal Revenue of the Treasury Department in the
exercise of functions under the Oleomargarine Tax Act (26 U. S. C. 2300 sub-
chapter A), as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget may determine, shall be
transferred to the Federal Security Agency (Food and Drug Administration)
for use in the enforcement of this Act.

Sec. 5. This Act shall not abrogate or nullify any statute of any State or Terri-
tog' now in effect or which may hereafter be enacted.

Ec. 6. This Act shall become effective thirty days after its enactment except
that section 2 of this Act shall hecome effective thirty days after its enactment or
July 1, 1949, which ever date is earlier.

Passed the House of Representatives April 1, 1949,

Attest: RaLrH R. RoBERTS, Clerk.
[H. R. 2023, 81st Cong., Ist sess.]

AMENDMENT (in the nature of substitute) Intended to be proposed by Mr,
Wiley (for himself, Mr. Gillette, Mr. Miller, Mr, Butler, Mr. Thye, Mr. Withers,
Mr. Magnuson, Mr. Hickenlooper, Mr. Taylor, Mr. Langer, Mr. Young,
Mr. Morse, Mr. Gurney, Mr, Mundt, Mr. Aiken, Mr, Ecton, Mr. Jenner, Mr.
Cain, Mr. McCarthy, Mr. Capehart, Mr. Johnson of Colorado, Mr. Cordon,
Mr. Humphrey, Mr. Donnell, Mr. Flanders, and Mr. Ferguson) to the bill
(H. R. 2023) to regulate oleomargarine, to repeal certain taxes relating to oleo-
margarine and for other purposes, viz, strike out all after the enacting clause
and in lieu thereof insert the following:

DEFINITIONS

Section 1. (a) The term “oleomargarine’” as used in this Act includes—

(1) all substances, mixtures, and compounds known as oleomargarine,
margarine, oleo, or butterine; .

(2) all substances, mixtures, and compounds which have a consistency
similar to that of butter and which contain any edible oils or fats other than
milk fat if (A) made in imitation or semblance of butter, or purporting to be
buttter or a butter substitute, or (B) commonly used, or intended for common
use, in place of or as a substitute for butter, or (C) churned, emulsified, or
mixed in cream, milk, skim milk, buttermilk, water, or other liquid and
containing moisture in excess of 1 per centum and commonly used, or suitable
for common use, as a substitute for butter.

(b) For the purposes of this Act, ‘‘yellow oleomargarine’’ is oleomargarine, as
defined in subsection (a) of this section, having a tint or shade containing more
than one and six-tenths degrees of yellow, or of yellow and red collectively,
measured in terms of the Lovibond tintometer scale read under conditions sub-
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stantially similar to those established by the Bureau of Internal Revenue, or
the equivalent of such measurement.

(¢) The terin “commerce’” as used in this Act, means trade, traffic, commerce,
transportation, or communication among the several States, or between the
Distriet of Columbia or any Territory of the United States and any State or
other Territory or between any foreign country and any State, Territory, or the
District of Columbia, or within the District of Columbia or any Territory, or
between points in the same State but through any other State or any Territory
or the District of Columbia or any foreign country.

PROHIBITED ACTS

Sec. 2. The manufacture, transportation, handling, possession, sale, use, or
serving of yellow olcomargarine in commetee, or after shipment in commerce as
yellow oleomargarine, or in connection with the production of yellow olcomarga-
rine for shipment in commerce, is hereby declared unlawful: Provided, however,
That yellow olecomargarine manufacturcd or colored within the borders of a
State or Territory in which it is to be consumed shall not be subject to the pro-
visions of this Aet but shall be subjeet to the laws and regulations of such State
or Territory. Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to limit in any
way the applicability of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 8. The Administrator of the Federal Security Agency is authorized and
directed to administer and enforce this Act and to preseribe and enforce rules
and regulations to carry out its purposes and policies. The enforcement provi-
sions of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Aet, including the provisions
relating to injunctions and seizure, shall be available for the enforcement of this

ct.

PENALTIES

Skc. 4. Any person, firm, or corporation violating any of the provisions of this
Act, or of the rules and regulations issued in connection therewith, and any
officer, agent, or employee thereof who directs or knowingly permits such viola-
tions, or who aids or assists therein, shall upon conviction thereof be subject to
punishment in the same manner and to the same extent as persons who violate
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated annually, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary
for the adequate enforcement of this Act.

REPEAL

Skc. 6. The following sections of the Internal Revenue Code (relating to taxes
on colored and uncolored oleomargarine, to special occupational taxes on manu-
facturers, wholesalers, and retailers of oleomargarine, and to packaging, reporting,
and other regulations of oleomargarine) are hereby repealed: Sections 2300, 2301,
2302, 2303, 2304, 2305, 2306, 2307, 2308, 2309, 2310, 2311, 2313, 3200, 3201
(26 U. S. C., secs. 2300, 2301, 2302, 2303, 2304, 2305, 2306, 2307, 2308, 2309,
2310, 2311, 2313, 3200, 3201). :

The CuairMaN. All right, Senator Fulbright, you may proceed
now and make such statement as you wish regarding the measure.

STATEMENT OF HON. J. W. FULBRIGHT, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Senator FuLsrigut. Mr. Chairman, ordinarily I do not feel it is
necessary to read a prepared statement to this committee, but since
this is the beginning of the hearings, if the committee will permit, I .
would like to read a prepared statement with regard to these measures.

In view of the fact that last year and in preceding years very thor-
ough hearings were held on the basic economic factors that enter into
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this problem, I have not tried to review all of that material because
we havo available those hearings both in the Senate and in the House.
So I am trying to approach it with particular regard to the so-called
substitute that has been offered, trying to meet the change in tactics
that that bill represents. It is the same, 1 think, as the Granger,
Andreson bill introduced in the House.

This committee has before it several bills dealing with margarine,
two of which I propose to discuss today.

One is a measure, H, R. 2023, by Mr. Poage, of Texas, which passed
tho House on April 1. This bill,; similar to my own, S. 117, repeals
all Federal taxes and excises on margarine. In addition, it contains
provisions intended to prevent frwud in the sale of margarine in
public cating places.

Another measure, in the nature of a substitute for H. R. 2023, spon-
sored by 26 Senators, proposes to confine tho manufacture and salo
of yellow margarine to intrastate commerce.  For purposes of identi-
fication only I shall refer to this measure as the Wiley bill,

I want to discuss the Poage bill briefly and to explain the resason
for the provisions which place restrictions around the sale of margarine
in public eating places.

One of the principal points at issue in the long margarine contro-
versy has been the contention that to color margarine yellow at the
factory would result in fraud on a wholesale seale.  Yellow margarine,
it was snid, looks like butter and tastes like butter. Therefore, the
public and the butter industry must be protected by punitive legisla-
tion intended to prohibit or restrict the production of yellow margarine,

However, the labeling requirements for margarine, both yellow and
white are such that there is no danger of deception in sales to house-
holders. These sales amount to about 93 percent of all margarine
sold. Sales to bakers, confectioners, and the like account for about
3% percent of all sales, and sales in public cating establishments amount
to about 3% percent. It is in this latter area that the possibility of
deception exists. The butter interests have cited alleged surveys
showing that margarine is being served as butter in somo restaurants,

This committee, last year, and Congressman Poage and I, in our
bills, attempted to close the small gap where danger of deception
exists. : .

The bill which passed the House provides that a public eating place
serving margarine must post a notice to that effect, or print such a
notice on the menu, In addition, each separate serving of margarine
must be identified as such, or as an alternative, margarine may be
sorved in a triangular shape. With the exception of the triangle
amendment, the House bill is almost identical with the measure
reported unanimously by the Senate Finance Committee in the last
session of the Congress.

To some, including myself, the requirements in the House bill with
regard to the serving of margarine in restaurants may scem to be
over-zealous. However, I have no objection to them. I refer to
the requirement on triangular shape.

Senator MiLLixin. It is H. R. 2023 that you refer to?

Senator Furerigar. Yes.

The Poage bill goes as far as anyone can reasonably expect to meet
the contention that removal of the Federal penalties against yellow
margarine would result in widespread fraud and deception. ;
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But the issue before this committee does not bear directly on the
question of yellow margarine. The committee will have to decide
whether to accept the Poage bill, which 1 favor, or the Wiley bill,
which is similar to a bill reported by the House Agriculture Com-
mittee and defeated in the House, As 1 have said, the Wiley bill
would confine the manufacture and sale of yellow margarine to intra-
state commerce, and would absolutely prohibit it, make it unlawful,
in interstate commerce,

As this committee well knows, the margarine hearings before it last
year revolved around the question of the taxes and exeises on mar-
garine which had been in effect, in one form or another, for more than
half a century.

Butter spokesmen contended stoutly that continuanece of the taxes
wu's necessary to prevent fraud and resultant injury to the dairy
industry.

The hearings in 1948 followed House approval of a bill which
repealed in their entirety the Federal antimargarine taxes and
restrictions.

I might remind the committee that that repeal last year was
favored by a margin of better than 2 to 1 in the House. ’

That bill failed in the Senate, the primary reason being the conges-
tion which invariably accompanies the end of a Congress.  That is, it
got over here very late, and we never got it to a vote.  In Senate test
votes, however, the margarine bill showed strength which apparently
dismayed its enemies, and House passage of the repeal bill in 1948 —as
was also the case this year—was by the overwhelming margin of 287
to 89. That is the vote this year.

Last fall, dairy and butter gronps came forward with an entirely
new antimargarine program. They agreed that the taxes and license
fees on margarine should be serapped provided that the manufacture
and sale of vellow margarine should he completely prohibited by
Congress.  That was proposed informally in their meetings.

This represented a startling reversal of policy. The taxes on white
and yellow margarine and the license fees levied on grocers who sold
margarine had been vehemently defended for years by the butter
spokesmen.  They had insisted that the taxes and licenses must be
retained and they shifted ground only after it became clear that the
Congress would no longer support their position.

It has finally heen admitted that margarine, so long as it is not
yellow, is a perfectly good and legitimate product and should be sold
without penalty.

During the Eighticth Congress, this committee and the Scnate,
itsclf, heard the color phase of the margarine issue dwelt on at length.
I propose to mention it only briefly today since the butter proponents
have again reversed their field. 1 will say, however, in passing that
butter is the only food which claims a monopoly on color to the
exclusion of a competitor, and that similarity in color and in other
wu’Fs is the very essence of competition and of free enterprise.

he bill reported by the House Committee on Agriculture and
supported by the dairy and butter groups on the House floor was not,
the measure to ban completely by Federal law the manufacture and
sale of yellow margarine. Instead, it was the proposal to which I
referred previously—a bill to ban the interstate shipment of yellow
margarine and to confine the manufacture, shipment, and sale of
yellow margarine within State lines.
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This, then, is the Wiley bill. T would like to point out that it is
completely out of line with the proposition to ban yellow margnrine.
To my mind, confining vellow margarine within State lines is
completely illogical. Either yellow margarine is a spurious imitation
of butter, one which perpetrates a fraud on the public and unfairly
com{pcws with butter, or it is a legitimato and perfectly good food
product.

If it is a fraudulent article, as the butter industry contends, its
manufacture and salo should be banned, completely banned.

If it is a good food, whose only crime is competition with butter, then
confining it within State lines makes no sense whatever.

In fact, the latest change of front on the part of the butter industry
provides rome very strong additional evidence that what butter really
objects to is competition from margarvine.  If a good excuse for this
legal discrimination ean be found, well and good. If not, the nrgu-
ment will he fitted, as plausibly as possible, to the latest policy line.

It is well known that the hutter interests would prefer a complete
ban on the manufacture and sale of yellow margarine to the Wiley bill
which would limit it to intrastate commerce.  However, it is no sccret
that the butter forces could not get the measure calling for a complete
ban out of the House Agriculture Committee.  Apparently, they have
concluded they cannot get such a measure out of the Senate Finance
Committee, or through the Senate.

I do not. intend to discuss the Poage bill in detail today. The argu-
ments for repeal are familinr to members of the committee. As I
said before, we discussed it at great length last year.

It is my contention that the Federal antimargarine laws are wrong
in principle; that they represent primarily the desire of one group to
be protected by Federal law against another group which produces a
similar product, both products heing legitimate and valuable food.

1 do not propose to talk at length about the oft-repeated claims of
the butter group that repeal of the antimargarine laws would injure,
or destroy, the dairy industry. 1 feel that this claim is exaggerated
beyond all reason. I do not think the dairy industry would ge hurt
by repeal of the Federal antimargarine laws. Butter is the least
profitable use of the dairyman’s product. Once it was a yardstick by
which to measure and fix all miﬁ( prices, but increasinly, milk prices
are set by alternative formulas and are not tied to butter. The ex-
perience in Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark, and other dairy
countries in western Europe, which place no restrictions whatever upon
margarine, including yellow nargarine, has been that there is room
for both industries and that the dairy industry, margarine or no mar-
garine, still continues to flourish.

I only want to remind the committee of the evidence submitted last
year with regard to the relative importance of butter to the dairy
industry in all these States. The figures, I know, startled a great
many Members of the Scnate last year. Ihave them available, but
I simply did not want to burden the record with them because they
were gone into very thoroughly last year. I shall refer to them a little
later on. I emphasize that they have confused the Members of the
Congress as well as the farmers themselves by their exagﬁemted claims
as to t‘lllelsigniﬁcance of butter to the prosperity of the dairy industry
as a whole. .
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It is my opinion that the manufacturers of butter are riding upon
the backs of the dairy industry and are saying, to use the vernacular,
“Let’s you and him fight.” Undoubtedly, we will hear hefore this
commitiee, prophecies about the ruin of the more than 2,500,000 dairy
farmers if the margarine laws arve repealed and predictions about the
resultant ruin of our soil and the destruction of onr civilization. I
do not take these predictions seriously, and I am fairly well certain
in my own mind that neither do intelligent spokesien for the dairy
industry.

But, let us assume that the prophecies are true.  In that case, the
Wiley bill, which would keep the manufacture and sale of yellow
margarine within State lines, does nothing to avert this approaching
doom. The measure would inconvenience and hamper the sale of
margarine. Yet, eventually, almost every State would have yellow
margarine and, whatever the increase in costs due to the fact that
margarine plants would have to be erected in each State, still yellow
margarine would remain cheaper than butter,

As 1 see it, in time, as much margarine would be sold under the
Wiley bill as under the Poage bill, but at great loss to our economy.
If the sponsors of the Wiley bill really believe that the sale of yellow
margarine would ruin dairying, they certainly are doing nothing to
save their great industry.  If the Poage bill would wreek the dairy
industry, so would the Wiley bill.  Obviously, the sponsors of the
Wiley bill know that the dairy industry will not be hurt by repeal
of the antimargarine laws, I think that the ruin-to-the-dairy-mdustry
argument can bo disposed of as a very red herring indeed.

However, any industry is on shaky ground when it comes to the
Congress and asks for protection against a domestie rival because of
prospective damaging competition. If we are to go along with this
policy, I think our conscieneces should trouble us greatly.  The ghosts
of the carriage and buggy makers should visit us at night; we should
be haunted by thoughts of the indigo producers put out of business
long ago because of competitive dyes.  And by thoughts of hundreds
of industries that have succumbed to progress. The butter makers
well understand the weakness of their position when they claim
inability to compete. That is. why they descend to the absurdity of
predicting ruin to the dairy industry and finally ruin to the country
as an excuse for asking Congress to give them special advantages
over margarine,

The taxes existing today on margarine are outmoded and contrary
to the spirit of free enterprise and progress. The butter industry
agrees that these levies should go. But the alternative, the intra-
state proposal, is even more objectionable than the wxes to anyone
who realizes what the free flow of commerce has meant to our Nation.
I would say that one of the hopes of the world today is the example
set by this country. The history of modern times might be entirely
different if Europe had been a free-trade area like the United States.

One of our principal arguments in trving to induce the other coun-
tries of the world to follow our example has been the free flow of trade
among these 48 States. This kind of proposal is directly contrary
to that whole argument which has been advanced for many years.

As everyone knows, the United States narrowly escaped the fate
of Europe. After the Revolutionary War, State pride was so great
that it still is one of the marvels of history that the Constitution
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could bo adopted at all. It could not have been adopted had it not.
boen for the chaotic situation ereated by State interference with trade
and the fact that some of the greatest men of all time were living in
this country and saw eleavly what must be done.

Congress may have the power, although 1 doubt it, to limit com-
mereo in yellow margarine to inteastate channels. 1 do say, howover,
that placing such a limitation on a wholesome food produet would
be unwize and that, the precedent, if extended far enough, would
wrock our cconomy.

The commeree power (art, 1, see. 8, Constitution) is one of the most
important as well as the most powerful nuthorvities granted to Congress,
Ne one ‘fnvtm- was more important in bringing about the formation
of our Federal Union than the lack of o Federal commeree power
under the Government which was established under the Confederation.

The Federalist (ch. XXI1D deseribed the situation as follows:

The interfering and unneighborly regulation of some States, conteary to the
true spirit of the Union, have, in ditfferent instances, given just eanse of umbrage
and complaint to others, and it is to be feared that examples of this nature, if
not restrained by o nationat control, would be multiptied and extended till they
beeame not less serious sonrees of animosity and discord than injurious impedi-
menta to the intercourse between the ditferent parts of the Confederacy,

Mr. Justice Rutledge, of the Supreme Court, has pointed out. that
the udnvtmn of the principle of free trade nmong the States even
weeeded the adoption of the “indispensable domestic freedoms secured
sy the first amendment,”  He said:

Only Inter were they added, by popular demand. 11 was rather to seeuro
freedom of trade, to break down the barriers (o its freo flow, that the Annnpolis
convention was called, only to adjourn with a view to Philadeiphin.  "Thas the
generating source of the Constitution Inys in the rising volime of restraints upon
commeree which the Confederation could not cheek.  ‘Fhese were the proximate
causes of our national existence down to today (A Declaration of Legal Faith,
Rutledge, p. 25).

The important thing to note is that the forefathers did not. merely
prohibit. trade bareiers among the States; the Constitution conferred
upon Congress the power to “regulate.”” My, Justice Jackson, in the
ease of Hood v. Du Mond, decided on Monday of this week, spoke of
the success of this provision as follows:

Our system, fostered by the commeree elause, is that every farmer and every
craftsman shalt be encouraged to produce by the certainty that he will have free
access to overy market in the Nation, that no home embargoes will withhold his
eaport, and no foreign state will by enstoms duties or regulations exelude him,
Likewise, every consumer may look to the free competition from every produe-
ing area in the Nation to proteet him from exploitation by any.  Such was tho
vixion of the founders; such has been the docetrine of this Court which has given
it reality.

Let me cite some examples of the situation which made the adoption
of the Constitution imperative:

Maryland, by her inspection laws and taxes, sought to prevent
the export of her potash. ) .

Massachusetts prohibited the exportation of grain or unmanu-
factured calfskins and imposed an onerous inspection tax on exports
to other States of tobacco, butter, and other products, while North
Carolina Inid, for a limited time, an embargo on the exportation to
other States of Corn, wheat, flour, beef, bacon, and other necessaries
of life. . .

The situation was equally as confusing as regards imports,

*»
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New York, by imposing an import duty, sought to exclude from
its markets the butter, milk, and other dairy products of New Jorsey
and the tirewood of Conneeticut,

Rhode Islnnd imposed an ad valorem tax of 5 peveent on all articles
imported into that State from the other States as well as from foreign
countries, with a proviso for reciproeal velief.

1t was enstomary for States hnving ports to impose heavy taxes on
all imports.

The adoption of the commeree elause was so effective, so far s in-
ternal teade barviers were coneerned, that for the first. 100 years after
the adoption of the Constitution, it was wmecessary for Congress to
tnke any substantinl, aflivmative steps (o vegulate the movement of
poods in interstate commeree,

Beginming lnte in the nineteenth century, the Congress began to
vegulatoe commeree_inan aflivimative manner. . But o study of that
regulation elearly shows that the basie concept behind the commeree
power is to promote the free low of commeree, and not. to prevent i,

Congress Ims exercised its power to prohibit the movement of goods
i interstate commeree spavingly indeed.  As o general matter, the
wower to prohibit an artiele from moving in interstate commeree has
lwm used only for products which Congress felt, were harmful, dan-
gerous, or deleterions,  Some instanees of the exereise of this power
are: Stolen motor vehicles, women for immoral purposes, kidnaped
persons, adulterated and mishranded foods under the pure-food laws,
disensed livestoek and plants,

Not even the bitterest foe of yellow margarine will contend that. it is
not . wholesome and nutritious food produet.

As a matter of prineiple, it is inconecivable to me that the Congress
now will establish the precedent of banning wholesome and legitimate
products in interstate commeree,  Or to put it another way, I do not.
helieve that Congress will take upon itself the process of balkanizing
the conntry. I we do establish that poliey, we are making a mockery
of the commeree elnuse of the Constitution,  We, ourselves, would be
doing the very thing that the States did under the Articles of Con-
federntion, and which almost wreeked this countey during its infaney.

Let us revert now to a discussion onee more of some of the provisions
of the Poage bill, T refer specifieally to the provisions for the identi-
fication of margarine served in public eating places,  The Poage bill
would vequire, as I have stated, notice to the consumers, ecither on
menus or posted, that margarine is being served, plus a positive
ideutifiention of each separate serving of margarvine.  You may reeall
that the Finance Committee Inst year wrote into the margarine bill
almost. the snme provisions that ave in the Poage bill with regard to
identifieations in public cating places, and for the same purposes that
they are in the Poage bill. :

As 1 =aid previously, 93 pereent of the margarine sold goes to con-
sumers through retail stores.  Not even the enemies of margarine
have heen able to give an authentic instance of deception in the sale
of margarine instores.  Three and one-half pereent of margarine is used
by bakers and confectioners and they do not care whether the mar-
garine is white or colored.  They use it for mixing purposes.  The
remaining 3% percent of margarine sold is used in public places and
some of t-his is used for cooking purposes and the color does not matter,
The possibility of fraud in margarine sales, consequently, exists in
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less than 3% percent of all margarine consumed in this country. The
Poage bill goes very far indeed in endeavoring to shut this tiny gap
and to protect the public.

By contrast, the Wiley bill contains no provisions whatsoever with
regard to the identification of margarine in punlic eating places, al-
though spokezmen for butter shouted loud and long about deception
in restaurants and emphasized the results of alleged surveys.  If they
-are really concerned about the possibility of deception in restaurants,
why ((liq’es not the Wiley bill give the consumer some protection in this
regard?

would like to point out also that the Wiley bill, in effect, destroys
the protection which the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and
the regulations issued under it give the consumer. The numerous
provisions of the law and the regulations which specify the ingredients
which may be used, prescribe laT)(-ling requirements, and which protect
the consumer in many other ways would not be applicable to yellow
margarine made and sold under the provisions of the Wiley bill. - This
is true because no yellow margarine would move in interstate com-
meree, and hence be subject to the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

T would like to emphasize that point. The Poage bill strengthens
and extends the protection of the Pure Food Act in all its ramifications
and declares margarine that does not move in interstate commeree to
affect interstate commeree, I think properly and logically so, whercas
the Wiley bill approach overlooks entirely that phase of it and takes
g\\inly the protection that exists today in the Pure Food laws in this

eld.

Let us summarize briefly what the two bills would do. Both the
Poage bill and the Wiley bill would permit the sale of yellow margarine
in exactly the same areas: the States which do not prohibit the sale of
yellow margarine.

The Wiley bill, however, would revert to the ideas which prevailed
during the Articles of Confederation and which almost wrecked the
economic life of the country.

The Poage bill is in line with the ideas which have made this country
the greatest productive Nation the world has ever known.

The Poage bill would protect the consumer against deception; the
Wiley bill gives him no protection whatever and takes away protection
which he now has. If I were a dairyman and were concerned about
competition from margarine, I would support the Poage bill in pre-
ference to the Wiley bill.

Margariue, either yellow or white, is a perfectly good and -wholesome
product. Tt is made from domestic farm products and is manufac-
tured in the United States. Housewives want to buy it already
colored. They should have that privilege.

It is time, and past time, to repeal these un-American Federal
antimargnrine laws and to pass on to other things.

Mr. Chairman, that completes my formal statement. I would
like to read a very short communication into the record from a
Senator who would like to have been here but could not. This is a
ietter addressed to me from the senior Senator from Massachusetts,
Mr. Saltonstall:

When you testify in favor of H. R. 2023, an act to regulate oleomargarine, to
repeal certain taxes relating to olcomargarine, and for other purposes, before the
Senate Committee on Finance, I wish you would record me in favor of it.

As you know, in the Eightieth Congress, I expressed my opposition to the
present discriminatory Federal taxes on any type of marzarine, Ihave repeatediy



OLEO TAX REPEAL 11

stated to many people in Massachusetts that T would continue to do what I can
to sce that this tax on the consumer is eliminated. T believe that H. R. 2023
does just this, and that it is a bill which is in the best interests of the average
Amecrican family.

I sincerely hope that the Committee on Finance will report this bil! i the same
form as it passed the House so that the Senate may have an opportunity to vote
upon ity merits.

Sincerely,
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
United States Senator,

Senator Connarny. Could you just, in a thumbnail sketch, give
us the difference between the Poage bill and the Wiley bill?  What
does the Wiley bill propose to do?”

Senator FuLBricur, A complete prohibition of the shipment in
interstate commerce of yellow margarine; manufacture, sale, and ship-
ment in interstate commerce,

The Poage bill is almost identical with the bill T introduced here
this year and that this committee reported unanimously last year,
with the exception that it adds an alternative provision that the sale
of yellow margarino in public eating places may be made by making
it into triangular shapes rather than giving notice. In other words,
it is an additional alternative method of giving notice that margarine
is being served. Otherwise, it is for all practical purposes the same as
the bill reported last year. It does away with all taxes and restrictions
on the sale of yellow margarine.

Senator ConnaLLy, It does away with all tax on margarine.

Senator FursrieHr. That is right.

The Crarrmay. Whether colored or uncolored.

- Senator FuLsrigur. Mr. Chairman, as I said hefore, there simply are
no new data with regard to the economics of this subject that wasn't
presented last year; but, in order to make it conveniently available
and part of my statement, I have a table which gives by States the
relative value of butter to all farm income. I think it is an extrem.1y
important point simply because I feel that due to the organization
of the butter interests they have been able to make people believe
that this matter is of far greater importance than it actually 18. 1 mean
the butter industry itself, I think, has misled many dairy people and
many farmers to believe that butter is the very backbone of their
industry. I want to cite just one example. It is one of the very
important ones, because the Senators from Wisconsin have taken
such a prominent part in this fight. In Wisconsin, for example,
dairy income ranks first in their income from all agriculture. The
dairy industry contributes 48.7 percent of all farm income. The
significant thing is that the butter contribution to the income of all
farming income is 0.79, less- than 1 percent, just slightly over three-
fourths of 1 percent. That is in Wisconsin.

Senator ConnaLLy. What percentage does it bear to all the dairy
income? .

Senator FuLsrieHr, I did not fizure that one out. That is,
percentage to all farm income. The dairy income itself is 48.7. So, it
is approximately twice that. It would be a little less than 2 percent.

Senator ConnaLLY. Even of the dairy income.

Senator Fursrigat. Even of the dairy income. The fact is,
butter is the least profitable way to dispose of milk. In the ver
highly developed Dairy States they have developed marketing facili-
ties to sell their milk in its fluid form, which is the most profitable.

89848—40——2



12 OLEO TAX REPEAL

Wisconsin is the greatest Dairying State, yet butter is the least sig-
nificant part of the dair;7 income. That is a point that I think cannot
be overlooked. ‘To heer these people talk you would think it was
life and death, and it simply is not so. I would like to put in the
record this table giving figures for all the States.

Senator i3yrp. What part of the income is cheese?

Senator Fursricut. 1 did not put it in this table. Cheese is a
much more important part than butter. I did have it in the tables
last year. As I said before the Senators came in, I can supply all
that data. We did supply it last year. It was so recently in the
hearings that T thought 1t was not necessary and would be an undue
burden to bring and again to put in all of the figures on the whole
economics of the question,

I would be glad to do so if any member of the committee wishes,

The Cuairman. We will be glad to have that table and you may
supplement it.

(The document referred to follows:)

Percentage all farin

Oregon . ..
Pennsylvania. .
Rhode Island 3.

S Dafry-income income of —
State yeieomey | neomeol
All dairy Butter
Alabama?__ 5 a.1 0.64
Arirona ? 5 6.3 .
Arkansus ¢ 5 4.9 1.25
California 4 120 .01
Colorado? 5 6.0 L7
Connecticut 2 2.8 L6535
Delaware. 2 9.6 .47
Florida? . 5 8.5 .06
Qeorgial.. 7 56 01
aho 4 1.1 1.28
Ilinols 4 2.6 104
Indiana ? 2 12.2 1.27
Iowa . 4 7.4 3.20
Kansas 1 4 6.2 2.55
Kentucky 3.. 3 9.7 1.90
s, LN 5 6.4 .15
Mainet . 2 150 L33
Maryland?. ... 1 24.9 .25
Massachusetts 1. 2 2.5 .13
chigan . 1 2.3 3.69
Minnesota 2 18.0 6.87
N wsslslpp 3 6.2 . 40
{4 2 1.8 2.08
it ] 4.9 225
1 ] 5.3 3.34
Nevada?.... . 3 7.7 1.55
New Hampshire. 2 2.9 .50
New Jersey 3 . 3 19.9 .22
New Moxico? 4 5.1 .05
New York 1 40.8 .43
North Car [}
North Dakota 2 5
Ohio. ........ 2
Oklahoma?.. ;
1
1
7
6
4
6
3
1
4
3
3
1
[}

3outh Carolina

outh Dakota .

Tennessce 1. ... 13.2 1.15
Texas ? 6.1 .85
Ctah 1 14.1 1.25
Vermont. 60.8 .67
Virpinia 2 4.3 L72
‘Washingt. 141 1.38
West Virginia 2 19.2 3.39

nsin. 48.7 .79
Wyoming.. 5.8 1.97

1 U. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Farm Income Situation (June-July 1948). The comparative
groups are: Meat animals, dairy products, poultry, other livestock products, food grains, feed crops, cotton
(lint and seed), vegetables, fruits and tree nuts, tobacco, oil-bearing crops, other crops.

1 Yellow margarine is permitted by State law.
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The CuairMan. The hearings of last year are available. They are
in printed form. Have the House hearings been printed?

Mrs. SerinGger (Acting Chief Clerk). Yes, sir; we have them
available,

The Cuamrman. You have them available in printed form. The
House hearings this year, I mean.

Mrs, SrriNGER (Acting Chief Clerk). That is right,

Senator Furnriaur. 1 really feel there is no need of other hearings,
but 1 realize the position of the committee. Everybody requests
them, and you have to hear them. It was gone over so thoroughly
not only last year but several times in the last few years, and there are
literally volumes of material from every conceivable source. The
only thing that could be added is the more recent statistics, these
statisties from the United States Bureau of Agricultural Economics,
which only carry out the trend of the decreasing importance of butter
to the dary industry. Although the production of milk is steadily
going up, the importance of butter is steadily going downe

Senator ConNanry. How about the farmer?  Is it more convenient
for him, do you claim, to sell his milk in fluid form? :

Senator Funprigur. 1t is much more profitable.

Senator Coxxarry. If it is more profitable, it is easier.

Senator Funsriair., The only restriction on his doing it is the mar-
keting facilities, and 1 think much can be done to improve that. By
that, I mean the extension of daily routes to pick it up and refrigera-
tion. Wherever you have a highly developed industry, such as Wis-
consin, they have developed those marketing facilities, It is in the
less developed and more sparsely settled country where it is diflicult
to market it that way that the butter is relatively more important. 1
may say in my own State butter is relatively more important to the
farmers in my own congressional district than it is in a State like Wis-
consin, but 1 think the answer to that is simply that the principle of
this bill is absolutely wrong. There is no other example like it.
thinklitl is the wrong principle and that these restrictions ought to be
repealed.

I')I‘h(- alternative they have come here with, an absolute prohibition
on interstate commerce in yellow margarine, is even worse than the
existing situation and less defensible. T do not want to get into a con-
stitutional argument, because the members of this committee know
far more about the Constitution than T do; but, from that point of
view, the levying of a tax, T think, is much more clearly justifiable and
supportable umﬁ-r the Constitution than an absolutely unreasonable
and arbitrary restriction on commerce in a legitimate article. T don’t
see how you can possibly justify just picking out a perfectly good
article and, in order to protect somebody, use the power of the com-
merce clause to say, “No; you shall not ship that in interstate com-
merce.” It seems to me that that is an extremely arbitrary and un-
reasonable use of that power.

Senator ConnaLLy. [t scems to me that this bill is valuable, related
to what you are talking about now, to try to halt, to stop, this thing
of States instituting prohibitary laws against the products of other
States. That practice has grown rapidly in recent times, and it is
all wrong. I am not talking about olcomargarine. I am talking
about a lot of other things.

~
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Senator Furprianr, Yes, I know that, and I agree entirely with
the Senator.  We do have to fight that all the time.  There grew up
not long ago a tendeney to discriminate with regard to truck licenses
and these entrance regulations into a State.  We had it in my own
State, quite a row about it with Okluhoma. They finally straightened
it out, but it tended to become a distinet burden. :

Senator Connanny. In some of these States out in the West, for
instance, the Colorado River is the boundary between California and
Arizona, and when you hit that boundary you have a State post, some
troops or something, inspectors, and you can't bring anything in unless
they approve it.  That is all wrong.

Senator Fursrianr. It is inconceivable to me that the Federal
Government would turn around and itself do in 2 much more extensive
\;'n.y just what wo are continually trying to prevent the States from
doing.

Senator ConnaLLy. It is the same prineiple.

Senator FuLsrianr. Yes. To me it is absolutely indefensible.
This idea that there is any basis for the using of the analogy of a
deleterious or harmful or adulterated food is absolutely fantastic.
That argument about the characteristics of margarine has long since
been exploded.  Nobody, 1 think, seriously fe ‘Ts that margarine is
not in every respect a good food, wholesome in every other way.
The theory is that this is something comparable with, we will say,
stolen automobiles and adulterated food. There is no possibility
in my mind of making that analogy stick. It is just an out-and-out
effort to use the commerce clause for the purpose of protecting a
particular industry from competition. That is all it is.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?

lSom;Lor MiLLikiN. Senator Fulbright, how many States have oleo
plants

Senator FuLprigur. That figure escapes me. I had that last year.
Two have grown up in my State within the last year. I have for-
gotten the figure.

Senator MiLLikIN. Does anyone among the audience here know
how many States have olco plants?

Senator FuLsrieHr. 1 wonder if Mr, Truitt might know.

Mr. PavL T. Trurrr (president, National Association of Margarine
Manufacturers, Washington, D. C.). Fifteen States, Senator.

The CHaIrRMAN. One or more.

Mr. Truirr. One or more, yes, sir.

Senator FuLsriguT. I had forgotten that figure.

Senator MILLIKIN. Senator Fulbright, are you qualified to tell us
what is involved in an oleo plant, what controls its location, some-
thing about its size and complexity?

Senator FuLsrigur. I am not too well informed. As I said, it is a
new industry in my State, although, as the Scnator well knows, I
think we are third in the production of cotton. Within the last year
two plants were established which are combination shortening and
oleo plants. By that I mean they process it into both products from
the cottonseed oil and soybean oil.  Both cottonseed oil and soybean
oil are produced in considerable quantity in the delta part of my State,

Do you mean the size of those plants? :

Senator MiLLIkIN. I am driving at with what facility oleo plants.
could be put into the other States, :
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Senator Funbrianr, 1 think they could be put into other States.
They don’t involve tremendous investments.

Senator MiLLikiN. Would somebody be qualified to answer that?

The Cuameman. Perhaps Mr. Truitt would,

Mr. Trurrr. That is a little out of my line. I had not informed
myself. 1 can say this about it: Naturally, as an economic matter,
they will tend to location in such a State as produces the raw material.
Several of them are in Illinois, I think, an(rlndinnn, using to a great
extent tho soybean oils of those States in that section.

1 would rather defer to a Inter witness who is thoroughly familiar
with that particular aspect. I didn’t inform myself about that side
of the question.

The Craiwman, Any other questions?

All right, Senator, thank you.

Senator FuLsricur. 1 thank the committee very much for this
opportunity.

The Chairman, We were glad to have you.

Senator Maybank?

STATEMENT OF HON. BURNET R. MAYBANK, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Senator MAaYBaNK. Senator, 1 nppn-(-iatc being here. I had to go
over to the Appropriations Committee where we are considering the
civil functions L)ill, and I came back here to be with you, with your
permission, for just a few moments. 1 have only a short statement,
concurring entirely with your suggestion and the thoughts of Senator
Fulbright., This has been an issue for so long and there has been so
much said about it, not only in this committec but in the Senate and
in the House as well, there is little left to be added.

1 only want to refer the committee to my lengthy statement of last
year (Congressional Record, June 17, 1948, p. 8852), when the bill
was before the Senate. I refer you also to the hearings that were
held here in 1943 when I introduced an amendment to the revenue
bill in the Senate. It was defeated in this committee and we were
again defeated on the floor by about 2 to 1.

Of course, we did far better last year. We were able to bring up
the bill itself. The amendment to the tax bill in 1943 was defeated
on the theory that the bill had been defeated in the House and this
legislation should start in the House.

So I shall not expound any new theories for the necessity of the
repeal of these taxes. M so{c purpose and desire is to have the tax
taken off. I believe it to be unjust and unfair in the interest of those
who. produce soybean, cottonsced, and other oils, and also in the
principal interest of those who consume oleo; they should not be dis-
criminated against to the tune of a 10 cents per pound tax just be-
cause they prefer colored margarine.

I have appeared before this committee so many times in order to
voice my opposition to the existing taxes and license fees on colored
margarine that I feel right at home in coming back here today

I hardly think it necessary to again go through the long 63-year
history of this injustice. That has been done before this committce
many times in the past and is a matter of record in the printed pro-
ceedings which are available to all. Extensive hearings were held in
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the House of Representatives, and the arguments were thoroughly
and ably presented prior to the passage of this bill H. R. 2023 by that
body. It does not even seem necessary to go into the many, many
reasons for the repeal of these taxes and license fees again at this time.

As far as the manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers, and housewives
are concerned, they are positively aware of the unjustness of these
regulations. Their testimony is clear and true evidence of their feel-
ings. The farmers, the men who produce the high-grade vegetable
oils used in the manufacture of marghrine, are certainly well acquainted
with the facts and, Mr, Chairman, all of these people have felt the
burden of these ridiculous penalties far too long.

This is a question that transcends the lines of any party or any
group, even so powerful a group as the one which has been able to
maintain this legislative stranglehold on an otherwise competitive
industry.

Mpr, Chairman, the Amcerican people are no longer willing to tolerate
the cxistence of such a restraining hand en the manufacture of one
product, a product which has every right to take its deserved place
and stand on its own merits along with other produets in its field.

The properties of margarine and the benefits to be gained from its
use on the family tables of this country have been expounded over
and over again by competent authorities. I think last year you had
the representatives of 2,500 hospitals before this committee who
testified in the interest of this bill, Its nutritional value is an estab-
lished fact, controlled and regulated by our Pure Food and Drug
Administration Standard of Identity.

The argument always resolves itself to one of color. While butter,
the admitted opponent in this particular battle, may be colored any
tint of yellow without even being so labeled, even though it may have
been white originally. The ingredients of margarine must be bleached
to keep from giving the finished product a natural yellow tint. Butter,
cheese, and ice cream each enjoy special and unique exemption from
labeling artificinl coicring under the act of 1923. Margarine is denied
the use of yellow simply because the dairy industry has used its
enormous political influences to drive a competitive product off the
counter. This is discrimination and a flagrant violation of the
American principle of open competitive business.

Mr. Chairman, it is my sincere belief that these regulations are
pointedly designed to restrain the free marketing privileges of one
group of manufacturers, They go beyond that. They place undue
hardships and restrictions on our housewives in their daily marketing.
I have no doubt but 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. The low income families of this Nation
have no choice. The purchase of margarine for their daily table use
is an economic necessity. But whether they buy margarine by choice
or by necessity, it is their inalicnable right to be free to buy yellow
margarine if they so desire. Butter is colored a particular tint of
yellow to meet the consumer preference of a particular market. Why
not margarine?

Mr. Chairman, I have nothing further to add at this time except
to thank you again for allowing me the privilege of being here. I
have referred to all the lengthy statements I have made during the
past years and will not ask that they be reprinted here. When the
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bill comes to the floor, and I hope it will be soon, I will have more to
say.
¥l‘hc CHairmaN. Thank you, Senator. If there are no questions
lfor Senator Maybank, we thank him very much for his appearance
here.

Scnator Lodge advised that he would like to appear if he is able to
return from the State Department in time. Are there any other
Members of the House or Senate who wish to be heard on this matter
at this time?

Are there any witnesses who wish to be heard at this time this
morning? We have a short while remaining.

Senator MiLLIkIN, Is there anyone here, Senator Fulbright, who
could tell us about the facility with which these plants could be put
into the various States?

The Cuamrman. I was going to make that inquiry, Senator
Millikin, My, Truitt, are you prepared to give to the committee an
answer to that at this point in the record?

Mr. Truirr. No, Senator, I am not; but I would be glad to file
the information or to bring a witness here from an engineering company
that specializes in margarine plant construction who can give you
complete and detailed information.  If you will indicate your pleasure,
T will file & statement or bring the witness and have him here on
Tuesday, whichever you prefer.

(The information requested appears on pp. 122 and 164.)

The Cramrman. Is it convenient for the witness to come?

Mr. Trurrr. I would think so; yes, sir. He will have to come
from Louisville, Ky.

The CuiirMaN. Some questions might arise. Can you give us
generally the relative cost of providing the equipment and facilities
for the production of margarine?

Mr. Trurrr, Generally a completely integrated margarine plant,
exclusive of oil-refining facilities costs about a quarter of a million
dollars. That includes the manufacturing equipment, the laboratory
equipment, the storage and power equipment and all the necessar
appurtenances to manufacture the product. It does not include oil-
refining facilities.

Senator ConnarLy. What is the size

Mr. Trurrr. That would be a minimum-sized plant which would
produce about 3,000 pounds per hour,

Senator ConNNaLLY. There is not the same rule for all plants. It
is according to the size and output and so on.

Mr. Trurrr. That is the minimum I am speaking of, Senator.

Senator ConnavLy. I heard you. I was getting ready to ask you
that question and you answered it before I got my question out,
which is all right. I want to ask the witness one other question,
if T may, Mr. Chairman,

The CHaIRMAN. Yes.

Senator ConNaLLY. Do or do not the manufacturers of oleomar-
garine mix other fats in the production of oleomargarine?

Mr. Truirr. Senator, a]F the fats used in the manufacture of
margarine are enumerated in the Federal Standard and Definition

f Identity. :

Senator ConnNaLLY. I say, they do use them?

Mr. Truirr. They do use them.
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Senator ConnaLLY. I know that some years ago the packers were
interested in oleomargarine and I think a good many of them had
their own plants in which they utilized animal fats along with vegetable
{ats to make the oleomargarine products, is that right?

Mr. Truirr. That is correct. Today, however, animal fat is used
in the manufacture of margarine sold largely in two States only,
Minnesota and Wyoming, and those States require that all mar-
ﬁ.:‘ine sold therein contain a stipulated percentage of animal fat.

imal fats are permitted under the Federal food and drug regulations
for the manufacture of margarine.

Senator ConnaLLy. You have already stated, I think, if they are
used the purchaser is advised and knows whdt the margarine contains
in the way of other fats, is that true?
| ll)VI]rd Trurrr. That is correct. The product is fully and accurately
‘labeled.

- Senator ConNaLLy. That is all, thank you.

Senator Fursrigut. Mr. Chairman, this is offhand just at the
moment, but of the two plants I referred to, one is in Mississippi
County, Ark,, in which the total investment, I was told last fall, was
1 iillion and a half. That included a refinery for the oil and the
shortenilli%; They make both shortening and margarine in that
plant. oy told me that there was an investment of $1,500,000 in
that plant. That is an example of one recently built. It is quite a
large plant.

: he CuairMaN, If there is no other witness here who wishes to be
heard this morning——

Senator FuLBrigaT. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement by Senator

Styles Bridges that he asked me to insert in the record.
he CaArrRMAN. You may read it or insert it.
Senator FuLBriGHT. It is only a page. I might read it.
The CrairMAN. Read it, then.
Senator FuLBrigaT. Very well [reading]:

STATEMENT oF HoN. StyLEs BRipces, UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

I feel that H. R 2023, passed by the House by a better than 3 to 1 margin, 18
& workable solution to the oleomargarine problem.

This bill removes all Federal taxes and license fees on oleomargarine. The
removal of these taxes and fees is supported generally by the dairy farmers of the
country.

The bill also places all oleomargarine, yellow and white, under the jurisidetion
of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. “f'his would mean that oleomargarine would
move freely in interstate commerce but only to those States which permit the sale
of oleomargarine by their own laws. H. R. 2023, therefore, affords full protection
to the States.

H. R. 2023 requires complete identification when served in public eating places.
As a matter of fact, I think the provisions for complete identification had their
orilgin in this committee last session when the problem was under study.

am prompted to support this bill because it does give rightful protection to
the dairy farmers of the country. I think we all recognize the importance of the
dairy industry to the economy of our country. In my own State, the dairy
farmers constitute one of our most important.industries and I would not speak in
support of this bill if it were & source of injury to the dairy farms. But here we
have a legislative proposal which not only removes taxes and fees recognized as
discriminatory, but also protests the dairy farmer, the respective States, and the
consumer, whether he is a consumer of oleomargarine or butter. I might add
that so far as New Hampshire is concerned it is up to our own State legislature
whether action is taken by our State to implement this proposed Federal law.
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Sel btglieve, Mr. Chairman, that H. R. 2023 should be favorably reported to the
nate.

1 might say, Mr. Chairman, that dairying is really an important
industry in that State.

Mr. Chairman, I want it to be clear in the record that Senator
Lodge desired to testify. He had an appointment down at the State
Department and he hoped to get back. T just want the record to show
that he intended to be a witness and wished to support the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Springer, has any witness indicated a desire

to ll\z/f)pear tomorrow? .
ra. SPRINGER. We have three Senators tentatively scheduled and

three other witnesses.

The CuairMaN. Tomorrow, Saturday?

Mis. SerinGgeR (Acting Chief Clerk). Yes. Senator Thye and Sen-
ator Mundt. Senator Aiken is not sure. Then there are three other
individuals.

The CuairMaN. Who would like to appear tomorrow?

Mrs. SprINGER. Yes, sir,

The CrairMAN. If there is.po other: j;q(lcss, we will recess the hear-
ing until tomorrow mornifig at 10 o’clock'te hear such witnesses as
are then available, 4% M

(Whereuxon;,r gﬁ““ll a. m., the committee recesseq. until 10 a. m,,
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SATURDAY, APRIL 9, 1949

UNiTED STATES SENATE,
CommitTTeEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 312,
Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George, chairman, presiding.

Present: Senators George (chairman), Connally, Johnson, Lucas,
Hocy, Millikin, and Butler.

Also present: Mrs. Elizabeth B, Springer, acting chief clerk.

The Cuairman. The committee will come to order.

Senator Thye, I think you will have to do most of your talking to
Senator Millikin and me.

Scenator Tuye. Mr. Chairman, I am indeed happy to have the
privilege of talking to you, sir, and Senator Millikin. Iregret the other
members of the committee are not here.

The CuairMAN. Most of them are out of town. You know how
busy they are and under what pressure they are working. But there
may be two or three other Senators in in a few minutes.

‘You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD J. THYE, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Senator Tuyk. Realizing how busy you are, I will he as brief as I
possibly can, Mr. Chairman, because I know that there is nothing
that I can add to the old arguments on the question of olecomargarine
colored and the question of butter. I am reluctant even to go back
. into the old debate, but I feel that we must make crystal clear what
may happen to the butter market in the event we remove the tax on
the colored oleomargarine.

Every time that I speak on this question it is a sort of embarrass-
ment to me because I realize that many of the consumers have a
general feeling that those of us who support the dairy farmer and op-
pose the coloring of oleomargarine in imitation of butter are selfish
that we are trying to deprive them of the right to have oleomargarine
in the form that they would like to have it; that is, in the imitation
color. But I have always contended that oleomargarine uncolored is
just as nutritious to the person consuming it as it would be if it was
colored, and that the color adds only one thing to the product, and
that is the pleasantness of looking at it and not apologizing to your
family that you are serving them anything but butter.

In the public eating places, where you have some 60,000,000 meals
served daily, of course the restaurant operator or the owner would
like to have the resemblance of butter if he serves oleomargarine as a

21
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bread spread. Naturally they are endeavoring to have the product
colored yellow so that no question will be misoﬁ in the minds of their
patrons as to whether they are receiving olcomargarine or whether
they are receiving a pat of butter.

So the question of color has been the center of the old fight.

I would say that in the event we permit the colored oleomargarine
to bo sold on the market absolutely tax free, imposing no restrictions
whatsoever, this agricultural economy of ours is going to suffer, and
out general soil fertility and soil building practices in this land are
Foiup; to require greater appropriations from our Treasury than we
wve made heretofore if wo are going to hold and maintain our fer-
tility. I shall give you the reason why. About 25 percent of the
actual milk production in this country goes into butter. That means
about onc-fourth of the total production of all milk has to find its
market channels through butter. Here in Washington or in Boston,
or if you will, New York, or Memphis, Tenn., or any of these large
metropolitan centers, it does not make any diffcroncc to the producer
whether ho has a butter market or not because the fluid milk is the
outlet for his production. That is what he sells, through the bottle
or through the (Fmrt, of milk. The butter market doesn’t mean a
thing to him. But when you get outside of these big metropolitan
centers and get out in the countryside such as you have in Ohio,
Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, the Dakotas, Nebraska,
and Jowa—just the minute you get a few miles outside of the city
limits there you will find the creameries. Wo in Minnesota have 348
cooperative creameries.  We have 146 independent creameries.  You
will notice the great number of creameries in that one State. Those
creameries are churning the butter fat and making butter. That is
the means of selling the dairy product.

In the event the butter market is lost because oleomargarine has
taken its place—and you can rest certain that olecomargarine will take
its place, because the processors of oleomargarine could process for
just about onc-half the cost of the production of a 1pound of dairy

utter—in the event the olecomargarine competitively destroys the
butter market, that means that these creameries—348 cooperative
creameries and 146 independents in Minnesota—are all going to be
in jeopardy. When and if they are really competitively put out of
business, that means that the farmer out in that particular com-
munity, because it is so unprofitable to produce dairy products, is
going to have to go out of business. He is going to shift to some other
type of farming. If he shifts to a strictly grain farm, he is going to
add to the problem of price support and the surplus question that we
now have before us. If he turns to beef or pork he is naturally going
to overproduce in that particular type of farm production, and it is
going to create a greater problem in the price support and surplus
questions.

Going back to the question of soil-building practices and soil fer-
tility, there is no type of farm that will build the soil and maintain
the fertility of the soil more than that of dairying, because on every
160-acre farm out in the Midwest you can find a good-sized dairy
herd. There are many acres in pasture land. There are a great num-
ber of acres of legume crops, such as clover and alfalfa. That type of
farm management builds the fertility of the land and, furthermore,
that is a family-size farm unit. A 160-acre farm operated in this
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manner will require practically two men, or it will require the mother,
the father, and possibly several growing children.  The children can
assist and take the place of an extra hand. So you have a family
unit there.  You can raise your children and they can go to school
and come back in the evening and do the chores. It lends itself to
that family unit. It is a profitable manner of farm management,
Our agriculture in the entire Midwest section of the United States is
operated in that manner. We have held the fertility of the land.

@ have not required an appropriation from the Treasury in the form
of soil conservation payments that you in the deep South have required.

For that reason 1 am spesking today not as one who is vitally
affected by the quesiion of whether the butter market is going to be
shattered by this type of competition or not. 1 am speaking entirely
as & man who has tried to make a study of the ferti}ity of our land,
1 recognize that we have 682,000,000 acres of land that has been
denuded of its top soil, its rich, fertile top soil. 1 realize that we must
appropriate hundreds, yes, hundreds of millions of dollars every year
in order to try to replenish this depleted carth, Otherwise future
generations are not going to have the fertile acres to till and to take
their livelihood from and to support those that are in the cities and
needing the food that is produced on the farn,

I have been down through the Southern States several times, and
I have gone out on projects wherein they have undertaken to demon-
strate to all the countryside how properly to prepare your soil to
reestablish a good sod condition or to grow legume crops on it. I
have been in the area of Memphis, Tenn., and 1 have been in the
area of Muscle Shoals, and 1 have been in Alabama and down in the
deep South, and I have noted how extension people, your good farm
editors and even some of your very splendid daily editors have gone
out in the field and witnessed these soil conservation practices and
have come back and written splendid news articles, all for the purpose
of trying to rebuild a soil that had been depleted by row crop type
of farming—cotton, soybeans, peanuts. This row-type farming is
just the type of farming that lays the land open to erosion, and your
top soil is washed away and there is nothing there to build with,
1t is just a depleting type of crop.

Having witnessed that and recognizing that they are trying to
establish the family-size dairy farms in Arkansas and Mississippi and
all other Southern States, I realize that in the event we were to protect
the butter market we would aid them in the development of this type
of soil building farm’ practices. If we here today remove the tax on
the colored product and permit that colored substitute product to be
shipped across this continent from one area to another, and if we. per-
mit it to be sold by the groceryman and by any other retailer without
any restrictions, it is going to be only a very short time until the house-
wife is going to ﬁnd%lerself paying for that pound of margarine just
about what she has to pay for butter. It will always remain a few
cents beneath the butter price, but it will pull the butter down to its
level as well as go up in price itelf.  So she will not have any particular
benefit. The oleomargarine will be up in price and the butter price
will be pulled down several degrees to meet that oleomargarine level.
So everybody is going to lose.

The consumer or housewife is going to lose because she is not going
to buy the product as cheaply as sﬁe is able to buy it now in the
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uncolored form. As a matter of fact sho can buy it today in a pack
that has the little capsule in it and with a few squeezes of the hand she
can color it herself and it will be just as good as it will ever be when it
is colored by the processor and put in the earton.

I served in our own department of agriculture in Minnesota for
soveral years hefore 1 went into the Governor's oflice, and 1 had the
regulatory work as part of my responsibility, and we had all the dairy
and food inspectors under that department.  They were constantly
supervising and inspecting tho sales establishments as well as restau-
rants and hotels, and it was a very common happening in the regular
routine inspection to pick up foods to be checked in the laboratory to
determine whether they contained the shortening that they were
labeled to contain. It was the common practice for them to find
bakery produets, such as buns, cookies, and so forth, that had a very
golden yellow color to them, and when they gave them the laboratory
test, it was found to have been artifically dyed to make it look as if it
had a lot of butter shortening. There was one violation that was
continually showing up. 1 know to my knowledge that they have
picked up thousands of snmples of meat, and it had been adulteratod
1 order to overcome bleaching out by age.

So adulterations and attempts to deceive are an old violation, as old
as history itself and as old as mankind has any records. Wo know that
if they are permitted here to sell oleomargarine in an absolute colored
imitation of butter, thero is going to be what we might call simply,
“butter legging.”  There is another term for it, “bootlegging.”

What they are going to do is to put oleomargarine in a butter
carton,  How are you going to tell it?  You cannot tell it, and you
are not going to have the Federal inspectors out. beeause the Federal
inspectors assume the responsibility of inspection when the product
colored carried a Federal tax. 1f the Federal tax is removed, the
Federal inspectors will not be out there. It will be a question of the
States having a suflicient inspection foree to go out in the field and
vick up the number of samples and take them to the laboratory and
lmw them tested to determine whether that is oleomargarine or
whether it is butter. So the States are going to have to increase
their inspection foree, the States are going to have to increase the
number of chemists in their laboratories, they are going to have to
increase their laboratories, if they are going to police it properly and
prevent the sale of oleomargarine in the form of butter in cartons or
mitation of butter.

The question is more serious, I think, than you and 1 recognizo
it to be just as we look upon the tax that is involved in the legisla-
tion that we ave considering here this morning.

1 am opposed to any tax, any processing fee, any handling fee that
makes oleomargarine more expensive to the consumer. That I am
opposed to. That should be removed, and it should have been
removed years ago.  But on the question of the colored olcomargarine
and the tax with relation to that. I cannot rightfully and justly
convince myself we are taking a step forward in the event we take
that tax off, because the housewife wanting the product now as a
food, can get it much cheaper in the uncolored form than she will
ever get it if it is permitted to be colored without restriction.

There is only one time that she may be embarrassed by putting the
uncolored oleomargarine on her table, and that is when it is put on
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the table for the purpose of a spread on the bread, but it if is put on
the potato the sume ns you would put butter on o baked potato or on a
mashed potato, there the color does not mean a thing., It doesn’t
mean u thing to her in any baking process,  There is the only one timo
that the color is important to her, and that is when it is used as a
spread in place of butter,

Likewise, the only one time that the color is & question is in the
public eating places where some 60,000,000 meals are served daily,

So I must come back to you gentlemen to convey this thought to
you: Remember that butter is the manner by which the furmer sells
ut least 25 percent of the total dairy production of this Nation annually,
and if you destroy that butter market you are going to destroy millions
of dairy-type farms that are family farms,

You gentlemen have looked over the legislation that was proposed
by the Secretary of Agriculture this weck and have seen what he
proposes as an agricultural program and how he endeavors to hold the
family farms in the United States by putting a positive ceiling—some
have said the ceiling is $20,000, others have said it figures out to ubout
$25,000 ---a8 the gross or maximum sales that farm unit may make
and still be qualified to take a support price or any benefits under
the farm program.

If the Seeretary of Agriculture and this Administration are so con-
cerned about the family farm that they definitely want to put a ceiling
on the total amount of money that one producer can sell as a gross
produet from his farm, if they are going to put that kind of ceiling on
m order to hold the family farms, then we bad better examine this
olcomargarine question very, very carefully hefore we change the
legislation.

Yes, 1 sy again, remove all the processing tax, remove all the
processing fees and the selling fees on uncolored oleomargarine, but
he eareful nbout the tax on the colored oleomargarine beeause that
does not take anything away from the consumer.  The color tax is
only a protection both from the standpoint of “bootlegging’ and from.
the standpoint of the consumer being charged more for- the produet
than she should he charged for it.

In closing 1 want to say to you that if the Seeretary of Agriculture
and this administration recognize that they have to take a drastic
step and put a ceiling over the total gross sales from a farm not to
exceed —and T will use the very highest figure 1 have heard quoted—-
$25,000-—if that is what they must do in order to hold the family-size
farm in the United States of America, then you and 1 had better assist
a little bit and not destroy this family-type farming method to which
the dairy cow has lent itself so well by taking the tax off the colored
oleomargarine, because if you take that tax off that colored oleomarga-
rine the olcomargarine is going to drive the butter out of existence and
out of the processing plants here in the United States.  If you drive
that butter out of existence, you have destroyed more family-size
farms than Secretary Brannan and the administration will ever build
with the proposed program that was offered this past week.

Senator ConnNaLLy. Do you mean that in open competition with
the colored oleomargarine—I am not advocating that—butter would
lose out and the public would prefer the colored olcomargarine?

Senator Tuye. The public would not prefer it, but—

Senator ConnNaLLy. It would not have to buy it, would it?




26 OLEO TAX REPEAL

* Senator Ty, But, Senator Connally, the consumers might not
know whethor they had thoe privilege of preforring it or not, bocauso the
public too often would bo confused and could be deceived bucnuse
they would not know when they got buttor or when they got oleo-
margarine.

Senator ConNALLY. They can tasto, can they not?

Sonator Tuye. No, they cannot tasto it.

Senator CoONNALLY, Can't taste it?

Senator 'T'nye. No, they can't.

Senator CoNNALLY. They can taste buttor und cannot taste oleo-
margarine.  They would be on equality thore, would they not?

Senator Tuve. They tasto alike. ’f"lm fuct of the matter is that
they have so suceessfully processed the substitute Senator, that T will
just wagoer with you you could not toll the difforonce. 1 smoke cigars
and you do, and [ am not a betting man, but, I would wager a very good
cigar with you—-

Senator Connaruy, Do not talk to me if you are not a betting man.
You can’t havo a unilnteral bot.

Sonator Tuve. 1 would bo willing to wager a cigar this morning, sir,
that you and I could have oleomargarine and butter served to us, two
different pats of it, and you and I could not tell whethor it was butter
or whether it was oleomargarine; I have gono through that test.

Sonator ConNaLLY, Nobody is hurt, then, if that is tho case.  What
you don't know doesn’t hurt you.

Senator Tuve. That is true, Senator.  But strychnine can go down
with a glass of milk and it has been done, and you could not know it
until it got into your stomach. But your stomach would know it,
And your stontach would know the differenco botween oleomargarine
and butter beeause the stomach could assimilate all of the nutritivencess
of the butter, but it could not assimilate all of the so-called types of
fats and oils that are used in the processing of olecomargarine, That
is my argumont, sir,

Senator ConnaLLy. All right,

Senator Tyye. That is why I say that you and I might be foolod
at the time, but our stomachs would not be fooled because the stomach
would know the difference, sir,

The Cuairman. Really, after all, it is the price that would affect
the sales, The price controls your markoet ultimately, anyhow, every-
where, all the timo.  Of course, there are variations, but it is price,
I have made this observation in my own section.  We have all the soil
problems that you speak about.

Senator Tuye. Yes, sir.

The CrarMaN. You are quite right in saying that it is the very
basis for any recovery of land from erosion, hat is just about as
bad with us is bleaching from the sun. When you remove your whole
crop at a scason of the ycar when the sun hits it continuously, the
bleaching process is as bad as the washing or the crosion. It is all

art of it. My observation has been there that there has not been a
alling off of butter sales, but there has been, of course, an increase in
the olcomargarine sales because of price. I live in a section where
there is not much commercial dairying, some creameries, but' every
farm has its own cows. It is largely a family operation. I do not find
oleomargarine being sold to those farms. There is an increase in the
sale to the man about town, the workers, and families that do not keep
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cows in town and cannot very well do so.  The prico I think is the
thing that really controls more than the coloring used,

Senator Tuve, That is true, It was especinlly trae under infla-
tionary prico levels,

The Cuamman, That is teue, when there was wide margin,  Now
of course when the difference parrows -~

Senator Tuve, I you went. baek over the history of the butter
,)riw-s and oleomargarine prices, you would find that oleomargarine
nggod behind the butter price by, say, anywhere from a third to
almost a half at times,  In other words, it was a sort of shadow to
butter all the time. The one reason that it was o shadow to butter
was that you had this tax on the colored oleomargarine, so any timo
that they colored the produect and the housewife had to pay for that
coloring, that 10 cents or 9% cents tax on the colored, of course she
did not buy it.  She would buy it, however, in the white form and
color it at home oftentimes just in order to satisfy their own vision,

If you care to examine what the butter sales in this Nation have
been, I have the figures befora me. This says “Civilian consumption
of butter and oleo in wartime in million pounds.” In the year 1941
it was 2,104,000, 'Then it has steadily dropped down, will not,
Inhor you with all of the years, but 1 will go to 1945, There the total
was 1,309,000, So you see that butter dropped from 2,104,000 in
1041 to 1,300,000 just 5 years later. A like comparison is given oleo-
margarine.

In the year 1941 there were 293,000,,00 pounds, and in the year
1945, just 5 years later, it had jumped up to 425,000,000. So you sce
that it went up and butter went down. One reason why butter—
pardon me, Senator Connally?

Senator ConnaLLy. I do not want to interrupt you in the middle
of a sontence, but 1 want to ask you a question.

Senator THyr, T was {;IS'.- going to say the one reason, of course,
that there was a drop in butter consumption was the inflationary war
prices, and the other was that this Government at the outset of the
war recognized that it did not have the shipping facilities so that it
could ship perishable foods to the Allied countries and to the soldiers
in the various areas of the world. So the Government immediatel
had to take steps in order to get a processing of dairy products in suc
a manner that it was not so perishable. So they immediately placed
a higher price on cheese and a higher price on powdered milk in order
to encourage a diversion from butter into powder and cheese and
thereby get the type of food product that could be sent to England
and stocﬁ piled over there and sa2nt elsewhere in the world. 1 inow
that they exrerimented on the tﬂ)e of bag that they could put the
powdered milk into so that it could stand the salty air in ocean trans-
portation, There was a diversion, a very s eedf diversion, from but-
ter over into the manufacture of powdered milk, whole milk rather
than the skim milk in some instances. Condensed milk was stepped
up tremendously, and likewise, cheese. That, of course, was one
reason why butter did skyrocket in price because there wasn’t as much
of the product.

" Senator ConnaLLy. What I wanted to ask you was, what percentage
gf butger is artificially colored? Do you know that? Do they color
utter

80843—48-——3
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Senator Trye, That is an excellent question, Senator Connally,
and you do color it. I have turned the ol(«]l tumble churn a good many
a day when I wanted to be elsewhero. I have used the old plunger
churn, too, sir, beforo they ever got into the ereamery typo 0} butter
production. I have seen my mother pour in the littlo c(){or into that
tumble churn so many, many times that I can go back in my memory
of thoso days very easily.

Soenator CONNALLY. \"K’hy did they do that?

Senator Tuye. 1 was gotting to the point, Senator Connally.
When the cattle are in the barn on dry focJ it aflects the color of the
butterfat. We humans react the same way. Confine us inside long
enough and you and I bleach out. Let us out into God’s open nature
sun and wind and green grass, and you and I' tan up and color up.
That is what heppens insofar as ti:o butter is concerned.  When
cattle are on dry feed in the wintertime, there is not much color to
the cream, and consequently the butter when churaned is pretty light
in color, but the minute you turn the cattle out on the green pastures
the color comes to the cream, and wher you churn your butter it
hecomes yellowish in color.  Color is added in order to have a uniform
color in the butter through the seasons in the different arcas of the
Nation. If you went down in your good country of Texas and
Georgin where they have green grass the year-round, you would
have a good color to your butter every single month of ‘the year.
But up in these Northern States we do not have green grass the
year-round.

Senator ConnNaLLY. Do you think it fair, though, for those folks who
haven’t the natural yellow color to compete with us who have the
natural color and do not fool anybody? We are not decciving anybody.
We are just selling what we produce.

Senator Tuye. In order that butter should look uniform the ycar
through and in the different arcas of the Nation, then we just started
adding a drop of color now and then depending on the season of the
{our 80 as to keop that uniformity. Nevertheless, butter always has

een yellow. If it were not, the olcomargarine people would never
be concerning themselves with this color.  Frankly, I am partial to
blue. I am absolutely partial to blue.

Senator CoNNALLY. Blue what?

Senator Tuye. Blue color.

Senator CoNNALLY. Blue chips, or what?

Senator THYE. No, just blue color. I am partial to blue color.
I would just as soon seo the oleomargarin: blue. You and I never
discriminate against strawberry jam. You and I never discriminate
against peanut butter, and that 18 brown. You and I never diserim-
inate against those because we accept them. We like them that way.
The only one reason why these folks have ever been concerned about
the color in oleomargarine was just the question that they wanted it
to look like butter. As I said before, it is only the stomach that could
tell the difference. The stomach can assimilate one and it cannot
assimilate the other, depending on the type of oils that they are using
in the process.

I realize that I am laboring you gentlemen. .

Senator MiLuikIN. Mr. Chairman, would the witness say this is the
distinction? You do not color butter to make it look like oleomar-
garine, but they color oleomargarine to make it look like butter.
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Senator Tuye. That is exactly right, sir.  There is no question,
gentlemen, in all geriousness. | am always ready to apologize to the
consumer for the tax and processing fee that has f;m'n charged against
oleomargarine. I will apologize any time, and I have said time after
time it is & mistake that it was not removed years ago.  But when it
comes to the question of the color in there to make it look like butter--—
and they have alrendy sucecessfully flavored it to make it taste liko
butter--— that is a deceptive step.  The consumers are going to suffer
not only economically, but they are going to suffer in the fact that we
are going to destroy the duiry industry out here in the big arens whero
you haven’t got o metropolitan center that takes the fluid milkk. When
you destroy that, you have destroyed the family farm, and if you de-
stroy the family farm here in the United States, and Seeretary Bran-
nan and the administration recognize that in the type of legislation
that they propose, if you destroy that fnmil{-sizv farm, you are not
foing to have the strong Amerien that you have todny.  There has

been no proven fuet that would support me in this exeept that 1 do
not think that you can find any food product that will serve as well
as duiry produets beenause you gentlemen, I am sure, arve familinr with
livestock, and if you have over tried to take a calf and feed it on any-
thing but the whole dairy milk, the first few days, and if you have
ever tried to raise o ealf on anything but the dairy milk that containg
some of the dairy fat, and it is that fat that you churn into butter,
you have discovered after o few weeks that you are not raising a good
calf if yvou tried to substitute lnrd or coconut oil or cottonseed or if
you tried to substitute even'soybean oil. I have tried it time after
time in my own operations, and I have been disappointed too man
times. That is why T say your stomach can tell the difference, al-
though your eye cannot always tell it.  That is one reason why I am
g0 anxions that the color factor of this oleomargarine remain in there
80 as to identify the product and not to permit it to become a direet,
straight, open competitive product that would destroy the buttor
market and drive the dairies out of existence through out the United
States,

In closing, Mr. Chairman, T have just a little over two pages here
of a statement that I prepared for the press. It is more specifically
to the point than the general statement that I have made here to you
gentlemen, and I would like to insert this as a part of my remarks.

The CHairman, Yes.

Scnator Tuye. If there are no further questions, I will be glad to
try to answer them,

The Cuamrman. Thank you very much, Senator.

(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF S8ENATOR THYE

Because T am convinced that removal of restrictions relating to oleomargarine
colored yellow in imitation of butter would have a serious adverse effert on the
dairy industry, and eventually the entire agricultural economy, I have joined
with a group of 26 Scnators in sponsoring an amendment in the nature of & sub-
stitute intended to be proposed to H. R. 2023. This amendment would repeal
the Federal taxes on oleomargarine but make unlawful the manufacture, trans-
portation or sale of yellow oleomargarine in interstate commerce.

Yellow oleomargarine manufactured or colored within the borders of a State
or Territory in which it is consumed would not be subject to the provisions of the
act but to the laws and reﬁulntions of the State or Territory. Application of
Federal pure food laws would not he limited by the act, and the enforcement pro-
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visions of those laws are specifically cited in connection with the new provisions
to be administered by the Administrator of the Federal Security Agenecy. This
measure is along the lines I believe necessary as a fair safeguard to consumers
and producers of both dairy products and substitutes,

In all areas except those adjacent to largiw metropolitan centers, the dairy pro-
ducer is dependent on the butter market. The dairy farm lends itself to the most
practical type of diversified farming. 1t is a family-type farm operation, and that
18 3:“4& what we are trying to continue in America, with its individual ownership,
individual management, and individual opportunity for the growing family.

We have appropriated hundreds of millions of dollars for soil conservation and
soil-building practices. Butterfat comes from dairy farms which, with their acres
of pasture Iands and legumes, build the soil. Oleomargarine is processed from
vegetable oils produced from row-crop operations, like soybean and cotton pro-
duction, which deplete the soil.

Even in the deep South, progressive agriculturists have endeavored to establish
livestock and diversified farm management in the development of family-type
farms. If we now gield to the great pressure of the cotton council, we will be tak-
ing a step backward in the continuance and growth of family farms in this Nation.
By destroying the butter market we may help a few large processors of the sub-
stitutes, but we will put out of business thousands of small creameries all over the
land. There are 348 cooperative creameries and 146 independent creameries in
Minnesota alone.

I am in favor of the repeal of the taxes on oleomargarine which increase the cost
to the consumer, but I strongly advocate protection of the public as regards the
color of that product for, as a matter of fact, color adds absolutely nothing to the
nutritive value of oleomargarine. Without this necessary protection, the cost
to the consumer in the ultimate end will be much greater, not only in the serious
economic results stemming from destruction of the butter market but also in the
inevitable rise in the price of the substitute.

The CuairmMaN. Senator Mundt? T believe you are next on the
list. But if you are not, we will call you anyway.

STATEMENT OF HON. KARL E. MUNDT, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman and colleagues, I hesitate to
follow so eloquent and able a protagonist as the Senator from
Minnesota, Mr. Thye, to whose testimony I have listened with close
attention, which was so impelling to me that I feel if I were a member
of the Finance Committee I would be completely persuaded by this
time. I therefore hesitate to do anything which might lessen your
ardor and enthusiasm in support of the so-called Wiley-Gillette
substitute. I shall not detain you long, but I would like to say one
or two things in addition.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the legislation in which we
have joined here, which I believe was referred to in the press as a
Wiley-Gillette substitute, is in definite conformity with some old,
established American principles and concepts, -the first of which is
that it is long established in American public life that we protect
the vested interests of a manufacturer or an inventor or a writer in
his product. We provide the copyright. We provide the patent.
We provide for registration of trade-marks. We provide protection
to an individual who writes a song or who develops a process or who
invents a machine. I think we owe to the American farmer the same
kind of consideration we give to an American manufacturer who has
developed down through the years a process or model or form. We

rotect him against infringement and against undue imitation. This
egislation seeks to do that from the standpoint of the American
farmer who has been through the years the person who has popularized
butter in its natural color, which is yellow.
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The only conceivable reason that anybody tries to imitate butter
‘and make it yellow is to make it look like butter. They put it in a
container that looks like butter, the same shape and size and cover.
They try to make the outside cover look like butter. They try to
serve it in a pat to make it look like butter. So I think we are acting
in conformity with an established American principle when we say
that we are not going to permit those who would imitate butter to
ship through interstate commerce a product which is permitted solely
in order to infringe upon something which has been popularized by
another group of processors, namely our dairy farmers.

There is a second established American principle with which this
legislation conforms, and that is going back to the turn of the century
when we passed our Pure Food and Drug Act. We developed an
American policy that the consumer has the right to know what is
contained in the liquid or the pill or the powder that he injects into
his system. It has to be conspicuously labeled on the outside in the
form of a patented medicine, if it is a patented medicine, or whatever
other type of ingredient it is.

When we give to the producers of an imitation of butter the right to
ship in interstate commerce a product which is not butter, but which
is designed to look like butter, it seems to me we fly in the face of that
established American precedent, which is that you insist that the
consumer and the buyer have a right to know exactly what he is
getting. That is what you do as long as olcomargarine is white and
butter is yellow. People buy it deliberately and intentionally know-
ing what it is, and I associate myself with those who feel that the
Federal tax should be removed, that those who want oleomargarine
should be permitted to buy it at as low a price as the competitive trade
will provide, but they should buy it knowing it is oleomargarine, they
should eat it in a restaurant knowing it is oleomargarine. They
should serve it to their family knowing that it is oleomargarine. It
should not be shipped in interstate trade in the form of butter.

Senator MrLLikiN. Do you mind if I ask you a question?

Senator MunpT. Not at all.

Senator MiLLiKIN. Here is one of the things that is bothering me &
little bit about the Wiley bill. We have already started inquiries to
find out what is involved in putting oleo plants in the separate States.
I am somewhat disturbed that under the Wiley bill you will find the
development of oleo plants in every State, which might wind up with
no protection at all for butter. That is one of the things that has
bothered me and I would like some enlightenment on it.

Senator MunpT. I feel this way about it, Senator. If within a
State the oleomargarine trust is able to establish its plant for the
production of margarine, it will enable the State then to control the
situation within the concept of State’s rights, in which I am a firm
believer. That State can then, if it so desires, establish regulations
that oleomargarine has to be served in a triangular-shaped pat in a
restaurant or sold in a store in a different-shaped container, or if they
desire, they can have a State tax, as some States do, to discriminate
between the two. They have the right to protect it.

It seems to me we have gone as far as we rightly should in the
Federal Government if we Erohibit the shipment of yellow margarine
in interstate trade. I think we can depend upon the Government in
our respective States to meet the challenge at the State level, should
they decide to establish those local plants.
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The CHairMaN. T think Senator Millikin has put his hand on a very
vital point here. Of course, this bill does not repeal the Pure Food
and Drug Act. It has to be branded, it has to be marked, it has to be
identified, it has to show the analysis.

Senator MunpT. Except that it adds eolor to that.

The Cuairman, Yes, color. If you are going to adopt this type of
legislation, you will ultimately put up oleomargarine plants in all the
States, you will have an overexpansion of that type of industry, you
will have an uncconomic condition which will ud({) to the cost to the
consumer. I don’t see how it could be avoided.

Senator Munpr. I think it would tend to clevate somewhat the
price of oleomargarine, I think that is correct, if you have to make it in
every State that desires it in yellow form.

The Camman, It would be bound to, If you have an overexpan-
sion, thero you would have a price situation that would be chaotic at
some time. (Great overexpansion of any particular industry always
brings trouole.

Senator Munpr. T think, however, Senator, that you would find
that oleomargarine plants would grow up primarily in those metro-
politan areas where the major consumption of oleomargarine now
takes place, so it would not be as complete as overexpansion.

The Cuairman. All States, though, are doveloping cities. Cities

row prottK fast, you know. They have large concentrations of popu-
ation. That greatly disturbs me, and it greatly disturbs me that
here we are reversing a whole process.  We have always invoked the
Interstate Commerce clause to prevent discrimination by States, and
now we are invoking the Interstate Commerce clause to discriminate
between industries, which is precisely the thing that brought about
discrimination in the States, by States. That always has tended to
bring about State legislation to protect local industry or to protect
local products. The value of our interstate commerce clause i3 that
you had recourse to the courts, to the Congress, that would break down
these State regulations that were discriminatory between the States.
Now we go all over into the interstate commerce clause and are in-
voking that for the purpose of discriminating against one industry,
if you want to put it that way, or at least protecting one industry,
which is the same thing, after all. It is a reversal of the process, which
seems to me would be disruptive. I think it would be better, if you
want to, to outlaw a product because it is delcterious or because 1t is
unwholesome or for any other reason. That is one thing. That is
what the Pure Food and Drug Act, of course aims at. It might be
made stronger. But to invoke the interstate commerce provision of
the Constitution, when the whole purpose of that and the whole
ph_illlosqphly of that was to get rid of these State discriminations I feel
1s illogical.

Senator ConNaLLy. May I ask a question?

Senator Munpr. May I comment on the chairman’s statement first?

Senator ConnaLLY. Go ahead.

Senator Muxpt. In that, Senator, it seems to me there are two
things involved. In the first place, we are doing this not to create
discrimination but to prevent discrimination which is now operative
against the dairy industry by virtue of the oleo trust’s capacity to
imitate butter in color, size, shape, and taste and consistency, in every-
thing but nutritive value. But, secondly, we are not setting a new



OLEO TAX REPEAL 33

pattern or a new precedent because in 1923 we passed I think it was
called the Federal Anti-Fill Milk Act, an act at least which prohibited
the movement in interstate commerce of vegetable oils and skimmed
milk, which were combined to imitate evaporated milk. So we have
a law on the statute books in which we have utilized the same com-
merce clause in the Constitution.

The CuatrMaN. I know. I was here when we passed that law. It
was just another iniquity added to an already iniquitous policy. No-
body liked it, and certainly the minority group in the Senate did not
want itatall. So if you are going to invoke the commerce clause, the
majority can do almost all kinds of things to you. They can protect
any industry if that industry is a vital onc in the State as against com-
petitive products in other States.

On'the question of whether it is nutritive or not, or wholesome or
not, that is altogether, I think, a different pronlem.

Senator Munpr. I think that is utilizing the commeree clause
somewhat differently, though, in the situation between States from the
way it operates, for example, in Florida where they prohibit the impor-
tation of California oranges. 'That is a State tariff or a State embargo
which is iniquitous. But when acting in the general welfare the
Congress

The Cuammman. I understand all States have resorted to intrastate
regulations which are pretty bad sometimes, but at the same time it is
more logical for a State to protect its industry than it is to go out on
the other side of the fence and invoke what was intended to break down
discrimination as the basis of a policy of, I won’t say discrimination
bt:lt protective measures for the protection of some establishe
industry.

Senator MunpT. It seems to me if we continue on the process of
cach State setting up barriers and blockades to its neighbors, we are
operating to destroy the Union. In the first instance we had difficulty
from that from the very beginning of our Union.

The CuairMaN. It was necessary to get to the interstate commerce
theory in order to solidify the Union.

Senator Munpt. That is correct.

The CuairmaN. There is no question about that.

Senator Munpr. Correct. Operating on that premise, we do not
bar the movement in interstate trade of olcomargarine, but just in
that form of olcomargarine wpich is made purposefully to discrimi-
Ir;nte against the dairy interests by coloration of its product to imitate

utter.

The Cuairman. That is very much like saying you could not
revent the movement in interstate commerce of some sort of car,
ut you would prevent the movement in interstate commerce of

other types of cars. .

Senator MunpT. You are close to what I think is the proper
analogy there. We do not prohibit the movement in interstate
commerce of an automobile unless it is a stolen automobile and then
we do prohibit it.

The CHairMAN, Yes,

b Senator Munpr. This is a sort of effort to steal the reputation of
utter.

The CuairmaN. I think the analogy is sound, too.
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Senator Munwr, T think this is also sound, beenuse this is some-
thing which steals the reputation of butter and it attaches it to oleo-
margarine for purposes of interstate trade,

Senator ConnatLy, Lot me ask you very briefly, and “briefly”
np‘)lius to both of us, what regulations has your State ndopted to
fight. oleomargarine?

Senator Munpr, It has a tax on olcomurgarine; a very small tax.

Senator Connarny. In addition to the Federal tax?

Senator Munor. In addition to the Federal tax.

Senator ConnanLy, Do you think you have it high enough to kill it?

Senator Munor. No, sir. 1t is sold there with both taxes, 1t is
more or loss o tax which was put on so we can regulate and check the
sale and know how much it is and so forth.

Senator Connatny. 1 know.  That is what I am asking about.
What the other regulations are.  What other regulations do you
have?

Senator Muonvr. That is all.

Senator ConNaLey, You have the tax in order to regulate it.
What other regulations do you have besides taxes?

Senator Munpr. That is all.

Senator Coxnanny, It is not a violation of the law of your State
for them to cat olcomurgarine?

Seantor Musnr. Not at all, not at all, and it is old there and con-
sumed there.

Senator Luceas, Do you prohibit the coloring of it?

Senator Munor. No.  The tax applies to the colored produet. I
am not sure, without checking it, Senator, it is p ssible, as many
States do, that we use it in our State institutions. At least, I thin
we should.

Senator Connary. They did that here in Congress.  They passed
an act here a few years ago that prohibited the Veterans’ Bureau and
the other Federal institutions from using it at all,

Senator Munot., We have repealed that.

Senator ConnNanLy. They would not let the Army use it and would
not let the Navy use it; would not let anybody use it that they thought
would spread the use of olcomargarine,

Senator Munot. That is vight,

Senator ConNaLLY. You say you vepealed all those aets,

Senator Munpr, We repealed the one, I am sure, as far as the
Veterans’ Administration is vonvornv(ﬁ.

The Cuamrman, That was in the appropriation act. 1 think you
are right about that. It has been discontinued or else limited and
restricted.

Senator MunpT. I think we had an act of the House repealing it.

Senator CoNnaLLy. We passed it. It was one of a series and one
of a group of acts. The talk about’ destroying butter. Those acts
were designed to destroy oleomargarine absolutely, if they could.

Senator MunpT. The speeches given in support of the prohibition
were to protect the health of the soldiers.

Senator ConNaLLy. Oh, yes; to protect the health of the fellows
who are holding office up here and voting on it.

Sﬁ;\ator Munpr. No; I think there are two sides to the proposition,

erhaps.
P Senl;tor ConnaLrny. All right, I am through.
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The Cruamnman. Senator Millikin wished to nsk a question,

Senntor MiLutkin, Senator Mundt, | hope we ean evolve something
that will proteet the butter industry ngainst any unfair competition.
I hope we ean evolve something that will proteet the enstomer against
deception.  The question is how to do it.

Senntor Munor. That is corveet,

Senntor Minptkin, That is the question as fur ns 1 am concerned.
Coming back to the Wiley proposal, yesterdny we had some pre-
iminary testimony, which was not. put out, as being suthoritative, that
independent of the refining processes and the aw materinl, you ean
set up an oleomargarine plant in any State for about a quarter of a
million dollars, ()hviousfy you ean ship into that plant, to the extent
you do not raise the raw materinls and refine them in the State, these
raw materials,

Senator Munor, That is correet,

Senator MILLIKIN, So & very strong question arose in my mind as to
whether, if you pass this all baek to the States and let them make their
own rules and regulations ghout colored margarine, you may wind up
with no protection at all. | assume that the butter people have con-
sidered all that and have the answers to it, but [ respectfully suggest
that & well documented ease on that be put in here beeause a lot of
people would like to see the butter people protected against unfair
competition and against deception of the customer who would not fee
like i~mppm'ting an act that would produce probably the very opposite
result. ’

As I say, it is inconecivable to me that that has not been thought
of, but somehody sometime during this hearing ought to come up
with & well documented ease on that.

Senator Musor. | think it should remain elear in the minds of the
committee, Senator, that if the dairy industry could stroke an Alad-
din’s lamp and have the condition that it desires, it wonld not bring
in the Wiley substitute. It would try to find some Federal way in
which we could proteet the consumer against the consumption of
olcomargarine colored to imitate butter, but we recognize that there
is a great determination on the part of a great many people to do
something about olcomargarine. It is not a question of just being
able to have what the dairy people want.  There is unquestionably
the factor that you make, that this is not a fool-proof and iron-clad
protection of the dairy interests, but it does, No. 1, make it more diffi-
cult for large olcomargarine manufacturers to put their produet in
colored form on the consumers’ table without having to build these
plants within the States, and, No. 2, it does make it possible for the
mdividual State to have the kind of conditions it desires within its
State for the sale and distribution of olcomargarine. It makes it
specifically and definitely a problem of States rights. If in some
States like, let us say, New York or Illinois, or Ohio, where they have
tremendously large city populations and probably the city popula-
tion is more important than the country population and the major
project is to give them some kind of spread at the chca{wst con-
ceivable price, they can facilitate that situation and can bring the
oleomargarine industry in, if they want to, and let it establish itself
and give it a tax-free grant of land. Out in the dairy country where
we think we should concentrate on butter instead, we can set up
barriers to make it more difficult, if necessary.
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So it can be handled then by the States as a State program without
doing the thing that Senator George fears and that I recognize is bad,
having so-called State tariffs and State barriers whereby the people
of South Dakota try to keep out the products of Georgia and the people
of Georgia try to ]Zoop out the products of South Dakota. That is
certainly inimical to the Union and should be avoided if possible. If
the Federal Government can establish legitimate channels of com-
petition in interstate trade, I think that the States will have to do the
rest. .

Senator Jounson. Senator, may T say a word? 1 feel certain that
T can’t add anything to what you have already said, but I would like
to make the observation that anyone who believes in States rights
ought not to have very much difficulty with the Wiley measure because
that is what it is, a States rights bill. The butter industry, the dairy
industry, is not like the steel industry. It is a local industry. 1In
every small city and town you will find a creamery where they manu-
facture butter and where they manufacture ice cream and all the other
dairy products. It is a peculiar industry in that it is so local in
nature, I cannot sce any reason for worrying about an industry that
might want to become a national industry like the oleomargarine
industry. If they want to operate in Colorado, they can set up a
factory in Colorado, and operate under the laws of Colorado, just as
the butter people have to do, Butter has to be manufactured under
the laws of Colorado, and the health laws and the dairy laws rule
and govern tne operation of dairies there just as they do in every
other State.

It seems to me that is not committing any violence to our form of
government or to our method of doing things to require the oleo people
to meet the butter industry, the dairy industry, on their home grounds.

Senator Munpr, Mr. Chairman, that is a very important assist
from one of the best shortstops in the league, and T am very grateful.
That is very fine. Thank you, Senator Johnson.

I would like to point out that this problem is not new in Congress.
It may have been brought to your attention before, but it was 1886
that Congress first recognized this problem and tried to do something
on a Federal basis from the standpoint of oleomargarine. In signing
that act the illustrious predecessor of Senator Connally, President
Cleveland, made a statement that I would like to read. It is very
short and I want to have it in the record.

Senator Liucas. May I ask one question of the Senator before he
reads that? You say on page 2:

;l‘lzg)serving of colored margarine or colored margarine in violation of section

That is the Interstate Commerce Act, I presume, that you are
talking about there. Do you understand that certain types and kinds
of butter are also colored?

Senator MunpT. Yes. That was discussed by Senator Thye, just
a little earlier.

Senator Lucas. I am sorry. I just wondered whether or not you
had considered that.

Senator Munbpr. During the winter months, in the time when cattle
cannot have access to general pasture, outdoor pasture, some color is
added to butter.
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Senator Lucas. 1 just wondered if you would be willing to add the
word “butter” there, the serving of colored butter and olcomargarine.

Senator MunpT. No; beeause the purpese is to protect the butter
industry in its popularization of ycllow. That is its trade-mark.
That is its identity. That has been established.  All the other colors
in the rainbow are available to olcomargarine, and they take yellow
only because that makes it look like butter.  They don’t try to imitate
mint jelly, which is mighty fine on toast, too, but which is green,
They never make it green. They always make it yellow, for a good
reason.

Senator Lucas. But in order to have the proper sale for butter,
there are times of the year when the manufacturers of butter do color
the butter.

b Senator Munopr. That is because yellow is the natural color of
utter,

Senator Lucas. T understand that.

Senator Munpt. And there are seasons of the year when to make
the natural color come through they need some coloration.

S("nntor MiuikiN. You don’t add color to imitate some other

roduct,
P Senator Munpr. No. It is just to keep it in conforimty with its
own particular color.

The Cuairman. I think you will find, Senator, that you have some
yellow oleomargarine, that you have even to bleach it out to keep it
from being too yellow. It depends on your product. 1 think you
will find that.

Senator Me~xpr. Natural yellow oleomargarine?

The Cuamrmax. Oh, yes. It depends on the oils and the fats that
you usc.

Senator Jouxson., Cottonsced, for instance, Senator?

Senator Tuye. The Senator is entirely right.  There are certain oils
that make it yellow.

Senator JouNsoN. Not cottonseed.

The CuairMaN. Noj; not-cottonseed.  You feed cows cottonseed in
order to get yellow butter.

Senator Mirikin. T think the chairman developed last year that
there used to be eertain imported oils, that are no longer used, that
gave the yellow color and the chairman drew back to his early
experienee in a grocery store when he was a young man and pointed
out that olecomargarine that he sold in those days was vellow color
because of the particular type of oils that were put in it. But I think
it also developed that they are not using those oils any more.

The Cuatryax. They have learned how not to use them.

Senator MuxpT. I imagine those particular oils gave a taste to
oleomargarine which was not desirable.

The Cuairmax. It gave a taste, yes; but it was largely the color.
Pardon me for interrupting you, Scnator.

Senator Livcas. Pardon me.

Senator Mu~pr. I am very happy to have the interruptions and the
discussion.

President Cleveland said in signing this act of 1886, whereby
Congress first acted in the protection o%the consumer and the farmer
against the olecomargarine situation, and I quote:

If the existence of the commodity and the profits of its manufacture and sale
depend on disposing of it to the people for something else which it deceitfully
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imitates, the entire enterprise is a fraud and not an industry, and if it cannot
endure the exhibition of its real character which will be effected by the inspection,
supervision, and stmn}riug which this bill direets, the svoner it i3 destroyed, the
better in the interest of fair dealing.

You sce, Mr. Chairman, the dairy people and the American public
have come a long way sinee then.

Senator ConNavLny. That is the only thing that Cleveland ever said
that you approved of.

Senator g’[UNDT. I thought you were going to say with which you
disagreed.

Scnator ConNaLLY. You approve of that.

Senator MunpT. I am not a complete student of the writings of
President Cleveland, but if this is indicative of what he said generally,
I heartily approve of what he had to say.

Senator ConnarLy. When you found that, you did not go any
further, did you?

Senator Munpt. I was completely satisfied with his statesmanship
after having read that.

We have gone a long way since then. We are not asking for that
kind of ironelnd protection today. As Senator Millikin points out,
this is not a complete protection to the family-sized farmer and to the
dairy industry and to the housewife who gets some of her pin money
from the eream checks. But it is, 1 think, a definite protection which
will help in a great many areas, and achieves the objeetive which a
great many people have presented with considerable persuasion to me,
and that is that the poorer people should be entitled to buy oleomarga-
rine at as cheap a price as they can; that the Federal Government is
really levying a poor man’s tax when it taxes olecomargarine; if we can
find a different way by which we can protect the grent dairy industry
we should do it.

In a comparatively small State like South Dakota we have 49,954
farms selling dairy products out of a total of 68,705 farms, So that is
a liberal percentage of our farmers.  In fact 48,000 farmers out in our
State— — .

Senator MinLikin. What is the average herd, Senator?

Senator MunpT. These are small herds.  We have but a very few
specialists in dairy herds. 1 suppose they would run anywhere from
8 10 15 head on the average. This is money which largely acerues to
the women, which they use for the little luxuries which they buy and
some of the necessities for the children.

Senator JounsoNn. Cotton dresses.

Senator Muxpr, Cotton dresses which come from Georgin and
citrus fruit from Florida.

Senator Jonnson. They would want country clothes.

Senator MuNpr. You want them to eat pink Texas grapefruit, and
s0 do I, and they need this in order to achieve that purpose.

Senator BurLier. Senator Mundt, speaking of the number of farms
and the income from the sale of butter or eream made by the people
on these small farms, is it not a fact that during the depression days
it was not a minor income? It was a main source of income. In
fact, it was the only source of income that the farmers in much of the
western area had over a period of years,

Senator Munpr. That is not only true, Senator; it is emphatically
true, but it is true out in our State that there are many, many months
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of the year that the only cash crop they get on a farm in good times
or bad comes from butter and eggs. It is tremendously important,
especially with children in school, that there be some regular cash
income which makes it worth while to milk cows which, after all is
not an easy job, It is not a desirable job. It is something which is
part of the farm business and procedure. It merits honest
consideration.

I do not want to detain the committee any longer. 1 would like
to say just one word in emphasis of the very persuasive testimony of
Senator Thye about the family-size farm, Kocmlsc in South Dakota
the dairy industry is the industry of the family-size farm. We have
less than a thousand farms out there on which 50 percent of the effort
is devoted to dairying. The dairying industry is part of the operation
of the fumily-size farm.  We are concerned, all of us, in maintaining
a decent income for the family-size farmer, not only a good income
but » steady income from which he has some cash resources and cash
income through the year.

It has been figured, and I think accurately, that by permitting oleo-
margarine to be sold in direct competition, with no restriction, no
restraint of trade and no tax, nothing except to let it try to seduce the
housewife into buying it by making it appear to look like butter,
making it taste like butter, giving it the melting consistency of butter,
and everything else exeept the nutritive value of butter, would reduce the
annual income to the American farmer by over $600,000,000 per year.
This $600,000,000 is now going to farmers who are at the moment
not getting the parity income of which Seeretary Brannan talks. So
we might find ourselves running into a situation where we would have
to increase the Government purchases, the Government subsidy, or
the Government support program, call it what you will, by over half
a billion dollars if we destroy the revenue now going to the family-size
farm from the butter industry.

I think it is important that we protect it. I think it is consistent
with our whole American record of industry and commerce that we
do proteet it. The farmer has popularized yellow as the color of
butter and should have the same right, I think, in protecting it that
the lady who wrote Gone With the Wind down in Atlanta, Ga., has
in protecting her rights and her royalties for that very fine literary
achievement and that we give to the holders of a patent. I think
that is consistent and sound. I think it is essentially sound surely
that the people who buy oleomargarine should be fully aware of the
fact that they are buying something which is not butter, just as when
they buy a patent medicine bottle they know exactly what is in the
patent medicine bottle.

Senator CoNNaLLy. They think they do.

Senator Munpt. That is true. We are considering even going
further in that direetion, as you know, because some people like you
and me, Senator, have to put their glasses on to read sometimes the
fine type and they do not read it and get the wrong thing. But the
idea is that we are trying to protect the person against buying seme-
thing which it does purport to be.

Thank you very mucll.

The CuairmMan. Thank you very much, Senator Mundt.

Senator Hoey, I want to ask one question of you. I have a recol-
lection that in your State you do not allow the serving of oleomar-
garine in restaurants and public eating places.
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Senator Hokv. No, sir; we have no prohibition like that.

The Cuairman. I thought you did. I just wanted to clear it up
as we went along.

Senator Hoey. We have a great many small creameries in North
Carolina. The ereameries send around routes and take up the milk
and produce a great deal of butter that way.

The Cunaigman. Congressman Murray?  Congressman, come for-
ward please, sir.

Scnator MiLLikiN. Mr. Chairman, T wonder if there is any one
here who can tell what is the percentage of butter consumed in homes
and what is the percentage consumed in public cating places.

The CnairMaN. Can any witness here give that information?

Mr. Trurrr. Senator, 1 do not helieve that information is avail-
able, but I would like to check into it and speak to you Monday on
that, if I may.

The Cuamrman. If you find it, we would be glad to have it.

(The information referred to will be found on pp. 87 and 236.)

STATEMENT OF HON. REID F. MURRAY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Representative Murray. Mr. Chairman, I am over here under
better conditions than those in which I came last year because then
1 was running quite a temperature trying to keep my own party from
sinning. The situation is a little different now, and { am under orders
from home, from my good wife. She asked who was chairman of the
committee, and although she never had the pleasure of meeting you,
she said, ““ You want to be careful what you say because you want to
remember that Senator George is one of my favorite Senators.”

The CualrMAN. You please give her my very best regards.

Representative Murray. So I am a little handicapped to start with.

My name is Reid F. Murray. I am from Wisconsin, the State
that produces over an eighth of the milk in the United States, that has
the most to lose if you aren’t careful what you do on this oleo legisla-
tion. I would not have the temerity even to ask to come over here
again, but I have a telegram from one of the largest milk cooperatives
in the United States, which I ask unanimous consent to put in the
record, in which they asked me to appear for them because they could
not get here under such short notice. They have 25,000 members.
There happens to be one of their members in the room at the present
time. If I can finish up here I would like to have him meet the
committee. He has been a member of this Pure Milk Cooperative
Committee for many, many years. Mr. Leopold has been one of
of our agricultural dairy leaders in our State for at least a quarter of
a century.

(The telegram follows:)

APRiL 8, 1949,

Hon, RE1p MURRAY, .
Member of Congress, House Office Building:

Respectfully request that you represent Pure Milk Products Cooperative at
Senate hearing on oleo legislation. Informed hearing called for Saturday April 9.
Impossible for us to appear on such short notice. You will recall the Pure Milk
Produicts Cooperative has over 25,000 dairy-farmer members in Wisconsin. Our
annual production i in excess of one and a half billion pounds of milk. We are
largest milk marketing co-op in Nation. You are thoroughly familiar with our
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position in this matter, and therefore we urge you use your judgment to foster
that end.
WirLiam O. PerbUE,
General Manager, Pure Milk Products Co-op, Fond Du Lac, Wis.

Representative Mukrray. To me this problem is much broader in
scope than we generally realize.  'We have not only had the filled-milk
law which leaves it to the States to decide what they want to eat them-
selves so long as the products are pure, but now we are confronted with
the same thing so far as butter is concerned. The States’ rights part
of the Wiley bill wasn’t put in by Mr. Granger or Mr. Andersen in the
original bill in the House. That was put in there by the State rights
people. It puts butter, then, in the same legislative situation as
filled milk is. There are two other bills in the hopper before the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee of the House, one that pro-
hibits interstate commerce in filled cheese, and by filled cheese I mean
cheese where vegetable oils have been substituted for butterfat. Also
one in regard to filled ice cream, where the butterfat is substituted by
these vegetable oils.  So this is just one phase of a broad picture.

I know most of these oleo people and I really think that these pres-
ent oleo members are being talcen for a ride. 1 don’t think there is
any doubt but that the advent of the Lever Bros. into this business
is an indication of what is to come unless some protection is provided
the dairy industry.

I call your attention to all this talk about yellow. Two and a half
million dairy farmers should be entitled to a little protection on the
color of yellow. Lever Bros. didn’t scem to have any difficulty in
getting protection on red for a certain kind of soap that no other soap
company can make. That is Lifebuoy. I don’t know that they call
it a copyright or what you call it, but if Lever Bros. are entitled to it,
1 don’t know that there is anything so sinful for two and a half million
dairy farmers to ask for a copyright on the color yellow. So there
would be nothing new in that ficld.

There is nothing new in the legislative field, because for 25 years we
have had the filled-milk law.

Do we want to subscribe to a program where these synthetic or
artificial or imitation products are going to be transferred without
any regulation whatsoever, or are we going to leave it to the States
themselves to run their own affairs?

I am sold on the States’ rights idea and I don't know of any way that
we are going to meet this problem. Only two States are making filled
milk. One of them is Illinois and the other is Indiana.

If the people in Illinois want to eat filled milk, all well and ypood;
that is their business, but all these imitation products still have to
depend on the dairy industry. They even had to use dairy pruducts
when they tried to prove that the vegetable oil was nutritionally equal
to a vegetable fat. They never ran an experiment that they didn’t
use two dairy produets in order to prove it, either. That is the reason
their experiments didn’t amount to much, like the orphanage experi-
ment at Chicago where the children ate oleo and ate butter, but the
ones that ate oleo had all the milk they wanted to drink, so what
difference did it make? No one has said oleo is poison or any other
vegetable oil is poison. They have used all the tricks in the bag. I
have never seen a man yet that can stand up before a group of fair-"
minded people that haven’t any interest in it, who can stand up and
try to defend all the contentions that oleo has made.
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1 feol that we are past. that stage now,  ‘The broader field is ax (o
what we are going to do.  Of the 24 oleo manufneturers, 5 make more
than the other 19, and if Lever Bros, follow the pattern they do in the
sonp business they soon will have n monopoly, beenuse they did o
protty good job on the sonp business.  Are we going to go down the
road to monopoly in which we are going to have the spread of this
Nation controlled by one or two or three corporations, or are we going
to stop, look, and hsten and take our time and not go too fast down
this road, because a State like Wisconsing, and that is the veason |
appear here today, bofore the war, Senator, produced 12,000,000,000
pounds of milk.  Tho reasons for that nre beenuse of the nature of
the State, the topography of the land.  During the war we went ot
and added to that 12,000,000,000, 3,000,000,000 pounds more of milk.
So we l)l‘(\(lll(‘l' 15,000,000,000 pounds out of the 1 19,000,000,000 pro-
duced i the United States last year,  We did that at the request. of
our Government to inerease this production,

I realize that butter was a dollar a pound a year ago in some pliees,
1 realize that you could have had it shipped in here if we had nllowed
it to come in, and 1 have put that oflicil information from the De-
mrtment of Agriculture in the record, at 62 cents Inid down in New
\'ork a yoear ago, when we had this slight misunderstunding on this
same subject, But they weren’t allowed to bring it in here ot 62
cents, so the price got out of line.  The reason the price got out of line
has never been diselosed.  This gentlemnn who is sitting here today is
selling his milk for hetween 30 and 60 cents o hundred ess than the
law says this very hour.  Is it surprising that the whole daicy industry
is alarmed when within a few months' time the milk has gone from
$4.50 a hundred down to $2.60 or $2.70 a hundred? 1t is $2.40 in
many places in Nebraska and South Dakota and those seetions,
Those sections like South Dakota, like those that the gentleman from
North Carolina just mentioned here, are the people that arve first
affected, those small operators that separate their milk and send their
milk to the creamery.  They ave the first ones to get eaught so far as
butter is concerned. My State doesn’t make much butter, but. they
kuow if you ean make oleomnrgarine legislatively equal to one dairy
product, the next step is going to be the snme thing applied to the
cheese and the evaporated milk, and they make half the cheese and
30 pereent of the evaporated milk in the United States.  They know
that.  What has happened? In South Dakota, the last 3 years,
Senator Mundt’s State, the number of cows has been reduced 25 per-
cent; in Kansas, 25 pereent; in Senator Butler's State of Nebraska the
number of milk cows has been reduced by 24 pereent; in Oklnhoma,
by 22 percent.

In other words, this thing up to this time has affected the States
where a large percentage of the milk goes into butter, as in North
Dakota, and there, by the way, it is 28 percent, and between 75
and 85 pereent of their milk goes into butter in North Dakota.  Those
are the people that have felt it first.  The thing that alarms everyone
is the fact that if that happens to the butter, what is going to happen
when we get into the ersatz cheese business, and don’t ever think
it can’t be done. 1 had the dairy department down here make some
last year, substituting soybean oil for the butter fat and putting it
with skim milk and making a common, ordinary cheddar cheese,  If
one weren't too much of a connoisseur of cheese he would think it
was a pretty good kind of cheese, too.
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The ridieulous purt of the whole thing is that, sure, they enn sell
it chenper.  One venson they enn sefl at chenper is heenuse every
pound of oil that goes into oleomargnrine this Inst yenr has been
subsidized I»y the t‘mlvrnl Government, | don’t sny the oleomnr-
garvine fuctories have been subsidized. 1 don’t want to huve to correet.
that beenuse | dido't sy that.  But every pound has been subsidized
in that the Government is losing us much as 20 cents 0 pound on
overy poutd of oil in some of their oil programs, | will not guess
what will huppen next year when the Govermment carries out its
oil-support progrun,

T'o me this is the most sevions paet of the whole argument: I'here
are 10,000,000 people, at least, involved in this duicy industry,  I'he
avernge |n-r,~mn'hu.~m‘| uny coneeption of the numbr of people divectly
and indireetly who live off the dairy industry, not on{y in my State
bt in many other Stutes ns well,  President Veaman suys depressions
are man-made, and [don’tlike to see Congress or any other man make
one,  We must be enreful about. the passage of this bill, the Poage
antidniry hill. 1 ennsit here and look every man in the eye und sny |
honestly believe that a million people are going to be added (o the
unemployment rolls of this country if this antiduiry Ponge bill is
mssed. 1 just believe that, 1 sm not o relutive of Babson's, and |
mve never seen the gentleman, but if we don't chunge our wiys and
think o little forward on some of these things, we ure going to end up on
the 1st of January with 5 to 10 million people in the Cnited States
unemployed.  The jobs involved are the serious part as of the present
time,  Ddon’t think this is any time to be rocking the economie boat
whatsoever in agriculture or industry.

I enn’t justify the tax on the retailer in the store. T ean't feel too
badly for the oleo manufacturers paying o quarter cent tax so long
us the processors of hutter have to pay o (unrier of o cent tax.  In
Wisconsin we pay $5 per cow tax too.  This is 2 cents per pound,
They have to pay $100 o year tux for o milk truck to tuke the milk
to market.  We shouldn't be shedding too many tears so fur ng the
oleo manufueturer himself was concerned,  Of if you wanted to ship
a lond of potatoes from Colorado to another State, who would pay
the tax?  The gentleman from Colorado wonld be paying the tax,
So 1 ean’t see myself shedding too many tears for the oleo manufuc-
turers on thut quarter cent tax, although I won’t try to defend the
rest of the taxes,  The oleo people have other protections that the
dairy industry doesn’'t have. They have a chance to use what in
my more rash moments 1 eall embalming fluid but I shouldn’t do
that, I suppose. But anyway there is a preservative that they use
in making oleo that the butter people cannot legally use.  They also
have a 7-cent duty on oleo the same as on butter.  They also have a
15 conts a pound internal tax protecting oleomargarine that butter
doesn’t have,  They also have the tax on the oil besides, 3 cents a
pound on the oil in & pound of oleo. That would be 2.4 cents in
addition.

Senator MiLLikiN. May I interrupt. You may be interested in
knowing that the State Department told in committee recently that
they will advocate the abolition of the tax on olcomargarine, the
duty on olcomargarine.

Representative Munrray. Do you mean altogether or the 135-cent
internal tax?

BOR13—40——14
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Senator MiLuikiN. It is inconsistent with their present reciprocal
trade program.

Representative Murray. The only countries that we would have
to compete with would be Argentina and Australia because you have
to have the skim milk. That is where the oleo people have to live
off the dairy business. That is another thing about the oleo. The
milk that goes into it, the 15 percent, is always clean. It never has
a bugin it. But if you put it in a dairy product, then it gets all bad.
1 have noticed the arguments on that many times. I never figured
how they get the bugs all out of it when they put it in the oleo. But
I don’t want to get into that angle of it.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Do not let me divert you. That is something
for the oleo people to think about.

Representative Murray. The oleo people are dependent upon the
dairy indust?' because they can’t make this product without the
skim milk. They can get it into this country for a fraction of a cent
a pound and they are rolling it in here fiom Canada. You can set
up a plant anywhere you want to, and you don’t have to use domestic
oils, not a pound of it, and you don’t have to use domestic skim milk.
You can sct up a plant and make millions of pounds of it and not have
anything to do with any American cow or any American vegetable oil.
The duty on the skim milk, as I say, is only a fraction of a cent a
pound, and the oil can be brought in when it is used for edible purposes
at 3 cents a pound.

Incidentally, I am not an expert on making olco, but scientists tell
me that the coconut oil is the nearest like butterfat of any of the
vegetable oils. I don’t want to spend any time on that particular
issue because I don’t want to qualify as an expert on oleo.

So I say to the committee, 1 have been around here 10 years. On
the agricultural committee 1 have tried my hardest to control this
situation. I believe in a bill that we can all agree on and take off
the taxes and still protect the dairy industry and try to have a little
friendliness between different agricultural groups. American agri-
culture is in enoui,vh trouble today when you realize that right this
last year, with all the talk that we hear, we have imported more
agricultural products than we exported. In other words, we do not
seem to be able to give agricultural products away as fast as they
dump them onto our market. So I say that we are in enough trouble
if we all play ball together.

Don’t shed too many tears for the oleo consumer. 1 know my
good friend will be here to talk for the consumers. I don’t want you
to be misled by her. 1 want to tell you a little something that I want
to do for you. We talk about free trade with the world. We love
them all, and you know all that goes with it. If Washington is the
only city where we can do something about the milk supply, I would
like to bring into the city of Washington milk, grade A milk, pasteur-
ized, homogenized milk. Mr. Brannan yesterday said people should
be provided milk at 15 cents so I will settle for 15 cents. His pro-
posal is to subsidize milk for the people. It is going to cost a billion
dollars, He: will let them have 15-cent milk, but I want to give
Washington 15-cent milk without taking any money out of the United
States ﬁ‘reasury. Remember, grade A, pasteurized, homogenized
milk. Who is there who can complain about it except through the
ariificial trade barrier we may have here in Washington because we
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are letting our good oleo friendg use 15-percent skim milk. They
probably pasteurize it. In the process of making the oleo they prob-
ably boil it. They don’t know whether it is grade A milk or whether
it isn’t. So they can’t complain too much that it is going to be too
detrimental to the people.  So if you are really interested in the low-
income groups, let us remove some of our internal trade barriers, I
think that the farmers in this country from my experiences with them
and I know cnough about them to know that they are not going to
send any milk that they shouldn’t send, and they are not going to
cut any corners as a group. They can furnish this type of milk, put
it right down here in Washington for 15 cents a quart. They can put
it for less, but I want to start at what Mr. Brannan says, 15 cents,

In conclusion, may I state that while in the past the American oleo
pcople have been using the low-income groups and the housewife as a
front, the Lever Bros. are now using the domestic oleo manufacturers
as a front. The future will prove that we are in danger of setting up
just one more monoply. The farm co-ops of the country are now here
in Washington. Important congressional leaders have addressed
them, castigating cartels and monopolies. But have you heard any
one of them speak up and protest the vegetable-oil monopoly? Why
talk so much against monopolies and then vote for and support them?

Now, Mr. (§hairmnn, as I said, you might be interested in Mr.
Leopold because most of the people in my State are first and second
and third generations from other countries. I have wondered how
the{ were able to do all the things they have done out in Wisconsin
without coming down to Washington and asking somebody to do it
for them. In other words, it seems to me they have been milking the
cows instead of trying to milk the United States Treasury all the
time. They built a lake 27 miles long, last summer, and I don’t
know of anybody in Washington who knows about it. Mr. Leopold
came to our State in 1904. %‘here was a group of Jewish people who
settled in that community. Mr. Leopold is the only one left on the
farm. The others have gone into more lucrative businesses. He has
been a dairyman all these years and he is a dairyman now. Heis a
member of this same organization that you were gracious enough to
allow me to represent. I hope that you will give gim a few minutes,
if you will, Senator. I would like at this point to put in the record a
little clipping I took out of the Baltimore Sun that tells you how fast
the livestock industry is growing in Georgia. I thought maybe the
distinguished chairman would like to read it.

The Cuairman. Yes. We are very glad to have it developed
here. We would be very glad to have Mr. Leopold, too.

Representative Murray. Thank you very much.

The CHairMaN. We were glad to have you, sir.

(The clipping referred to follows:)

Livestock Gains NoteEp IN Soutn

ATLANTA.—Next to mechanization of its agriculture, notably cotton, the most
significant thing in the swiftly changing southern farm scene is the growing impor-
tance of the region as a livestock country.

By 1943, livestock production in this State was bringing the farmers more than
cotton. Of each $100 of gross farm income, $36.50 came from livestock; $27.80
from the sale of cotton and cottonseed, and $35.70 from all other crops. '

Agricultural experts see promise of increasing contribution from this industry
to Georgia progress.
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Feed in the limiting factor for the further oxpansion of the industry, the agris
culturists say, pointing out. that a great®deal more cheap feed ean be provided
through expainsion of the acreage deyoted to improved permanent pastires,

Ninee the South Atlantic States have, in the past deeade, fearned to produea
s much cotton on half the acreago as formerly, mich of the land thus freed hus
Rone into tine pasture land.

There are today more than 1L,600,000 acren of finproved pasture,  Ax the
result of more thought and sound judgement in regard to livestock feediug, the
sroduction of oata, wheat, rye, barley, and grain sorghums has inereascd over
‘(Ml pereent fn the lnst deeado,

Agrioultural seientiata say that there ia great hope in the hybrid corns ndaptable
to the region.  Sweetpotatoes, which the region ean grow easily, are now dehy-
drated and fed to liveatoek ax s substitute for corn,

The Cuamman. My, Leopold?
STATEMENT OF MAX LEOPOLD, ARPIN, WIS,

Mr. Lrorown. My name is Max Leopold, from Arpin, Wis., in Wood
County. I am glad to have the privilege to be here.  © heard the
testimony given by Senntor Thye and the Senator from South Dekota
and Lam proud of the two neighbors of our State, beenuse they veally
have given you the facts as they exist.  But T am a farmer who has
lived there over 40 years, milking cows, and Wisconsin is a State, ns
Reid Murray, our Congressman stated, that is made up of cows alone,
With the exeeption of 30 miles north of the Hlinois hovder nnd a few
miles cast of the Mississippi River and some avound the lake, we ean't.
ratse corn to fatten cattle or vaise hogs.  We ean raise wheat and corn
to feed chickens.  On my farm we keep usually about two dozen
chickens and 32 milk cows. T have lived in Wisconsin all my life
pretty nearly, although 1 was a foreigner, born in Rumania. | have
twvn in the agricultural work all my life. 1 know the facts that we
taught in Wisconsin 40 years ago was not the cottonseed meal or the
soybean meal. We were nlways taught about the coconut cow. The
reason the State of Wisconsin was so furious and tried to put exorbi-
tant taxes on oleo is beeause at that time we believed that we were not.
fighting the American farmer as a farmer, beeause he was a very small
part in the production of the oleo, but it was a coconut cow that we
imported.  In 1933 when we had a Democratie governor, Governor
Smedeman, we had a State senator, Ryan Duflie, whom T think you
gentlemen remember, and T happened to be chosen at that time chair-
man of the Governor's dairy committee. 1 eame up here to help our
dairy farmers in the State. At that time the State of Wisconsin
tended to put up a bigger tax on oleo and we fought against it because
at that time we realized that the American farmer was beginning to
become a part of the oleo industry, that more and more soybean oil and
cottonseed oil was a part of the materials from which oleo is made.
For the last number of years the farmers of Wisconsin have been in
favor of removing the tax if thy give us a chanee to sell butter as but-
ter. Years ago before we had the White House cereamery there, the
condensery, we churned our butter and milked only in the summer.
We never had to use color for our butter because, as Senator Thye
said, it was natural. With green grass and good pasture, we pro-
duced an abundance with good color.

It is not only 50 percent of our income in Wisconsin that is from
milk. In our county it is 90 percent of the income, and we always sell
some of the cows that are minL;ed out and the bull calves, We don’t

raise them all.
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I think you gentlemen are fair. 1 like to ses the feclings and
expression of you gentlemen hero today. — As 1 sny agnin, [ am proud
of our three neighbors over there working for the interests of the

people,

V{/u have 186,000 farmers in the State of Wisconsin, of whom
125,000 produce nothing but. what we eall surplus milk. 1t isn't
bottle mik. 1 undesstand people undemtand everything is milk,
People consider milk only that which goes in the bottle. Our milk goes
into the erenmeries,  Our milk goes into the condenseries, and it still
is milk.  Ax furmers who produce milk for surplus purposes, we are
little penudized. 1 think it is going to hart you more, farmers who live
on the furm, a great number of us, Wisconsin happens 1o be the
unfortunate State which has the most of them that are going to be hurt
hy allowing the production of oleomurgarine and eoloring and sending
it ont without a tax.

I remember well, Senntor, and it is a true statement, when the State
of Wisconsin raised the tax on gusoline to 4 cents a gallon,  Hlinois
had 3 cents agallon, My wife and 1 in 1926, 1 believe, took a trip to
Hlinois, and we stayed in Madison, which is our capital city. Wao
made quite o few trps. 1 dido’t (il up my tank with gasoline there
but went about 50 miles south of the Hinois border and filled up my
rasoline tank and the man over there charged me the same price as in
WVisconsin, 1t was a Standard Oil Station. | said, “Sir, 1 thought 1
would get gasoline 1 cent cheaper here than we do in Wisconsin.”

He said, “My friend, I have nothing to do with it.  The company
hay raised the price here to equalize the price they get in the State of
Wisconsin,” :

1 am telling the consumers in our cities they are fooling themselves
to helieve that by taking off the 10 cents a pound and lenving that
staff colored, it won’t be a long time until they are paying 10 cents o
the manufncturer and the farmer won't get it.

I have full confidence in you gentlemen that you will see our point
of view. The farmers are ubsolutely dependent upon the cow for a
living,  As 1 said, out of the 185,000 in the State of Wisconsin, I am
sure there are 125,000 to 140,000, that the biggest share, 75 to 80 per-
cent, whose income comes from milk or cows that we sell. We can
raise no hogs beeause we ean’t raise corn. 1 will say one thing, for
43 years, last year was the first year that the Lord has given us even
up North in Wisconsin a chance to pick some ripe corn.  But it wasan
exceptional year.  We had a good year for corn. We had 8 bad year
for hay.  We had to buy a lot of hay. :

I thought I would give you those few statements. I am satisfied
that you men, who are representatives of all the States, will realize
that Wisconsin is only a small State. I don’t know how big it is,
when 1 look at the capital and all those things there. My children
were all born and raised there, and then others like mine who came fr m
Sweden and Norway, Holland, and all those places. They, too, have a
right and expect to have the right and protection of this Government
for them and my children’s children to have the same privilege as I
had when I bought the wild 80 after the lumber company moved out
of there. Remember, Scnator, I was born a Jew, I am still a Jew, and
had no precedents to follow. Not knowing how to sharpen a saw or an
ax or how to set a saw, I went out and made a farm out of cut-over
land. 1 want you to give my children and their children the same
-chance. I thank you very much.
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The Cuaieman. We are very glad to have had you, and let me assure
you we try to do the right thing about it.

Senator ConnarnLy. What size town do you live in?

Mr. Leoronn. We have 220 people.

Senator CoNNaLLY. You live in a town?

Mr. Lroroup. No. On the farm. [t is outside of town, not far
away. Our township is not an incorporated town.

Senator Coxyarniy. Then you don’t live in town.  You live out on
a farm.

Mr. Lrororp. That is right, yes.

Scnator Coxnaniy. [ congratulate you. That is fine,

The Caatrman., We are very glad to have you, sir.

Mr. Smith, are you present?

STATEMENT OF HAROLD O. SMITH, JR., EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, AND R. H. ROWE, SECRETARY, UNITED STATES WHOLE-
S8ALE GROCERS’ ASSOCIATION, INC., WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr. Ssmiri. Mr. Chairman, my name is Harold O. Smith, Jr,
I am executive viee president of the United States Wholesale Groeers®
Associntion, Inc., which is a national trade associntion of wholesale
food and grocery distributors, with headquarters here in Washington,

I might suggest, Mr, Chairman, that the people that we represent,
the independent wholesale grocers, nre the principal distributive outlet
for a large part of the farm produets that reach the housewife. We
therefore are not attempting in any way to take sides of one farm group
as against the interest of other farm groups. Our real interest lios
in expressing to you our views as the servants of the housewife and
what we find in serving the retail grocer from whom she buys, as to
what her wants apparently seem to he.

I appear as a proponent of H. R. 2023 as passed by the House,
which would remove all Federal taxes on colored and uncolored oleo-
margarine and as an opponent of any amendment to the House bill
or any Senate bill that would forbid the interstate shipment of yellow

margarine.  Also, we agree that any repeal bill should require publie

eating places to identify servings of margarine as such.

I might suggest there that the bill, as T understand it, presented by
Senator Wiley preventing interstate shipment would also apply to the
wholesale grocer and the retail grocer. Our wholesale grocers fre-
quently serve across State lines, sometimes in the way of branches
across State lines but more often in the way of direct deliveries out
of their warehouses to retail and institutional users across State lines.

In order to avoid duplication, we are leaving it to other proponents
of outright repeal to present the merits of margarine and the benefits
that would accrue from repeal to the pocketbooks of consumers and
to producers of cottonsced and soybeans and other products of the
farms of this country.

We desire, therefore, to make our presentation from the viewpoint
of wholesale distributors. We object to the imposition of the taxes
because we think it is a rank and unwarranted injustice that any
wholesome food product should be subjected to discriminatory taxa-
tion. But even more serious to us as merchants are the high license
fees we are required to pay, the burdensome and costly record keeping
and report making required of us by Treasury regulations and the
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large aggregations of penalties to which we are subject for possible
violntion of extensive and technieal regulations.

The wholesaler is required to pay an annual occupational license
fee of $200 for uncolored margarine and $480 for colored margarine.
In addition, he must keep records and file monthly reports of both his
incoming and outgoing shipments of margarine. It costs our mem-
bers, whom we have queried on this subject, from $60 to $100 per
month for clerieal work incident to keeping the records and making
the reports, which sums, as you cun see, represent on an annual basis
several times the amount of the annual license fees,  If a wholesale
grocer has 14 or 15 branches, that amount, $60 to $100 a month record
and reporting costs, really applies to each of his branches,

The regulations prescribe seven points of record keeping and 11
points of report making, a total of 18 specifications.  There is a fine
of $50 to $500 or imprisonment for 30 days to 6 months for each viola-
tion of requirements as to records or reports.  There are 8 additional
major penalties to which the wholesaler is subjeet for possible viola-
tions of other vegulations running from fines of $50 to $2,000 and im-
prisonment up to 2 years.

Now, sinee all these bills that are before you provide for repeal of
taxes and henee of record keeping and report making, it would appear
that our objections have bheen met and that we might well be satisfied
with enactment of any bill that repeals taxes and the ausiliary regula-
tions.

We are, however, unwilling to trade freedom from record keeping
and report. making for a ban on the interstate shipment of yollow mar-
garine, Our reason for taking this position is that the housewife
prefers buying precolored margarine in the grocery stores to under-
going the trouble and bother of coloring white margarine in her kitchen,

In this respeet precolored margarine falls in that growing elass of
ready-prepared foods that shorten kitechen hours and, therefore, have
wide consumer aceeptance, for example, flour mixes, pancake and
waflle mixes, biscuit doygh preparations, spaghetti dinners, beef
stew, gravies and in the frozen field precooked meals of various types,

We consider the consumer as the final arbiter of what foods we shall
handle, their price range, nutritive value, taste, color, packaging and
labeling.  The retailers whom we supply observe these considerations
also, and in addition, undertake to afford the shopper clean, well-
arranged and attractive stores and prompt and courteous attention,
al]ftlt-sigll(-(l to please and satisfy their real boss—the Ameriean house-
wife,

As merchants, we have no prejudice for margarine over butter or
butter over margarine or for any other food and grocery item over
another.  We cater to wants and wishes of the consumer as reflected
to us by our retail outlets,

Some of our members handle both butter and margarine; some, only
butter; some, only margarine and some, neither. In February 1948
in response to a questionnaire on margarine sent to a cross-section of
our membership, we reccived 226 replies.  Of that number only 28
then handled margarine, but 135, that is of the 226, said that they
would do so if the taxes and other restrictions were removed.

Margarine, however, represents only one food and grocery item
among 1,600 to 2,500 items of various brands and sizes usually carried
by the full-line wholesale grocer. These items include many nonfood
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lines such as soaps, cleansers, matehes, woodenware, paper products,
cordage, galvanized ware, household drugs and houschold hardware.

So you sce that neither the wholesale grocer nor the retailer ean
devote too much time and effort. to promoting the sale of margarine,
They cannot negleet the many other items. — Yellow margarine lessens
the sales effort beeause it comes alveady colored and in attractive form;
no hother, no waste, It is thus & wanted item, with fast turn-over
possibilities,

In making & plea for precolored margarine, we consider that we are
undertaking to be instrumental in serving the housewife in the way
that she wants to be served,  Her wish is our command.

In conclusion, there seems to be a growing tendeney of various
States, counties, and municipalities to establish burdensome and
harassing trade burriers, such as limitation on truck teansportation and
truck loads, unloading taxes, duplicating cigarettesstamp requirements,
and other impositions of vavious kinds, The House Small Business
Committee in its veport to the Eightieth Congress recommended that
the Federal Trade Commission conduet a study of these trade hin-
drances and their effeet on the general welfare,

In view of the foregoing situation, we deem it highly il-advised
that the Federal Government should lend aid to this obstacle race by
endeavoring to erect a barrier at State lines to the free flow of trade in
a wholesome and wanted food produet,

The Coameman, Are there any questions?

Senator Mirmkin, Mr. Chairman, how does the corner grocery-
man buy his butter? Does he buy it from a local creamery? 1 sup-
pose in some instances in very small places he might buy it from the
farmer direct, but what is the normal distribution channel for butter
to the corner groceryman?

Mr. Ssrrn. That is a question 1 am not fully qualified on exeept that
I do know in many instances it does go through regular distributive
channels.  Quite a few of our people do handle butter.  If some of
those products are going to be handled oxer a long haul, butter or
margarine, then of course it requires rvefrigerated trucks to handle
those things.

Senator MirLikiN, Would you say that the bulk of the butter was
purchased by the corner grocerman from loeal ereameries, local dis-
tributing facilities?

Mr. Syt Mr. R, H. Rowe, the secretary of our association has
been in this field sinee 1919 and has been very close to the subject.
\;'Olllll like to see if he has an answer to that if 1 may be permitted to
do so.

Mr. Rowe. I think they would get the larger proportion of their
butter not from the wholesale grocer but from the local ereamery or
the national creameries, dealers in butter.  As Mr. Smith has pointed
out, both butter and margarine requires certain cold storage and
refrigerating equipment so that not too many wholesalers handle
either butter or margarine,

Senator MiLrLikiN, Thank you very much.

The CuarrMaN. Miss Jean Whitehill is listed as the last witness, I
believe. Mr. Robert E. McLaughlin, of AMVETS, has a two-page
statement which he desires to put in the record. He will not appear
in person. Please enter that in the record as having been submitted
by Mr. McLaughlin.
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(The statement of Mr. McLaughlin follows:)

StareMeNT oF Roserr K. McLavoaunin, Navionan Leaisiarive Diecron,
AMVETS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee:

Last year AMVIETS strongly supported repeal of the antimargarine taxes on
all of the following grounds:

1. It ix absurd that specinl oceupational taxes should place handiers of oleo-
margarine in the same elasw, in the (;nilwl States Cade, with handlers of nareotics,
wmarijuana, liquor, and firesrins,

2, Oleomargarine taxes are discriminatory, and tend to distort the competitive
porition of two domestie induastries.

3. License fees on handling of olcomargarine favor larger firms over sialler ones,

4. Dealers in olcomargarine must. pay burdensome ticense fees,  (There is also
;t'lnu.un of highly technical regulations and requirements which grocers st

ollow.)

5. When butter is not yellow, color is added.  Similarly, eoloring of oleomar-
garine should be permitted without penalty.

6. Coloring of oleomargarine in the home wastes time, effort, and part of the
product itself,

7. Oleomargarine taxes raise the price of the product to the consuner, an
important item when the cost of living is so high.

8. Olcomargarine taxes interfere with the most efficient utilization of our
national resources,

9. Public health is safeguarded by pure food, and punitive olcomargarine
taxes wre not neeessary for this purpose,

10. Oleomurgarine taxes limit consumers’ freedom of choice by penslizing the
:nh- of artificially colored oleomargarine, and not the sale of artificially colored
utter,

11, Olcomargarine is just as nutritions asx butter.

The action taken last year, as stated by AMVETS spokermen when they
testified before congressional committees, was founded upon s vote of the
AMVETS national exceutive committee,

Since that time, the rank and file of our organization have had an opportunity
to make their voices heard, At our fourth national convention, at Chicago
lust September, the delegates from all over the country issued 8 unanitmous
mandate to continue the fight against this discriminatory form of taxation,

As a representative of AMVETS, L brand it as un-American and indefensible
in a country that fights wars to prevent infringement upon the freedom of thought
and private enterprise. A civilish ariny thinks a lot about the ideals of its
country ax it moves into deadly combat, ~ And many a soldier, sailor, and marine
has resotved to himself, when he read the news flashes from back home, that he
was going to do something to express himself in the processes of hi= Government
when and if he got back home, AMVETS i~ onee of the results of such think-
ing. It is the organ of nearly 150,000 of such exeservicemen and women, It
represents urban and rural communities alike— North, South, East, and West—
of the 48 States of the Unjon, and no special interests, 1 am proud 1o carry to
the Congress the message of this fine organization: and 1 request the consideration
which such recommendations deserve, o

I appreciate deeply the privilege of presenting these views to the comniittee.

The Cuairman. All right, Miss Whitehill.

Miss Wairenint, Mr. Chairman, off the record 1 think T should
tell you that T am also that representative of the consumers against
whom you were warned by Congressman Muarray, so be very careful.

STATEMENT OF MISS JEAN WHITEHILL, MANAGING EDITOR,
CONSUMERS UNION OF THE UNITED STATES, INC., NEW YORK,
N. Y.

Mg name is Jean Whitchill. I am employed as managing editor
2?' ‘onsumers Union and appear before you as a representative of

'onsumers Union, a nonprofit technical organization which serves
250,000 consumers all over the United States.
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In being permitted to testify before you, T am going to try to keep
my arguments very simple, and to avoid as much as possible boring
you with a repetition of preceding testimony. 1 shall only try to
wdieate why a consumer organization is concerned with this question
and what our stand is.  As we understand it, you have under consid-
eration hefore you H. R, 2023 as voted by the House of Representa-
tives, This bill, in addition to removing all Federal taxes will permit
the manufacture and sale of yellow margarine in interstate commeree,
1t will protect consumers in publie eating places against having mar-
gavine substituted for butter without thewr knnwhwlg(- and consent.
But there is considerable pressure to have this bill amended to forbid
the sale of yellow margarine in interstate commeree, and it is such a

proposal which wao strongly oppose,  We also oppose proposals such,

as Mr. Baldwin's bill which ostensibly permits the free sale of yellow
margarine, but actually controls the coloring so as to produce an
esthetically unappealing produet,

To sum up, we stand for the right of the citizen-consumer to pur-
chase any product of his choice, provided it is not harmful, and we also
favor the right of American industry to engage in free and open compe-
tition, regulated, but not unfairly restricted.  We endorse the right
of the housewife to buy a ready-to-use margarine at every corner store.,
We, along with other representatives of consumers, consider anything
which forees the housewife to enter into unnecessary home preparation,
in order to proteet a single industry, both unfair and diseriminatory.
We do not agree that there is anything sacrosanct about the color
vellow or that it is the solo and exclusive property of the dairy industry.

hrough habit it has also been m-«-vptm; as the usual and satisfactory
color for another table spread —margarine.  We defend the right of
every housewife 1o buy it in this color and we consider irrelevant the
arguments about why she does or doesn’t want it white or purple, or
the deep orange suggested by Mr. Baldwin.  Much has been mado of
the comparative ease with which the housewife can color margarine-—
but the question is not whether it is a comparatively easy or fairly
difficult |‘)mb|«-m, a slight burden, or a great nuisance. It is, very
simply, Why should she have to do it atall?  We throw our weight
against any unnecessary restriction imposed upon an often unwilling
housewife, end we maintain that any time, no matter how little is in-
volved, demanded by the coloring process is diserimination in favor
of the dairy industry, and does not help maintain bettee living condi-
tions in the home.  We are concerned with the defense of the con-
sumer and not with the defense of any industry, which should stand or
fall by its own performance and integrity and by the quality and price
of its products. The dairy and margarine industry should face normal
competition, and we protest the burdens which it is proposed that the
Government impose on one industry while according special priviloges
to another.

Before taking up what seems to us one of the most grave disad-
vantages of the proposal to allow colored margarine to be sold only
in intrastate commerce, I would like to discuss with you for a few
moments the question of deception, which has been debated rather
freely.

Since margarine now sold in yellow form must be, and is, clearly
and plainly marked on carton and bar, there is no possibility that the
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housewife, who buys 93 pereent of all margarine, will be deceived, if
she ean read.

As to the 3% pereent of margarine sold for restaurant use, I am
quite satisfied that the safeguards provided by H. R. 2023 are not
only adequate, but that they have been proposed by legislators who
are bending backward in an attempt to give complete protection
against possible deceit,

The issue, as we see it, is between permitting yellow margarine in
interstate commerce or limiting it to intrastate commerce,  Since
colored margarine is a good, wholesome food product, it should be
permitted to be distributed as freely ns colored butter, Only in this
way is the consumer intevest properly served. By limiting the dis-
tribution of colored margarine {o intrastate conerce, you are remov-
ing it from the jurisdiction of the Federal Food and Drug Adminis-
tration,

In protesting the withdrawal of proteetion afforded by the pro-
visions of the Federal Food, Drugs, and Cosmetie Aet, I want to make
clear that we at Consumers Union are no Johnny-come-lntelies in the
field of Federal supervision of foods.

As far back as June 1936 our monthly publieation, Consumer
Reports, carried an article on the Copeland bill, destined to become
the Food, Drugs, and Cosmetic Aet of 1938, We have kept constantly
bhefore our readers the need for strengthening the law, opposing
weakening amendments, and appropriating sufficient funds for its
enforcement, .

Our organization has had a long, continuing, and impelling concern
about the existence, enforcement, and implementation of the Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act.  That is why we are so shocked at the pro-
posal to remove margarine from its protection insofar as 33,000,000
consumers are concerned.,

This is as good a point as any at which to remind the committee
what protection the consumer is now afforded by the Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act and the standard of identity for margarine. It is this
protection that will be removed if you succumb to persuasion and re-
port out a bill permitting the sale of colored margarine in intrastate
commerce only.

First of all, a food must not contain any poisonous or deleterious
substance which may render it injurious to health.

A food must not bear or contain any added poisonous or deleterious
substance which is unsafe.

A food must not contain any filthy, putrid, or decomposed substance
or be otherwise unfit for food.

A food must not he prepared, packed, or held under insanitary
conditions under which it may become contaminated.

Damage or inferiority of a food must not be concealed.

No substitute may be added, mixed, or packed with a food to in-
c{onsq bulk or weight or make it appear better or of a greater value
than 1t 1s.

A container must not be made, formed, or filled so as to be
misleading.

If a food purports to be or is represented as a food for which s
definition and standard of identity has been prescribed by the regu-
lations, it must conform to such definition amP standard.
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Regulations in regard to labeling stipulate that labeling must not
be false or misleading in any particular.

Food in package form must bear a label contianing the name and
place of business of the manufacturer, packer, or distributor and an
accurate statement of the quantity of the contents, and if it is a food
for which a standard of identity has been preseribed by the regulations,
its lnbel must bear the name of the food specified in the definition and
standard and, insofar as may be required by such regulations, the
common names of optional ingredients in such food.

1f a food bears or contains any artificial flavoring, coloring or chemi-
cal preservative, it must bear labeling stating that fact,  This require-
ment does not apply in the ease of butter,

Any word, statement, or other information required by the act to
appear on the label must be prominently placed thereon with such
conspicuousness and in such terms as to render it likely to be read and
understood by the ordinary individual.

While provisions identical with those above appear in many State
acts, enforcement is often grossly inadequate, due to insuflicient funds
and personnel.

On June 5, 1941, a standard of identity was promulgated for
margarine which, among other things, requires llmt the finished
margarine contain not less than 80 pereent of fat, and stipulates the
types of fat which are allowed to be used and their relative proportions,
It further states that margarine should contain cither eream, milk,
skim milk, or any mixture of two or more, including a combination of
dried skim milk and water in which the dried skim milk is not less
than 10 pereent of the weight of the water. 1t would permit mar-
rarine to contain artificial coloring, a preservative such as sodium
henzoate in regulated amounts, vitamin A—and this must be not less
than 9,000 U. S. P. units per pound—diacetyl, lecithin in specified
amounts, butter, and salt. The standard is explicit that when any
of the foregoing ingredients are used, the label must so state and in the
terms set forth in the standard. Whenever the name oleomargarine
appears on the label so conspicuously as to be casily scen under
ordinary conditions of purchase, the words showing the ingredients
used must immediately precede or follow the word “olcomargarine.”

In a decision by the United States Supreme Court in 1943 the pur-
pose of standards of identity is set forth in these terms:

The legislative history of the act manifests the purpose of Congress to substitute
for informative labeling, standards of identity for food sold under a usual or
common name <o as to give to consumers who purchase it under that name
assurance that they will get what they may reasonably expect to receive.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to believe that legislators from
States where colored margarine is manufactured, which will be the
only States where it may be sold if the proposal under consideration is
passed, would wish to take away from their constituents the assurance
that “they will get what they may reasonably expect to receive.”
Since most States are notoriously lacking in enforcement machinery,
consumers will receive protection far less slequate than that to which
they are entitled and which they now get on foods in interstate com-
merce under the Federal act. When these Senators realize the full
implications of what is proposed, I doubt that they will want any part

. of such regressive legislation.
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What is the immediate situation in terms of availability of colored
margarine to consumers?  Under the proposed bill (H. R. 2023)
colored margarine could enter free of Federal taxes and restrictions inte
30 States and the District of Columbia, right this minute.  These
States contain better than half of our population, or 70,484,140 persons
by the 1940 census figures.  Now, if margarine is judged unsuitablo
to be availuble it drops immediately to 33,497 884, or less than half,
These 33,000,000 persons are the inhabitants of the 11 States where
margarine factories are now located and where colored margarine is
now permitted by State law, and they ure only about one-quarter of
our population. '

I will venture only briefly into the realm of speculation and the
unprovable and will make the prediction that small, slap-dash fac-
tories may quickly spring u,) in the rest of the 30 States where colored
margarine is now permitted by State lnw. I will go further and pre-
dict that the quality of much of the margarine produced there, freed
from the restraints of Federal lnw, will have a good chanee of beinge
below present standards,

The more self-interested thinking is, the more clouded it tends to
become.  That is why one searches in vain for the logic in the thinking
behind a bill which would bar the distribution of a safe, wholesome
food such as yellow margarine from interstate commeree.  Only as a
strategem, and a rather desperate one, in an industry struggle would
such procedure make any sense, but I confess my cducation in civies
didn’t adequately prepare me to accept the idea of the Government’s
lending its offices to that kind of special interest legislation.  If the
Congress proposes thus to protect one industry from a competing
industry, then I should not be too surprised to find representatives of,
let us say, the radio manufacturers, the book and magazine publishers
or the movie producers down here asking for a law which would pro-
hibit manufacturers of television sets to sell them in interstate com-
meree.  Such special pleaders might find the Congress already he-
sieged by the manufacturers of silk hosiery, if there still are any, asking
for a law which would put an excise tax on nylon stockings.  If I may
be permitted to be personal, T can speak to this point with some feel-
ing. My father was a manufacturer of cotton hosiery, and while I
was rather young at the time, I have no recollection of his ever trying
to get anyone to legislate against silk hosimﬁ', although its manufac-
ture, of course, put him out of business. ut his experience was a
lot more drastic than that which may be expected by the dairy indus-
try, for I just do not believe the Cassandras who threaten us with its
imminent demise.

In closing, may I repeat that Consumers Union supports H. R.
2023 as voted by the House of Representatives. Our main areas of
concern, should that bill be amended, are: withdrawal of Food and
Drug supervision of margarine and the loss to the consumer of free
choice in the market as a result of the Government’s favoring one
industry at the expense of another.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions, Senator Millikin?

Senator MILLIKIN. What is the distribution of your membership?

Miss WriTeHiLL. We have a national distribution. Our circula-
tion is something over 250,000. We have subscribers in every State.
Our distribution is heavier along the coasts. I would say that prob-
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ably the Middle Atlantic States would lead, that they would be fol-
lowed very closely by the Western States, the Pacific Coast States;
that the next arca would be the Middle West, including probably the
cities of Detroit and Chicago. But our smallest concentration would
be in the South.

Senator MILLIKIN. And the greatest concentration is in the cities?

Miss WairkHiLL, Yes. Over 50 percent of our subscribers live
in cities of 100,000 or more. .
" Senator MiLLikIN. Thank you very much,

The CHairman. Thank you very much, Miss Whitehill.

T believe there is no other witness scheduled for this morning and
so the committee will recess un.il 10 o’clock Monday morning.

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m. the committee recessed until 10 a. m,
Monday, April 11, 1949.)
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MONDAY, APRIL 11, 1948

INITED STATES SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 312
Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators George (chairman), Millikin (presiding), Butler,
Martin, and Williams,
Also present: Mrs. Elizabeth B. Springer, acting chief elerk.
Senator MiLukiN, The meeting will come to order.  Mr. Holinan?
Will you make yourself comfortable, Mr, Holman. Senator George
has to go to a meeting for a little while.  He has read your statement,
but for a little while he will not have the pleasure of hearing you.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. HOLMAN, SECRETARY, NATIONAL
COOPERATIVE MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, WASHINGTON,
D. C., ACCOMPANIED BY OTIE M. REED, CONSULTING ECONO-
MIST

Mr. HoLman. I am deeply sensitive of the Senator's consideration,
I saw him reading the statement.

Mr. Chairman, before entering into my testimony, in which I will
proceed to identify myself, I would like permission to introduce as a
part of my testimony some revised and selected statistical tables
which bear very closely upon the problem before the committee.
Senator Millikin will recall that last year we introduced these tables.
We have reduced them considerably and brought them up to date to
the extent that they could be.

Senator MiLLIkIN, Do you wish them put in the record, Mr.
Holman?

Mr. HoLman. I would like to have them put in the record as a
part of my testimony.

Senator MiLuikiN. They will be put in the record immediately
after Mr. Holman's testimony.

Mr. HoumaN. And a study which we have just completed of the
character of the State oleomargarine laws that are in force at the
present time.

Senator MiLLIKIN. That also will be put in the record immediately
after Mr. Holman’s main testimony.

Mr. HoLMaN. A legal analysis of the proposed Gillette-Wiley
amendment in the nature of a substitute to H. R. 2023 by Mr.
Marion R. Garstang, counsel of our organization.

Senator MiLLIKIN. That will be put in the record.

57
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Mr. HoLMaN., And a legal brief on the constitutionality of the
proposed amendment.

Senator MiLuikinN. That will be put in the record.

Mr. HoLmaN. And finally, 8 memorandum by way of a letter from
Mr. Garstang to me commenting upon certain remarks which Senator
Fulbright made in testimony of April 8 with respect to intrastate
problems of the State.

, Senator Miruikin, That will also be put in the record.

Mr. HoLMAN. Senator, my name is Charles W. Holman, and I am
secretary of the National Cooperative Milk Producers Federation,
with headquarters at 1731 Eye Street N. W., in this city. I would
like to file at this point a list ot our national directors, all of whom are
farmers or their employces and a list of our present member associa-
tions.

Senator MirrikiN. That will be put in the record at the end of
your statement, also.

Mr. HoLMaN. The total now is 86. In addition there are about 600
submember organizations. That is, some of our organizations are
federations of their own.

Scr';ator MiLLikin, Are all of these associations cooperative associa~
tions

Mr. Houman, All of them are cooperative, and all of them are
farmer-owned. These owners, these farm families, according to our
latest figures, number approximately 425,000, and they reside in 47
States.

Also, Senator, these organizations which the farmers own last year
marketed a little over 19 percent of all the milk and separated cream
that left the farms in the United States. I am here to testify in
behalf of the Gillette-Wiley amendment in the nature of a substitute
to H. E. 2023 as passed by the House. That amendment, I under-
stand, was referred o this committee by the clerk for consideration,

We believe that the substitute amendment is superior to the bill
which passed the House.

In the carly fall of 1948 dairy groups generally, including our fed-
eration, adopted a policy of favoring the prohibition of the manufac-
ture and sale in commerce of oleomargarine colored yellow in imita-
tion of butter.

Since that fosition has been very widely advertised and to a great
extent in misleading character, may I state at this point by way of
interpolation that at no time have our organizations ever changed
their opinion that the best method of controlling a food product such
as oleomargarine, which has thrived and whose whole objective is to
imitate butter as closely as possible, is the taxation method. In the
fall of 1948, seeing that propaganda was able to change the thinkin
of the country in large degree from right to wrong, we conferred wit|
all the various dairy groups that we could reach and came to the con-
clusion that the next best method would be complete prohibition in
commerce of the manufacture and sale of yellow oleomargarine. We
have not departed from that belief, either,

But the House Comnittee on Agriculture amended the original
H. R. 2023 for consideration by the House, and the Lill as reported
for consideration by the House purported to be a prohibition of yellow
oleomargarine in interstate commerce. :
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In adopting our carlier policy in the fall we were aware that we
were relying on the newly developed concept of the interstate com-
merce power.  With respect to the bill that is now before you, known
as the Gillette-Wiley substitute, and which has been signed by 26
Senators in all, there is no doubt whatsoever as to the constitutionality
of such a bill.  The legal memorandum by Mr. Garstang points out,
among other things, that the proposed amendment follows the Filled
Milk Act of 1923 which I helped draft and which passed this Congress,
almost unanimously. That act has twice been to the Supreme Court
in criminal cases, and has been upheld in every regard by that Court.
}}’(‘, therefore, believe that it is superior to the bill which passed the

ouse.

To the extent that the Gillette-Wiley substitute amendment effec-
tuates this I)olicy which I have deseribed, it more nearly would carry
out the fecling of all dairy groups as to the need of control of the
oleomargarine problem in lieu of the existing legislation which uses the
classificd tax plan as a basis of control. Both H. R. 2023 and the
Gillette-Wiley amendment would repeal existing taxes on olcomar-
garine and on manufacturers and handlers. From that point they
differ. The House bill would permit unlimited manufacture and
interstate commerce in colored oleomargarine. The Gillette-Wiley
amendment would prohibit interstate commerce in yellow olcomar-
garine.

The House bill secks to control imitation and fraud in the sale of
the product only with respect to public cating places, and to that
extent would attempt to carry out a function which probably belongs
to the States, at least for enforcement purposes. .

The Gillette-Wiley amendment would leave unhampered the admin-
istration of the Federal Food, Drugs, and Cosmetic Act with reference
to colored olecomargarine.

Senator MiILLIKIN. Does your bill, Mr. Holman, put any prohibi-
tion on the interstate movement of uncolored oleomargarine?

Mr. Houman. None whatsoever, except that in the provision where-
by we leave unhampered the Federal Food, Drugs, and Cosmetic
Act, there would be the usual control by that agency over any food
product such as white olcomargarine, and in case white olcomargarine
should be colored at some point in intrastate commerce, we believe
that the Food and Drug Administration would have the right to
follow it through to the ultimate consumer. That means that the
Federal Food and Drug Administration would continue to exercise
its authority as to the ingredients, the labeling, and the adulteration
of olecomargarine.

We favor a ban on the shipment of yellow oleo in interstate com-
merce instead of the complicated H, R. 2023 because incontrovertible
evidence shows that the House bill is impossible to enforce.

From the time, Senator, that this proposal came out of the com-
mittee about a year ago, we have made a sincere effort to check the
extent to which it would be possible to enforce from a central authority
the handling of food in so many thousands and thousands of establish-
ments, and in that connection let me describe what the House bill
would do. ‘

The House bill would require any restaurant or eating place serving
yellow oleo to display a printed card notifying patrons that oleo was

80343—49——35
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being served and to identify the individual serving or to dispense the
oleo cut in triangular form,

In other words, if the product is put out yellow in a trinngular
form, you wouldn’t even have to put it on the menu or serve it with
a slip attached.

The task of enforcing such restrictions upon every restaurant and
eating place in the United States is incredibly vast and complex. 1n
Jetters printed in the Congressional Record of April 1, the Food and
Drug Administration and the Bureau of the Budget estimated that
enforcement of these provisions would require 950 additional agents
and an exponditure of $6,000,000 the first year and $5,000,000 a year
thereafter, on the basis of only one check or inspection visit per year
to cach public eating place in the United States.

Viewed realistically, just how much effect would one check a year
have in deterring eating places from passing ofl yellow oleo as butter?
To bo worth even the paper they are written on, these provigions
should require inspection at least onco a month of every public cating
place in the country. How much it would cost to make 12 checks a
year wo do not know, but presumably it would be 12 times the $5,000,-
000 figure submitted by the Bureau of the Budget and the Food and
Drug Administration. This would mean the employment of over
11,000 Federal agents for that purpose alone. We assume that these
950 additional agents mentioned above would be kept busy cach day
of the year to get around to the public eating places. Thereforo, 1t
would take 12 times that number to make a monthly check. But
even if we do multiply the agents by 12 and provide 12 times tho
amount of money mentioned by the Bureau of the Budget, we have
very little assurance that the fraudulent but highly lucrative passing
off of yellow olco as butter can be curbed.

Other witnesses to follow me will give you detailed evidence of the
extent of “butterlegging” now prevalent in this country. They will
tell you of the wholesale serving of yellow oleo as butter in Arkansas,
Senator Fulbright's State, a State with laws essentially similar to the
provisions governing restaurant service of yellow oleo as contained in
the House bill. 'We will also present evidenco of wholesale “butter-
legging” in Peunsylvania. A good many enforcement authorities are
continually going around in Pennsylvania, employed by the State,
and a very stern control is kept over it in that State.

Senator MarTIN. May I ask a question? What department is it
under in Pennsylvania?

Mr. HoumaN. The department of agriculture at Harrisburg.

We will also present evidence of reports of arrest in Michigan. All
of this evidence concerns 1949 conditions prevailing within the past
few weeks.

I contend, therefore, that enactment of the House bill will super-
impose upon the consumers of this country a measure that will bring
about conditions exactly like those which prevailed under prohibition.
Wholesale violation of the law will again bring Federal statutes and

"Federal authority ihto disrepute, just as in the twenties.

Incorporation of these provisions requiring notice in the House bill
is a flat unqualified admission by oleo supporters of the existence of
fraud on a vast scale. We in the dairy groups are naturally far more
concerned over the danger of fraud and ﬁeception than are any of the
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oloo intoerests, and we think the problem is greater by far than the
House has conceded in its bill.

The solution as wo sce it is quite simple. The Congress should for-
bid the shipment of the yellow imitation product in interstate com-
merce. Each State which would protect its citizens could then enact
a ban on production and sale of yellow oleo within its own borders.

Such a simple, effective reliance upon States’ rights is a practicable
method for dealing with the vast and fraudulent “butterlegging” that -
now exists,

In sharp contrast to the cumbersome and unenforcible House bill,
I contend that the Gillette-Wiley substitute measure is fair, casy to
understand, and enforceable.

Senator MiLLikiN., Mr. Holman, Senator Martin has a question.

Scnator MarTiN. I am wondering, if you would leave it up to the
States for their own policing, why the necessity of Congress passing a
law forbidding that it may move from one State to another?

Mr. Horman. Before you came in, Senator, I was explaining——

Senator MaArTIN. I heard that,

Mr. HoLmaN. You heard that?

Scnator ManriN, Yes,

Mr. HoLman, We feel that with regard to the 18-0dd States that
have restrictions on yellow oleomargarine, and I think the enforce-
ment authorities of those States agree with us, the control over inter-
state commerce aids those States in their own policing,

Senator MARTIN, Do you not have more or less conflict between
the Federal and State authorities?

Mr. HoLman. We have not had that experience in regard to the
enforcement of the Filled Milk Act of 1923, which is almost identical
in principle with the Gillette-Wiley amendment.

Senator MarTIN. Porsonally, I am very much for States having
complete control over matters like this. That does not say I am
wmmittinF myself on this, but I am just asking you these questions
because I like to make government just as simpgie as we can possibly
make it. Government 1s getting so involved now in America that the
citizens hardly know how to act even under the advice of an attorney.

Mr. HoumaN. A agree with you very much upon that premise,
Senator, but here we face a social problem as well as an economic
problem. Since 1886 the Federal Government has assumed the
responsibility of regulating this commodity, and we feel that it should
continue in a reasonable way to carry out a form of regulation. We
have always maintained that the issue was not tax, but color, and that
the tax was only & method whereby the Federal Government, without
injury to States’ powers particularly, could reach into any com-
munity in the United States for the purpose of regulating the product.,
When that is thrown aside, we throw the whole situation into great
catastrophe. Therefore, we feel that this Congress should not just
have a mere repeal of the taxes and a ﬂro forma regulation of res-
taurants, but should give at least to the public and to the dairy
farmers of this country a continuation of some form or protection
such as we suggest.

The Gillette-Wiley substitute does not require armies of agents, nor
the provision of millions of dollars for policing. It draws upon
experience under the Food and Drug Act and other laws under which
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shipmont of adulterated or imitation food products have heen banned
from interstate commeree, A most no(u:)lu example is the Federal
Filled Mitk Acet of 1923, which prohibits the shipment of fitled milk
ininterstate commeree,  have veferved to that before.  This product
was produced by substituting vegetable oils for the milk fat and
evapornting the produet,  The Supremo Court in upholding this
antifilled mitk statute said:

When compounded and eanned, whether enviched or not, they are indistine
guishuble by the ordinary consumer from processed nntursl mitk, "Fhe purehaser
of these compounds does not get evaporated milk.  This situation has not changed
sinco the enactment of the aet. The possibility and actuality of eonfusion,
deception and substitution was appraised by Congress,  ‘The prevention of such
practices and dangers through control of shipments in intorstate commeree is
within the power of Congress,

- This quotation is from Carolene Produets Co. v, United States (323
U818, 65 8. Ct 1D,

The line of established Federal precedent for regulating such foods
is almost exactly applicable to yellow oleo,  Foods hnvu‘\‘l‘wvn held to
be adulterated if they bear or contain a color or other substance which
nakes the food appear to be something other than it is, or tends to
enhanee its value.  Sinee yellow oleo is colored to resemble butter and
thus to enhance its value to the point where it can be accepted as
butter, it naturally qualifies as a it subject for Federal vegulation,

Basically the only enforcement task involved under the Gillette-
Wiley substitute would be the policing of intemstate shipments of olco-
mavgarine similar to the present policing of interstate shipments of
adulterated or mishranded food under the Federal Food, Drug, and
Coametic Act, or the policing of interstate shipments of filled milk
under the Filled Milk Act.  Neither of these acts have presented
serious enforeement difliculties,  Compare the relatively simple en-
forcement. task of policing interstate shipments, under the Gillette-
Wiley bill, with the impossible problem of visiting and inspeeting the
thousands of restnurants and eating places in every eity, town, and
village in the United States, ’

Lot me emphasize also that, in addition to being ecasily enforeed,
the Gillette-Wiley substitute earvefully safegnards the vights of the
States to make their own regulations for dealing with olcomargarine,
This measure prohibits only interstate shipment of yellow oleo. Tt
allows any State to determine for itself whether it will permit the pro-
duction and sale within its own horders of yellow oleo, At the snme
time the measure also protects the right of those States that wish to

rohibit within their borders the maunfacture and sale of yellow oleo
in imitation of butter.

The Gillette-Wiley substitute also gives consumers unrestricted
free choice in buying the table spread that they desire, at the same
time giving them the best possible protection against deception and
fraud. that is next to the other bill which 1 discussed earlier, Senator,
the original bill introduced as the Granger-Andresen bill,

Under the Gillette-Wiley substitute consumers can buy all of the
uncolored oleo they want without payment of taxes or license fees of
any kind. There is no restriction upon home coloration of the
product with the simple, casy and fast methods now available,

Prohibition of interstate shipment of yellow oleo contained in the
Gillette-Wiley substitute is the only remaining effective protection to
dairy farmers and consumers against fraudulent butterlegging.
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I have asserted that the provisions of the House bill regulnting
restnurant service of oleo npe comploetely unenforecable and meaningless,
If this is so, then the veal effect of . R. 2023 is to wipe out all Federal
regulntion and restening upon the production and sale of yellow
olecomargarine. I this is permitted, what will happen to dairy farmera
and to dairy farming, which is admittedly the largest and most
fundamental form of animal agriculture?

If it is faiv and right to prohibit or restrain oleo manufacturers
from imitating butter, supporters of the oleo industry often ask, why
should not all other imitation products be banned?  Why not ban
stic products designed for the snme use as leather, or rayon, which
lms competed with cotton for the snme markets?

The answer of the daivy groups to such questions is very simple,
Whenever and wherever such imitation produets utilize o color to
deceive consumers, then production and sale of such produets should
bo elosely regulnted.

In the case of rayon, however, the fiber has not been passed off as
cotton.  Actually, it has been put to many new uses for which eotton
was not suitable. B is advertised and sold as rayon, a fine product
in its own right, and not as cotton.  Color does not even enter the
picture,  Similarly with plasties; these new products are sold to the
public on their merits and not as imitations of leather.  Many of
these plasties have charaeteristies completely differene from and supe-
rior to leather in some respeets, but inferior to it in others.

The plasties industry ‘ms developed its materials as individual
products and has sought to improve these products so as to have
original uses and advantages, '{‘his is not the case with oleo.  The
oleo industry has consistently and stoutly fought agninst any sugges-
tions that oleo is in any way different from or inferior to butter,
Oleo manufacturers have sought at all times the right to produce an
tdentical imitation, not an individual produet.

And let me make this point clear, "If any other agricultural group
comes forward and shows that a new imitation is usurping its market
by fraud and deception that cannot be prevented by the labelling
laws, then certainly the dairy groups will make common ground
with any such furm group in its fight ageinst unfair competition,
Cotton farmers have never undertaken to prove that rayon seized
their market by deception,  If they had, dairy farmers would have
supported them gladly and wholeheartedly in their fight to protect
their market.  We have helped and fought beside cotton growers in
many of their other battles, as this committee well knows.

Contrary to misleading propaganda circulated by the oleo interests,
butter is a produet of vast importance to our dniry cconomy. It
accounts for 16 percent of all dairy eash income. It s the oudet for
27 pereent of all milk produced.  The importance of dairying itself
to our health and exonomy needs no claboration.

If Congress yields to the pleas of the huge oleo corporations and
permits the unrestricted sale of vellow oleo, T prediet it will replace
butter on a pound-for-pound basis.  The results will be:

An immediate contraction in butter sales that will have a total
effect of cutting dairy income by more than $638,000.000 a year—a
decline of 13.2 percent from 1947 levels of gross farm income from

dairying.
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Serious dislocations in the markets and prices of othor dairy produets
including fluid milk, which will affect 40,000 milk processing plants
and 2,500,000 dairy farm-families in every State in the Union.

The slaughter of thousands of dairy cattle with consequent dis-
ruption of livestock and meat prices and marketing.

Dissipation of our soil resources by discournging dairy farming,
the most important contributor to sound soil conservation.

A consequent depression in a critieally important branch of furming
which will affect retail sales and the economie life in cities, towns and
hamlets in every section of America, including the South.

At the same time, wo contend that surrender to the oleo corpora-
tions will not benefit southern agriculture, not even cotton farmers.

1t is difficult to measure the exact. cconomie effect of permitting the
manufacture and sale of colored olcomprgarine.  Sinee this country
has wisely regulated the manufacture and sale of oleomargarine, it 18
necessary to use the facts available in other countries without such
regulations as a basis of-—at least in part —making our judgments.

Data on such countries show that the potential market for oleo-
margarine if it is permitted to imitate butter in every respecet, is very
great. In Belgium before the war, olcomargarine conswmption was
only 15 pereont smaller than butter consumption. In the Nother-
lands, an intensive dairy area, cheap oleomargarine outsold butter by
20 percent. In Denmark, oleomargarine consumption was 2% times
as large as butter consumption. English ocleomargarine consump-
tion ranged from 24 percent of total butter and oleomargarine con-
sumption in 1934, to 72 percent of the total in 1944, In 1947 it
constituted 59 percent of the United Kingdom’s combined total butter
and oleomargarine consumption,

Senator MiLtikiN. Mr. Holman, do they use the same oils over
there that the oleomargarine people use in this country?

Mr. Howtman. Their tendeney is to use more of the palm, palin
kernel, and the coconut oil.  They also use large quantities of whale
oil. Whale oil makes a very fine olcomargarine.

Senator MiLLikiN, They use animal fat?

Mr. Houmaw. I don’t Know. You see, we are the animal-fat-pro-
ducing country, They may buy some. Lever Bros. may produce
some down in Argentina for importation and exportation. Lever
Bros. is probably the largest single manufactuver of olcomargarine in
the world. They even own some 10,000,000 acres of peanut land,
put in by them in west Africa only recently. -

These figures indicato that if regulations as to the coloring of oleo-
margarine in the United States were to be removed, the increase in
the consumption of this imitation product would be gigantic.

The oleomargarine industry in our country already has made vast
inroads on the butter market. Wartime policies of our Government
restricted the production of butter and diverted milk from butter
manufacture to use in other dairy commodities. In 1932, a year of
disastrously low butter prices, oleomargarine consumption was only
8.8 percent of butter consumption. In 1948 it increased to 58.8
percent.

Senator, the details over long periods of ycars on these prices are
furnished in the appendix which accompanies my testimony.

Based on the foregoing, I predict that olecomargarine consumption
might increase to 1,500,000,000 pounds, as compared to about 870,-
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000,000 pounds in 1948, There are two figures on the 1948 production
of olcomargarine. Ono is 870,000,000 and one is 960,000,000, [
don’t. know which is the correet figure.  On a pound-for-pound dis-
placement by yellow oleo, 1 further predict that butter produetion
would shrink to 900,000,000 pounils n year as against 1,500,000,000
pounds in 1948, Thus the two commodities would change positions
as to volume of consumption in the United States.

Senator Minnigin, Mre. Holman, ave there any statisties on the
combined uso of butter and olecomanrgarine per eapita over a period
of time?

Mpr. Howman. In the United States?

S 3enntor Minuikin. Yes,  Are we increasing our combined use of
table spreads per eapita?

Mr. Houman. Not particularly, Senator, At the close of my manu-
seript 1 will show you a big chart, & 4-foot chnrt, which will answor
that question for you exactly.

Senntor MuvakiN. Thank vou.

Senator Mawrin, Mr. Chairman, might 1 ask a question there,

You sny that butter would shrink to 900 million from shout. 1,500
million,  What effeet would that have on the stock industry and the
cattle industry of Amerien?  Have you given any thought to that?

Mr. Houyman. Yes, sie; we have given that considerable thought,
As I will show later in my manuseript.

Senator Mawrin. If you show that later, then you need not answer
now,

Mr. Howaman, Yes; 1 will answer that for you.

Senantor Manrin. Go ahewd.

Mr. Hotamax. This is hardly a radieal foreeast sinee the boast
was made on the floor of the House of Representatives recently
by Representative Rivers, of South Carolina, that oleo would drive
butter out of the Nation’s markots.

An inerease in the supply of butter, other factors remaining the
same, will eauso a reduction in the price of butter.  According to the
best information at our command, the degree of change in the price
of butter is about proportional to the change in supply.

/This means that the farmer faces a price reduction of from 25 per-
cent to 40 pereent for his butter and separated cream, and additional
losses in price returns for other dairy products.

If unrestricted yellow oleo is permitted, butter could maintain its
sales volume only by the drastie reductions in prices which 1 have
described, and of course in time you will have the reaction to scarcity
and probably this legislation would drive butter into the position of
being a luxury product, which would not be to our minds in the best
interests of the Nation.

Theso drastic declines would threaten bankruptey to most dairy-
men in the butter-producing areas. They would also strike a serious
blow to the incomes of the rest of the dairy farmers.

Senator MiLuikin, Mr. Holman, what is the price of good butter
in the Washington market at the present time?

. Mr. HoLmaN. T think I saw some Land O’Lakes, which is the best
butter on this market, I believe, advertised last week for 71 to 73
cents a pound. That 1s retail.

We speak of this bankruptey in the butter-producing areas. Those
areas are largely States like the Dakotas, Colorado to some extent,
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the intermountain area, but particularly the devastation will be felt
in Statee 'ike Kansas, Nebraska, and lowa, where the opportunity
to divert separated eream docs not exist.  These are not whole-milk-
producing areas. These are arcas where the farmer separates his
cream on the farm and ships the separated cream to a socul agent
to be shipped on to some centralized creamery which in these days
reach out 100 or 200 miles.  Farmers in that area who (lvpvn(l largely
for current income upon the sales of their butter-fat. They are tho
ones who will feel this devastating effeet, and they will feel it.  They
will gradually go out of existence as dairy producers, leaving the
creameries devastated so far as having anything to run through their
machinery is concerned.

At this point I challenge the testimony of Senator Fulbright as a
witness before this committee on the pending legislation.  From a
study of his testimony it is apparent that the Senator does not coms-
prehend the complicated economices of the dairy industry. His refer-
ence to the unimportance of the butter industry in the State of Wis-
consin is in error.  Milk is the most volatile of all commodities. You
can take it apart and put it back together. Like the Father of Waters
dammed up in one place, it will break out in another.

If we have an oversupply of milk for fluid milk markets, what is to
boe done with the oversupply? It goes into manufactured dairy prod-
ucts. Butter is the last reservoir, and if it did not go into this reservoir
it would be wasted. While it is true that the greater portion of the
milk in Wisconsin is used in cheese and evaporated mirk, this proves
nothing with reference to the Senator’s position. It must be realized
that the price of butter is the basing point for prices of milk used in
cheese, evaporated milk, fluid cream, 1ce cream, and dry whole milk.
If prices paid for milk used in cheese, evaporated milk, and other
manufactured dairy products are high in relation to prices paid
producers for milk used in butter, they will leave the butter factories
and turn their milk to cheese plants, evaporated milk plants and other
manufacturing milk plants. Conversely, they will leave evaporated
milk plants, cheese and other manufacturing plants and go to butter
plants if prices paid to producers at butter plants are higher. It is
the most diversionary industry of all 1 know of in the United States
in the way of fats. If it moves from one commodity to another, you
change its form and then put it back in its original form.

At this point it should be realized that all of these outlets are neces-
sary to enable America to consume to the utmost its milk supply.
This marked interchangeability of supply among manufacturing uses
is so well recognized both by the industry and by the Government as
to be immune from competent challenge. To illustrate, some years
ago the United States Department of Agriculture issued a marketing
agreement for evaporated milk. That was before the war. In that
agreement, the Department based the prices manufacturers had to pay

roducers for milk delivered to evaporated milk plants on the price of

utter and cheese, with butter having the maximum weight and cheese
having a much smaller weight. As another example, during 1941 the
British requested large supplics of evaporated milk from this country;
The United States Department of Agriculture, in order to secure the
needed supply, deliberately raised the price of evaporated milk as
compared to butter. Farmers flocked from butter plants to evapor-
ated milk plants. Utilization of this factor of interchangeability of
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supply was the only favorable method by which the Department of
Agriculture was able to secure the supplies needed for the British
program. In the face of these facts it is foolish to argue that anything
that seriously damages the butter market is unimportant to the dairy
cconomy of the Umted States,
. It is also fallacious to quote the deelines in butter production as
evidence of its declining importance. Butter production declined dur-
ing the War because the Government desired milk products for war
programs and deliberately discouraged the use of milk in butter pro-
duction in favor of its use in fluid milk, cheese, dry whole milk, and
evaporated milk. This great reduction in the volume of butter pro-
duced during the war, as a direct result of governmental intervention
in the dairy industry, gave the olco industry its opportunity to expand
greatly its market in this country. And now the proponents of remov-
ing all restrictions on oleo in commerce use this war-induced decline
in butter production as an indication of weakness and unimportance
of butter in the dairy economy,

A drastic decline in butter prices would cause corresponding declines
in the price of milk entering other manufacturing uses and would
cause serious declines in prices producers receive for milk sold in fluid
milk markets. No further proof is needed than to cite the actions of
the Department of Agriculture in administering the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937.

This act requires the Department to fix the minimum prices milk
distributors must pay producers in fluid milk markets. Under these
orders—some 30 in number—classified prices are established, that is, a
given price for milk used in bottles, another for milk used in cream,
and other prices for milk used in other forms, such as ice cream,
evaporated milk, butter, and cheese.

In establishing such prices in milk orders, the Department of Agri-
culture follows the general policy of relating prices in the different
classes to the price of milk entering specified manufactured dairy
products, particularly butter, cheese, and evaporated milk. Class I
prices for bottled milk in 17 market areas are fixed on the basis of the
price paid producers for milk delivered at 18 condenseries in the
Chicago area. Senator, class I milk is milk in bottles. Nine class I
prices are fixed on the basis of prices paid producers at nine other con-
denseries. Twenty-three class I prices are fixed on the basis of butter-
dry skim milk values, and 14 are fixed on the basis of butter and
cheese prices. Alternative formulas are provided in several orders—
which is the reason for more formulas than orders.

Any factor which operates to cause a decline in butter prices would
automatically, directly, and immediately be reflected in declining
prices for fluid milk in the regulated fluid milk markets. Even this
does not indicate the full scope of the impact of reduction in butter
prices. The major milk markets of the United States, except those on
the west coast, are under Federal price regulation. Nearly all of these
markets are surrounded by many smaller markets which have price
structures that are closcl‘y integrated with the primary markets.

Supplementing these Federal regulations in the pricing of milk are
many State laws, as in the State of Pennsylvania, where the legislature
has set up State milk boards who hold hearings and fix the prices, both
the prices to producers and often to consumers in the smaller markets
of the State and who collaborate with the Federal Government in
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connoction with cities like Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, which draw
their milk from outside tho State as well as insido.

Senator MartiN. May I ask, do you favor control boards of that
tygg in_the States?

r. Houman. I think it has proved very useful in many States.

I think that most of our people fuvor them, There is always a point

of conflict, of course, between a State milk control board and the

Federal authority. Sometimes one is right and sometimes the othoer,

:'nd I think that it is a pretty good idea to have a little competition
here.

Scnator Marmin, Should not there also be one for wheat and
potatoes?

Mr. HoLman. I wouldn’t say that you could control butter any
more than Iyou could potatoes. Butter does not lend itself to price
controls. It does lend itself to stabilization operations. 1 don’t think
that potatoes lend themselves particularly to price controls,

In addition, practically all oF tho lower class prices in Federal milk
orders are tied directly to the price of milk used in manufactured
dairy products. This {owcr class milk accounts for a significant pro-
portion of the total milk in the market. Its prices to producers vary
directly with the prico of milk used for manufacturing butter, cheese,
and evaporated milk.

I would like to pause briefly here to explain that the production of
milk in oxcess of the consumpton of fluid milk in bottles is a necessity
in fluid milk markets.  Milk consumption shows small scasonal varia-
tion. Milk production, on the other hand, varies widely scasonally
due to weather, feeding practices, time of calving, and the like. Thus,
there arises the scasonal excess.  The demand for milk fluctuates from
day to day, and enough milk must be on hand to meet maximum
daily demand. In this way, there arises the daily excess.  All of the
milk not distributed as such must be used in eream and manufactured
dairy products, or be wasted. When used in manufactured dairy
products, it must be priced at a level that will permit sale of the finished
product in direct competition in the national markets for such prod-
ucts. Henco, the basing of lower class prices directly upon prices of the
manufactured products in which such milk is used.

This is what we mean when we say “Butter is the balance wheel of
dairying.” Butter affords one of the simplest and most effective
wa o% storing these daily, weekly, and seasonal surpluses of fluid
milk. Butter will maintain its flavor and quality under proper
storage for as long as 2% years. Morecover, it 1s easier to transport,
package, and hanﬁle than any other high butterfat product.

The answer of the large oleo corporations to the inevitable drastic
fall in butter prices and sales is a breezy “let ’em sell fluid milk.”
Such a callous dismissal of the dire plight of thousands of farmers and
small dairying businessmen may be all we can expect from the offices
of the great international oleo corporations in Wall Street, in La Salle
Street, and in London. But, in addition to being callous, such state-
ments are mere nonsense. They show a total disregard of the inter-
relation of milk prices and the interchangeability of milk markets;
and of the importance of butter as an outlet.

The airy “let ’em.sell fluid milk” consigns to extinction the thriving
dairy industry of Towa, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and some 17 other
States. More than 73 percent of all milk sold in North Dakota goes
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into butter. Over 70 percent of Towa’s milk is sold for butter, What
metropolitan markets ean take the fluid milk produced by Towa or
North Dakota’s cows if butter markets are handed over to oleo?

Senntor Marein, Might 1 ask o question there, Mr. Chairman?

How far can you profitably transport fluid milk?

Mr. Houman. Wo are transporting it now from central Wisconsin
200 miles north of Chicago, as far as Houston, Tex., for the fluid
milk market and it arrives in very good condition in glass-lined
thermostatic tank curs,

Senantor MILLIKIN. Are they refrigerated?

Mr. Horman, The milk is refrigerated; rather, it is cooled. Tt
is brought down to a very low temperature without freezing it, and
then put in this thermos bottle tank, and it stays at that temperature
until it gets down to Houston. We have been shipping fresh cream
from Minncsota as far as Tampa, Kia. 1 think considerable ship-
ments of fluid milk have gono into North Carolina and South Carolina
and also Florida. We know they are going tinto Tennessee and into
Georgin.

Senator Manrin, What T am getting at, Mr. Chairman, is whether
or not it would be well (o encourage people at these long distances to
use fluid milk. We don’t use enough fluid milk. During World
War II we gave each soldier a small bottle of milk cach day because
of course it is such a magnificent food. What I am getting at is
whether we ought to encourage the transportation, or would it be too
expensive?

Mr. Howman, Tt is pretty expensive. My own fecling, as secre-
tary of the National Dairy Organization, is that it would be much
more for the welfare and well-being of the Nation if the South had
more dairy cows. They are coming in very fast. 1 think that is a
better means of helping to get away from this erosion problem which
was brought up by Senator Thye last Saturday. It costs $1.75 to $2 -
a hundred pounds of milk to transport it those long distances. If
you build good dairy farms in the South, you are providing something
that the South needs badly. I can say that with some degree of
authority because I was born in Mississippi and grew up in Texas.
I have a deep sympathy for the condition of our southern people and
their need for developing a better diet than they have on the farms,

Senator MARTIN. ’l‘he big market is in the northeast segment of
the United States, and what I am trying to get ut is that we need more
milk in Philadelphia, New York, and Boston. We are not any-
where near up to the place that good medical advice fecls that we
should obtain.

Mr. HormaNn. Abbott’s Dairy in Philadelphia for many years has
had one or two great creamerics shipping to them from Wisconsin.
They buy the fresh cream there and bring it into Philadelphia to
supplement the supply. I agree with you we need to consume more
milk. The question is at what price.

Senator MARTIN. T know. was trying to bring that out, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator MiLLIkIN. Mr. Holman, can you translate into a quart of
milk the cost of transporting that Wisconsin milk down into Texas?

Mr. HormaNn. One hundred pounds of milk is 46/ quarts. Will
you make the calculation, Mr. Reed? It will be about 2% cents a
quart, I would guess.
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Senator Winniams. How many pounds of feed do you figure it
requires to produce a quart of milk?

Mr. Houman, Siv, T couldn’t tell you that.  We have experts here
who can give you the answer,

Senator Winniams., What T am getting at is that the transportation
of the milk couldn’t be figured separately because you would have to
considor the cost of transporting the feed.

Mr. HoLmaxn. I could get some data and put it in the record for you.

This is Mr. Reed, consulting economist for our organization.

Mr. Reep. The transportation woukl be approximately 4 cents per
quart.

Senator ManTin, In my own State we have to ship in the feed for
our dairy herds.  We have to ship practically all of it in from the
Wost.

Mr. HoLMAN. You ship in a great many proteins and a great deal
of hay, too, do you not, and some corn.

Senator Williams, we will provide a very short memorandum for
you on that if you would like to have it in the record.

Senator WiLLiams, 1 think it would be helpful.

The Cramman. We will put it in the record, Mr, Holman.

(The memorandum referred to follows:)

Memorandum answering Senator William's question, “How many pounds of
feed do you figure it requires to produce a pound of milk?”

Preliminary figures of the United States Department of Agriculture, Bureau
of Agricultural Feonomices indicate that on the avecage in the United States the
following feeds wero fed milk cows per hundred pounds of milk produced:

Pounds

1. Grain coneentrates . oo N e edeeccceeaas
Hay oLl j .......
3. Silage . oo m et tememmcem————ma——— - 50
In addition to the foregoing, cows are on pasture. a significant portion of the

. year in wost major dnin'-l)rmluoing areas.
On a per-quart-of-milk basis the figures would be:

Pounds

1. Grain coneentrates oo oo oo i iiceaacccccmeeccaaaa- 6.4-6. 9
. Hay - 16. 1
B T 1 U RSO 1.1

No estimates are available concerning the amount of pasture which is con-
sumed.

Mr. HoLman, Olecomargarine manufacturers argue that producers
of soybeans and cotton would be greatly benefited by the unregulated
sale of yellow oleo. This is not true, because little or no increase is
to be expected in the price of cottonseed and soybean oil, and the
reductions in dairy herds would deprive these producers of a sig-
nificant portion of their market for cottonseed and soybean meals.

I have stated to this committee on several occasions that the
United States is in a fat deficit position in normal times. Usually,
we import far more fats than we export. It was only during the war
when the major copra and coconut oil producing countries, the
Philippines and Netherlands East Indies, were under the control of
the Japanese that we exported more than we imported. Since the
war, we have again become a net importer.

Coconut, palm, and related vegetable oils from foreign sources in
normal times, establish, or (’ermin['y have a vast influcnce in establish-
ing, the price of domestic vegetable oils. Industrial users of fats and
oiﬁ‘. shift their raw material ingredients as price relationships warrant.
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Coconut oil is very competitive with cottonsced and soybean oil.
Therofore, prices for cottonseed and soybean oil in this country will
be held in a close relationship to the prices of coconut oil due to their
interchangeability of use. An increase in the price of cottonseed and
soybean oil relative to coconut oil therefore will merely cause an
increase in itnports of coconut oil.

Sinee cottonseed and soybean oil are sold on a flat price basis with-
out regard to use, the oil used in edible produets will bring no different
price than that of the same grade going into inedible uses.  This is quite
unlike the dairy industry, where for many years the principle of elassi-
fication according to use has been recognized.

In view of these facts, it is obvious that cottonseed oil and soybean
oil prices will not increase if restrietions on olcomargarine are removed.
Any increase would cause an increase of imports in coconut oil and
other foreign oils and fats. The net result therefore would be to in-
crease imports of cheap foreign oils—not to increase prices to domestic
vvgomblc oil producers,

The world fats and oils supply is improving. In the Philippines,
production was retarded in 1948 by serious typhoon damage, Il)ut is
again on the upgrade. Exports from the Dutch East Indies are in-
creasing rapidly, although still considerably below prewar levels,
United States production of the four major domestic edible oils—soy-
bean, cottonseed, corn, and peanut—is expected to be about 10 to 15
pereent. above a year ago. The supply has improved to the extent
that, & few weeks ago, the Fats and Oils Committee of the Inter-
national Emergency Food Committee discontinued the allocation of
world oils and fats supplies among importing nations. This amounts
to officinl recognition on the part of the nations involved that the oils
and fats shortage is at an end.

Thus, we have the peculiar state of affairs where an industry is ask-
ing the Congress, on behalf of the cottonseed and soybean producers, -
to pass legislation which will not benefit those producers. First, it
will not result in any long-run increase in domestic vegetable oil prices
as I stated above. The price of these oils is determined by the world
price levels of competitive oils, the raw materials of which are pro-
duced by people with primitive living standards and therefore at very
low cost.

Second, all of the cottonseed and soybean oil produced in this coun-
try is now finding outlets and has for many years been finding outlets,
There is no need to increase outlets which could not be filled by produc-
tion of these oils.  You should note that the production of soybeans
and cotton is already heavily subsidized by the Federal Government
under price-support programs, Is it wise publie policy to encourage
a legislative program which will, in the long run, merely increase im-
portation of cheap foreign oils while at the same time subsidizing
domestic vegetable oils through price supports?

Soybean oil was not very mportant until Government programs to
encourage soybean production during the war were initiated to offset
loss of copra and coconut oil from the Philippines and the Dutch East
Indics.

Further, you should note that dairy products are subject to price
support. Is it wise public policy to drive down the price of butter
through removal of olcomargarine regulation, which you would surely
do, while in other legislation you order the support of butter prices
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through price-support programs? We would then have the unusual
situation of the Congress forcing the reduction of prices on the one
hand, and on the other hand, demanding their maintenance through
price support,

The only thing that could be done to dispose of such butter, except
for small amounts for school lunch and relief programs, would be to
dump it abroad or turn it into soap. This would be a most wasteful
and uneconomic policy and dumping would raise another confusing
conflict in national foreign trade policy.

The reduction of dairy herds, which will be a longer-run result of
the removal of regulation on oleomargarine, will diminish the market
for one of the most important byproducts of cottonseed and soybeans.
A reduction of 2,000,000 head in the national dairy herds, which I
predict will follow removal of all oleomargarine regulations, will
shm?)ly reduce the demand for, and price of, cottonseed and soybean
meal. -

With respect to the major cotton States, they stand to lose far more
by a reduction in dairy production and prices than they could possibly
gain from removal of oleomargarine regulations. In the 10 major
cotton-producing States, the total farm cash income from dairy
products and butter in 1946 was several times the farm value of
cottonseed-oil production. The value of cottonseed meal sold to
dairymen was actually greater than the value of cottonsced oil used
in oleo.

At this point, Mr. Chairman, may I say that two tables to sustain
this statement are not yet off our mimeograph machine and I would
like the privilege of adding them to the record.

The CralrMAN. Yes, you may do that, Mr. Holman.

(The tables referred to follow:)



Cotlon States farm cash income: Total compared with part coming from coltonseed oil used in oleomargarine and compeling sources, 1346

{In thousands of dollars}
Cottonseed | Cottonseed Cottonseed
State Total Cotton | Cottonseed | Cottonseed | ‘iiucedin | oilusedin | Butters | OUherdaiey | megpedto | Lard
shortening {ol garine) pr dairy cows
314,462 105,128 15,717 8,163 3,671 1,631 2,117 18,048 1,726 3,226
445,922 116,968 18,712 9,719 4,371 1,942 3,340 20,686 2,085 3,275
416,410 77,156 12,079 6,274 2,822 1,25¢ 2,655 2,712 1,326 4,335
263,1 43,608 6,97 3,621 1,629 24 431 16,020 766 2,585
314,103 186, 994 28,48 14,755 6,636 2,048 1,734 25,179 3,119 1,648
764, 404 49,639 7 716 1,761 743 2,812 . 762 786 2,968
52,535 28, 505 180 2,689 1,210 58 18,189 37,175 5,360
320,741 ™,428 10,170 5,282 2,378 1,055 1,002 ,253 LUz 2,627
413,752 1,697 7,857 3.977 1,789 795 7,107 . 958 811 5,144
1,427, 192,736 34, 04 7,685 7,954 3,533 1,72 91,610 3,738 7.3%
5,183,418 926,089 146,008 75,882 34,129 15,163 51,229 320,300 16,043 38,528
! Farm butter value plus farm value of butterfat in creamery butter production.
2 Total income {rom dairy dairy payments, less calculated income from butter.
Sourc&e Cotton, rottonseed an%dtozal dairy and total farm income from Bureau of Agricuitural Feonomics, USDA. Income attri to butter. d, oil, ete., caleu-

lated by

Federation from BAE and other data.
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Cotton States: Pereentages of total cash farm income accounted for by cash income
Srom cotton, coltonsecd oil, and coltonseed oil used in olcomargarine in 1946

] P e T
T Cotton Cotton
o !:1:.:{(1'1’!'1 (sl of) Other | s .
: | “Cotton: Cotton- | fused In datry | mead ard
Rtute Cattan = (el soed otl, ':]::'I;:f' oleg- Buatter proude | fed te
ening | Mok wets | duiry
rine toms
[ P T T e S - -
! . RN &0 12 05 Xl 038 1o
Arkinsan . a2 2 to 4 44 ] T
Ceoraly ..o o0 Lo (LI PRy 7 o L3 .4 1o
Louistany . e 20 0 3 [} o4 10
Misslxsippd M6 0 21 Y LXU 10 &
North Carolina 6h [ B3 1 40 N N
Oklahomu 57 to 2 1 ) 1t
South Carolina . 20 34 h -3 ] )
Tennesswe S 123 14 N .2 .2 1.2
Teww . . R [ERd 2.4 Nl W2 .3 b
AVOIIRE. coeeenee 19 | 2K . ‘ K .7

Mo, Horyas, The situation is mueh the same in the major soybean
States,” "The value of soybean oil used for oleo in 1946 was $16,4:30,000
in the major soyhean producing States.  The same year the sale of
dairy produets plus butterfat in butter in thoso States hrought almost
$800,000,000 or more than 10 times as much as soybean oil, and the
value of soybean meal fed to dairy cows was more than twice the
value of soyhean oil used in oleo,

The figures given above arve sell-explanntory.  Serions damnge to
the daivy industry in these States due to the removal of regulations on
oleomargarine manufucture and sale would be of greater magnitude
in these nreas than any possible benefit farme producers could derivo
from such legislation,

L will now summarize our views as to the effeets on the cconomy of
this Nation. [f all regulntions of the manufacture and sale of oleo-
margarine nre removed vellow oleo will displace uncoloved oleo, thereby
removing competition between these produets,

There would be n vast inerease in the manufacture and sale of
oleomargarine, perhaps an inercase of as much as 600,000,000 pounds
annually.

Yellow olcomargarine will veplace that much butter on a pound-for-
pound basis.

An inerease of 600,000,000 pounds in olcomargarine manufacture
and consumption will result in a deastie deerease in the price of
butter, perhaps of from 25 to 40 pereent,

This deerease in the price of butter will result in a similar decrease
in the producer price of milk entering other manufacturing uses. The
total reduction in the value of milk and batterfat production that
would result from a 25 pereent decline in butter prices irom the current
level would be about $638,000,000 annually.  Obviously a dvop of this
magnitude in annual dairy farm income would constitute o national
calumity.

The deerease in the prices of butterfat for butter and to producers
for milk used in manufacturing other dairy products will eause a
serious deeline in the prices producers receive for milk in fluid milk
markets throughout the country.

Milk displaced from butter manufacture cannot be transferred to
fluid milk markets at living prices to producers. At present, fluid
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milk consumption is declining, and surplus problems are becoming
acute, without the added pressure of oceans of milk seeking an al-
ternative outlet to veplace lost butter sales,

With milk cow numbers now the lowest sinee 1931, the long-ran
effeet of the generally lowered relative butterfat price level wonld be
to cause a reduetior of about 2,000,000 cows in the national duniry
herd.

The hog and beef eattle industries would he seriously affected by
sueh n deerense in milk cow numbers.  Fiest, beeause of the liquida-
tion of an important part of the dairy herd in the form of beef; second,
because in the long run many daivy producers would shift from the
production of milk to the production of beef and hogs,

Removal of regulations would not materially improve the cottonseed
oil and soybean oil murkets.  Inerensed utilization of cottonseed and
soybean oil in olcomargarvine will only be accompanied by incereased
importations of cheap foreign vegetable oils, at no significant gain to
domestic producers.

Dairy products are subject to price-support.  Reduetion in dairy
products prices enused by the removal of vestrictions on oleomargarine
would merely inerense the Government. purchases of butter under
price-support programs.

Due to reduction in duiry herds, the deeline in demand of dairy
furmers for cottonseed menl and soybean meal for feeding would
recuce the income of cotton and soybean producers. 1t is probable
this would more than offset any gain, very small at the best, to be
devived from inereased utilization of cottonseed and soybean oil
in olecomargarine.

Finally, the persons who would profit by the removal of regulations
on the manufacture and sale of olcomargarine hoil down to about 24
large firms, one of which is a gigantie foreign corporation -Lever
Bros. and Unilever, Ltd. the largest of its kind in the world, T am
advised that of these 24 concerns, five manufacture more than 60
pereent of the entire produet.  Compare the gains to be won by these
corporations with the losses of the millions of cotton, soyhean, and
dairy producers, and the millions dependent on the dairy business
for trade, income, and jobs.

If Congress yields to the oleo plea of “Let ‘em sell fluid milk,” it
will be fomenting  daivy depression.  Already dairy furmers are haid
hit by price dechnes and market disloeations. A new body blow aimed
at the very heart of, the dairy price structure is all that is needed to
turn the present dairy recession into a true depression,

1 might add to that that when the Geneva trade agreement is
allowed to go into effect with regard to the importation of duiry prod-
uets you may have the situation where, with these lowered duties
ranging down to as low as 25 percent of the rates in effeet in the act
of 1930, you may find a situation where oleo presses down the dairy
prices on the one hand and the tariff rates ullow a great in-rush of
dairy products on the other hand.  So our farmers will have little or
no method of escape from the ealamity which is bound to come about
when these two great economic forees are allowed to operate freely.
It will be a repetition to a great extent of the competititve struggle
between vegetable shortening and lard.  Lard has actually been a sick
industry ever since the late twenties due to the great increase in volume
of the vegetable oil production.

89343~ 49—0
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‘ﬁn the other hand, the enactment of the Gillotte-Wiley substitute
will:

Provide protection to dairy farmers consistent with the desires of
the Ecople of the various States.

Absolutely safeguard State rights, permitting any Statoe to regulate
the sale of yellow oleo or not, as it pleases.

Provide an effective protection against fraud, for the consumer, but
at the same time allow a freo choice between purchase of uncolored
oleo and butter as a table spread.

Provide protection for the dairy farmers against “butterlegging,”
which is a threat to a fundamental and vital form of agriculture
returning more than eight times as much cash income a ycar to the
Nations’s farmers as oleo provides.

For the above reasons we respectfully ask this committee to report
the Gillette-Wiley substitute to H. R. 2023.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to demonstrate
what I think is the truth of a statement I made carlier in the session,

Chart I (p. 77): Bricfly, here is a comparison of the present national
income from butter and olcomargarine. Here is the oleomargarine,
and there is the butter, which shows you the problem. In the case
of olecomargarine it comes to $98,500,000. In the case of butter it
comes to $8:34,000,000.

Chart II (p. 78): A question was asked, T believe, by Senator
Millikin, as to whether the total table spread has increased or declined
over the years., First let me show you what oleomargarine has done
to butter over the vears. Tn 1938 the average per capita consumption
of butter was 16.4 pounds per person. In that year it was 2.9 pounds
of oleo per person. By 1943 the per capita consumption of butter had
declined to 11.7 pounds, whereas oleomargarine had increased to
3.9 pounds. By 1948, butter had decreased to 10.2 pounds, olco-
margarine had increased to 6.1 pounds.

Table 2, which is filed as a part of the appendix to my testimony
shows that in 1924 the total per capita consumption of butter and
oleomargacine was 19.9 pounds. That rose to 20.3 pounds in 1927,
and then it declined down to about 19 pounds. In 1935 it 5ot as high
as 20 pounds, and then from that point on, it has steadily declined to
where the total consumption today is 16.3 pounds, or considerably less
than the normal consumption of table fats over the former period.

As to what accounts for that I can’t say. It may be the ladies ani
even the men are getting a little afraid of their waistlines, but certainly
the total consumption of table fats is not as great as it was. I don’t
believe that is made up for by the salad oils and dressings which are
the third great utilization of vegetable oils.

Chart 111 (p. 79): I have maintained for many years before this
commiittee, %oing clear back even earlier than 1930, back into the
twenties, and that was without regard particularly to oleomargarine,
cither, that there is not enough cottonseed oil produced in this country
to meet the edible demands. So when you increase your utilization of
cottonseed oil in any particular commodity, you have to decrease its
utilization in some other commodities. This standpipe chart shows
the amount of cottonseed oil that was used in the shortening of the
year 1935. I believe that was about 65 percent of all of the
ingredients of shortening:
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Senator MinuikiN, Mr, Holman, is that in terms of poun:s?

Mr. HoLman, Yos, sir; that is in terms of pounds. Practically
1,000,000 000 poun Is of cottonsecd oil was used in shortening at that

time.  This is in millions of pounds.  This littlo thing that looks from
here like a piece of fabric is the other food .uses of cottonsced oil, and
this one here shows the amount of cottonseed oil used in oleomargarine
at that time. That was not quite 100,000,000 pounds, whercas the
other food uses was somewhere close to 240,000,000.

In 1948 what has happened?  In order to supply the olcomargarine
market and this other food market, the amount that was available
for shortening declined from here, nearly a billion pounds, down to
approximately a little over 300,000,000 pounds. So you had only a
certain amount of oleo, and whereas this was the great market, you
lost utilization there in order to fill these others. There is not enough
cottonsced oil to go around.  Cottonseed oil is sold on what I call the
blind broker system. In Mt. Pleasant, Tex., where my father man-
aged a cottonseed oil mill we could call up Dallas or get a ¢all from our
broker asking if we could supply a tank of oil. Yes, we could. After
we bargained for it, 2 days later we got our bill of lading, and before
that we never knew to whom we were going to sell.  Out of the same
tank of oil will come the manufacture of shortening, the manufacture
of oleo, the manufacture of other food uses, in many cases by tho
same fnc(ot;y.

Chart 1V (p. 81): Let’s sce what took the place of some of this
cottonseed oil that disappeared from shortening, This chart is the
volume of soybean oil used in the manufacture of shortening, oleo-
margarine, other food commodities and nonfood uses. In the same
year, 1935, this looks to me like about 50,000,000 pounds of soybean
oil used in shortening. A great deal less was used in olcomargarine,
About 21,000,000 pounds were used in other food commaodities, and
then you have about the same amount at that time used in nonfood
uses.  Soybean oil is a marvelous oil, and it is capable of many, many
different uses.  For that matter, so is cottonseed oil. In 1948 the
usc of soybean oil almost displaced the use of cottonseed oil in shorten-
ing.  You are up here to over 700,000,000 pounds of soybean oil being
used in shortening. Also it has increased up to approximately
250,000,000 pounds in oleo, and almost 300,000,000 pounds in other
food uses. Then it has jumped up considerably abeve that in the
nonfood uses.

I can’t say as much about soybean oil in regard to its possibility of
roduction as I can about cottonseed oil. I do know the dominant
actor in the production of cottonsced oil is the price of lint. Also,

cottonseed oil is under the regulation of the Federal Government as
to how much can be produced.

So you have a problem there where you injure one great industry, the
dairy industry, and you do not help cotton at all from the pricing point
of view or from the point of view of an outlet. I think these charts
are absolutely verifiable, that as you gain one outlet you lose another.

That finishes my direct statement,

The Crairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Holman.

Mr. HorLman. I wish to thank you, Mr. Senator. In closing I
would like to introduce for the record here a telegram received from
Mr. W, A. Gordon, secretary, of the National Crecameries Association,
whose organization was unable, because of the shortness of the time
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after the notice of the hearing, to get any witness here. They wish
to be recorded as supporting the bill,

The Cuateman, You may place that in the record,

(The telegram follows:)

Cuanres W, Hopman, :
Nationat Cooperative Milk Producers Federation, Washington, D. C.

Tmpossible for an organization of small creameries me-purv materinl and send
representative to appear before the Senate Banking Committee on sueh short
notice; why this unseomingly haste on the part of u committee of the greatest
deliberative body in the world; has this commitiee subordinated juxtice nud fair
play to the wishes of a score of large ecmpanics who would sell the Ameriean dairy
farmer down the river for their own sellish interests; this is too important 8 matter
to be voted upon in haste,

W. A. Gounox,

Secretary, National Creameries Agsociation.

(The documents accompanying Mr, Holman's statement follow:)

Tue Nationan Coorerarive MLk Probuvceenrs Pebperation

DIRECTORS
W. H. Austin, Lake Cormorant, Miss. M. R. Moomaw, (‘anton, Ohio.
Glen A, Boger, Allentown, Pa, Walter C. Moore, Denver, Colo,
John Brandt, Litehfield, Minn, W. 8. Moxerip, Lake Elmo, Minn,
W. W, Bullard, Andover, Ohio. Marvin IS, Neumann, LeGrand, Calif,
Leon A, Chapin, North Bangor, N. Y. John L. Pearson, Portland, Ind.
J. W. Collins, Xenia, Ohio. George Pitts, MceLean, HIL
C. W, Dabelstein, Winona, Minn. I. W. Reek, Sioux City, lowa.
W. P. Davis, Durham, N. H. S. K. Rodenhurst, Theresa, N. Y.
B. B. Derrick, Washington, 1), C. Stephen H. Rogers, Lawson, Mo,
Scott Effis, Dallas Center, fowa, Robert Schiering, Mt. Healthy, Ohio,
L. E. FEvans, Los Angeles, Calif. B. J. Schumacher, Altamont, 1il,
A. L. Faulkner, Monticello, Ga. Howard Selby, Boston, Mass,
Ralph T. Goley, Enid, Okla. R. W, Shermantine, Sparks, Md.
William Groves, Lodi, Wis, B. B. Stallones, Houston, Tex.
Henry Hagg, Recedville, Oreg. Fred H, Suhre, Columbus, Ind.
I. L. Hammack, Terre Haute, Ind. Milo K. Swanton, Madison, Wis,
John W. Horton, Nashville, Tenn. W. J. Swayer, Gurnee, 1L
D. H. Kellogg, Superior, Wis. B. A. Thomas, Shelbyville, Ky.
Albert Klebesadel, Shawano, Wis, E. W. Tiedeman, Appleton, Wis,
W. J. Kuutzen, Burlington, Wash. E. 8. Trask, Idaho Falls, Idaho,
Gavin W. McKerrow, Pewaukee, Wis. L. O, Walliz, Springfield, Mo.
I. K. Maystead, Osseo, Mich. Russell Waltz, Scattle, Wash,
Fred W, Meyer, Fair Haven, Mich. B. H. Welty, Waynesboro, Pa.

R. C. Mitchell, Southberry, Conn,
HONORARY DIRKCTOR FOR LIFE
N. P, Hull, Lansing, Mich,
MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS

Akron Milk Producers, Ine., 194 Carroll Street, Akron 4, Ohio,

Arizona Milk Producers, 442 Heard Building, Phoenix, Ariz,

Arrowhead Cooperative Creamery Association, 224 North Fifty-seventh Avenue,
West, Duluth 7, Minn,

Central Dairy Sales Cooperative, 315 College Avenue, Appleton, Wis,

The Central’ Ohio Cooperative Milk Producers, Ine., 12 North Third Street,
Columbus 15, Ohio.

(‘lmlll(-ngc Cream and Butter Association, 929 Last Second Street, Los Angeles, 12,
Calif.

Chattanooga Area Milk Producers Association, 160 Dodson Avenue, Chattanooga,
Tenn.
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Cheese Producers Marketing Associntion, 1721 Fifth Street, Monroe, Wis,
Constal Bend Milk Produeers Associntion, Box 837, Corpus Christi, ‘Tex,
(‘o(l}nvvlimll Milk Producers’ Association, 990 Wetherstield Avenue, Hartford 6,
unn.
Consolidated Badger Cooperative, 116 North Main Street, Shawano, Wis,
Consolidated Dairies, Tne., Box 3023, Avondale Station, Birmingham 6, Ala,
Cooperative Pure Milk Associntion of Cincinnati, Plum and Céntral Parkway,
Cincinnati 2, Ohio,
Dairy Cooperative Association, 1313 SE, Twelfth Avenne, Portland 14, Oreg,
Dairy Farmers Cooperative Associntion, Tne,, Kenwood, La,
Dairy Producers, Iue., 703 713 South MceDonough Street, Montgomery 5, Ala,
Dairyland Cooperative Associntion, Junean, Wis,
l)ni)r_\*uu-n’u Cooperative Sales Associntion, 451 Century Building, Pittsburgh 22,
. :
Dairviien’s League Cooperative Association, Tne., 11 West Forty-second Street,
New York 18, N Y.
Denver Milk Producers, Tue., 945 Eleventh Street, Denver 4, Colo,
Des Moines Cooperative Dairy, 1035 Des Moines Street, Des Moines 16, Towa.
Dried Milk Products Cooperative, 419 Union National Bank  Building, Fau
Claire, Wis,
Enid Cooperative Creamery Association, 402 West Walbut Street, Enid, Okla,
Equity Dairies, Ine., Box 689, Lima, Ohio,
l'l\gnnlsvilll(! Milk Producers’ Association, Ine., 413 American Building, Fvansville
, Ind.
Falls Cities Cooperative Milk Producers Association, 1051 East Main Street,
Louisville 6, Ky.
Farmers’ Cooperative Creamery Association, Drawer No. 2, Keosaugua, Towa,
Georgin Milk Producers Confederation, 661 Whitchall Street, SW., Atlanta, Ga,
(in‘l‘l_h-n Guernsey Dairy Cooperative, 2206 North Thirtieth Street, Milwaukee 8, -
is,
Gnilford Dairy (le)(‘rmi\'v Assoeintion, 1700 West Lee Street, Greensboro, N, €,
Hi-Land Dairyman’s Associrtion, 700 Vine Street, Murray, Utah,
Indiana Dairy Marketing Association, 401 Broadway, Muncie, Ind.
Intlliulnupnlis Dairvmen’s Cooperative, Ine., 729 Lemeke Building, Indianapolis 4,
.
Inland Empire Dairy Association, 1803 West Third Avenue, Spokane 2, Wash,
Inter-State Milk Producers Cooperative, Ine., 401 North Broad Street, Phila-
delphia 8, Pa,
Knoxville Milk Producers Association, 508 Morgan Street, Knoxville 17, Tenn,
Land O'Lakes Creameries, Ine., 2201 Kennedy Street, NE,, Minneapolis 13, Minn,
Lehigh Valley Cooperative Furmers, 1026 North Seventh Street, Allentown, Pa,
MeDonald Cooperative Dairy Co., 617 Lewis Street, Flint 3, Mich,
l\l:l{!jsuu Milk Producers Cooperative Association, 29 Coyne Court, Madison 5,
is.
Manchester Dairy System, Tne,, 226 Second Street, Manchester, N. H.,
Marviand and Virginia Milk Producers Association, fne., 1756 K Street, NW
Waxhington 6, D. €.
Mt{r[yllmul Cooperative Milk Producers, Inc., 810 Fidelity Building, Baltimore 1,

Md.
Miami Home Milk Producers Assaciation, 2451 NW, Seventh Avenue, Miami, Fla,
Miami Valley Cooperative Milk Producers’ Association, Inc., 136-138 West
Maple Street,, Dayton 2, Ohio.

Michigan Milk Producers Association, 406 Stephenson Building, Detroit 2, Mich.
Michigan Producers Dairy Co., 1315 I, Church Street, Adrian, Mich.
Mid-South Mitk Producers Association, 1497 Union Avenue, Memphis 4, Tenn,
Mid-West Producers Creameries, Ine., 224 West Jefferson Street, South Bend 2,

Ind.

Mil)ll( Producers Federation of Cleveland, 1012 Webster Avenue, Cleveland 15,
Ohio. ’

Nashville Milk Producers, Inc., 901 Second Avenue, North, Nashville 3, Tenn,

Nebraska Cooperative Creameries, Inc., 2007 Izard, Omaha, Nebr,

Nebraska-lowa Non-Stoek Cooperative Milk Association, 402 North Twenty-
fourth Street, Omaha, Nebr.

New Bedford Milk Producers Association, Ine., 838 Kempton Street, New
Bedford, Mass.,

New England Milk Producers Association, 51 Cornhill, Boston 8, Mass,
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Nnr(h‘Cnrolina Milk Producers Foderation, 518 Dixie Building, Greenshoro,

. C.

The Northwestern (Ohio) Cooperative Sales Association, Inc., 2221% Detroit
Avenue, Toledo 6, Ohio.

Paducnh Graded Milk Producers Association, Ine., P. O. Box 826, Paducah, Ky.

Peoria Milk Producers, Inc., 216 East State Streot, Peorie 2, Il

l’ralriclll-;nrnm Creamery of Bloomington, 103 North Robinson Street, Blooming-
ton, 1L

Producers Creamery Co., 555 West Phelps Street, Springfield, Mo,

Pure Milk Association, 608 South Dearborn Street, Chieago 5, 111,

Pure Milk Producers Association of Greater Kansas City, Inc., 328 East Thirty-
first Street, Kansas City 8, Mo.

Pure Milk Products (?ooqormivo, 18 West First Street, Fond du Lae, Wis.

Richmond Cooperative Milk Producers Association, 516 Lyric Building, Rich-
mond 19, Va.

Roanoke Cooperative Milk Producers Association, Tne., 508 Mountain Trust
Building, Roanoke 11, Va,

. Rochester Dairy Cooperative, Rochester, Minn,

St. Joseph (Mo.) Milk Producers Association, Inc., 1024 South Tenth Street,
St. Joseph 26, Mo,

Sanitary Milk Producers, 1439 Chouteau Avenye, St. Louis 3, Mo,

Shawnee County Milk Produeers Association, Ine., 112 West Twentieth Street,
Topeka, Kane.

Sioux City Milk Producers Cooperative Association, Ine., 250 South Court,
Sioux City 15, Iowa,

Sioux Valley Cooperative Milk Producers Association, Sioux Falls, S, Dak.

South Texas Producers Ascociation, Ine., 3600 Center Street, Houston, Tex,

'l‘hze :‘)l]n{rk County Milk Producers Association, Ine., 212 Canton Building, Canton

, Ohio.

Tillamook County Creamery Association, Room 107, I. O. O. F. Building, Tilla-
mook, Oreg,

Twin City Milk Producers Association, 2424 Territorial Road, St. Paul 4, Minn.

Twin Ports Cooperative Dairy Association, 6128 Tower Avenue, Superior, Wis.

United Diarvmen’s Association, 635 Llliott Avenue, West, Seattle 99, Wash,

United Farmers of New England, Inc., 84-86 Cambridge Street, Charlestown 29,

Mass,

Valley Milk Producers Association, MeAllen, Tex.

Valley of Virginia Cooperative Milk Producers Association, 41 West Washington
Street, Harrisonburg, Va. .

Vigo Cooperative Milk Marketing Co., Inc., 414 Mulberry Street, Terro Haute,
nd.

Wayne Cooperative Milk Producers, Inc., Box 989, Fort Wayne 1, Ind.

Weber Central Dairy Association, Ine., 2569 Ogden Avenue, Ogden, Utah.

Wells Dairies Cooperative, 2320 Wynnton Drive, Columbus, Ga.

Wisconsin Cheese Producers Cooperative, Plymouth, Wis,

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL MATERIAL IN ACCOMPANYING APPENDIX

Table 1. Per capita consumption of oleomargarine in the United Kingdom, 1930
to 1947, inclusive: This table shows the increase in the importance of oleomar-
garine consumption in the United Kingdom relative to butter consumption
since 1930.

Table 2. Comparison of per capita consumption of butter and oleomargarine in
the United States, 1924 to 1948, inclusive: This table shows that in recent years
the per capita consumption of oleomargarine is greatly increasing in this country
and is now more than one-half as large as the per capita consumption of butter,

Table 3. Dealers’ buyving prices, prices to producers, at condenseries, farm
price of butterfat, 92-score butter prices at Chicago, cheese prices, and evaporated-
milk prices, United States, by vears, 1920-48; by months, 1948: These figures
show the very close relationship between the prices of milk and butterfat entering
the different uses to which milk is put.

Table 4. The competitive fats and oils situation in the United States: The
figures in this table give a_complete summary of production of animal and
vegetable fats and oils in the United States, the imports and exports of the United
States, and our net foreign-trade position for a period of years. The figures show
clearly the fact that the United States is consistently a net importer of fats and
0ils in normal times. :
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Table 6. Tmports of oil sceds and cstimated oil equivalent, United States, 1937-
48: Herein shown are the imports of major vegetable oils and oil seeds and indi-
cates that, on an oil-cquivalent basig, coconut oil ix by far the most important.

Table 6. Iinports for conswnption of foreign animal and fish fats, oils and
greases, and vegetable oils and fats,

Table 7. "Total consumption of the principal fats in the United States, 1921-47:
T'he figures in this table show that in recent years butter has not maintined ijts
position, lard has remained about the samne generally in total, while olcomargarine
and shortening have shown an ahnost uninterrupted upward trend,

Table 8. Per capita consumption of the principal fats in the United States,
1012-48: Per capita consumption of oil fats, both cooking and table fats, is now
considerably below prewar levels,  C'ooking and salad oils are maintaining their
position, as is lard and shortening, ‘Table fats (butter and olecomargarine) are
markedly below prewar, but this reduction has taken place in butter, with olco-
margarine showing phenomenal increases in the last few years,

Table 9. Creamery butter and olecomargarine annual United States production,
1930--48: 'I'he significant feature of this table is that it shows the marked deeline
in ereamery butter production from the 1941 peak, with oleomargarine production
more than doubling during the period sinee 1941, The large postwar production
of colored oleomatrgayine compared to prewar i quite significant, particularly since
a large proportion of the total oil ingredients of colored olecomargarine is coconut

oil.

Table 10. Oleomargarine production, by types, in the United States, 1918-48:
‘The figures in this table show two significant facts, these being (a) the very great
proportion of total oleomargarine production accounted for by oleomargarine
manufactured from vegetable type oil, and (b) the relatively larger proportion of
total oleomargarine production accounted for by colored oleomargarine now as
compared to prewar,

Table 11. Material used in the manufacture of oleomargarine, United States,
1928-48: The wignificant facts disclosed by this table are (a) the very large
proportion of total ingredients accounted for by coconnt oil in the prewar period,
and (b) the phenomenal growth of soybean oil utilization since 1939.

Table 12. Percentage of cach type of fats and oils used in the manufacture of
oleomargarine in the United States, 1928-48: These figures, which are merely
percentage distributions of the figures given in table 18, show increased utilization
of cottonseed oil, as a percentage of total, from under 10 percent in the earlier
vears of the series to around 50 percent in recent years,  Sovhean oil as a per-
centage of total oil ingredients has increased from less than 1 percent of total
in the earlier vears of the series to around 40 pereent in the last few years.

Table 13. Fats and oils used in the manufacture of compounds and vegetable
cooking fats, United States, 1931-48: Cottonseed oil, long the most important
o0il used in compounds and vegetable cooking fats has shown a declining trend
in recent vears, Soybean oil has shown an increase from 10,869,000 pounds in
1931 to 707,374,900 pounds in 1948, a seventyfold increase.

Table 14. Percentage of cach {ype of fats and oils used in the manufacture of
compounds and vegetable eooking fats, United States, 1931-48: The figures in
table 14 show a rather steady decline in the percentage of total oils used in the
manufacture of compounds and vegetable cooking fats accounted for by cotton-
seed oil, and a steady increase in the utilization of soybean oil from less than
1 percent in the carlier years of the scries to the position of most important
component in the last few vears, significantly above cottonseed oil.

Table 15. Percentage of each type of fats and oils used in the manufacture of
edible products other than shortening and oleomargarine, 1935-48: These figures
show that from 1935 to 1944 cottonseed oil was by far the most important ingredient
of edible products other than shortening. In 1945 and 1946, however, eottonseed
oil dropped to only slightly more than 10 percent of the total, while soybean oil
increased in these 2 years to above 50 percent of the total.

Table 16. Primary fats and oils used in the manufacture of soap, United States,
1927-48: Prewar the most important oils and fats used in soap manufacture were
coconut oil, grease, and tallow, with tallow the most important. Postwar coconut
oil has not yet recovered its position.

Table 17, Percentage of each type of the primary fats and oils used in the manu-
facture of soap, United States, 1927-48: The percentage of total fats and oils
utilization in soap accounted for by coconut oil has shown a diminishing trend for
some years, Tallow continues to occupy the most important position, followed by
grease.



86 OLEO TAX REPEAL

Table 18. Prices of principal oils going into oleomargarine, 1932-48: The
ﬁ{;ures in this table show the extremely competitive position of the oils used in
oleomargarine. It is significant in that it shows that the oils are so competitive
that any increase in domestic oil prices relative to coconut oil prices will be
accompanied by an increase in imports of coconut oil.

Table 19. Utilization of cottonseed and soybean oil, by classes of products,
United States, 1031-18: These figures show a marked increase in the use of cotton-
seed oil in oleomargarine, declining use in shortening, and a diminished total
disappearance the last few years. Soybean oil use in all products has increased
very greatly. This is due to the loss of coconut-oil imports during the war, and
the replacement of coconut oil by sovbean oil. Now that the war is over and the
coconut-oil-producing countries are increasing their production, coconut o0il ma,
be expected to become a severe com?etit,or of both soybean and cottonseed oil.

Table 20. Percentage utilization of cottonseed and soybean oil by classes of
products, United States, 1931-48: Oleomargarine and shortening account for the
greater portion of the cottonseed and soybean oil in edible products.

Table 23. Soybean States cash farm income: Total compared with part coming
from soibean oil used in olcomargarine and competing sources, 1946: These
figures show that the soybean meal fed dairy cows returns more than the oil used
in oleomargarine. Further, farmers in these States stand to be damaged more by
a reduction in dairy prices than by any small gains in soybean-oil prices, due to the
fact that dairying is a more important source of income.

Table 24. Percentage cash income from soybeans and soybean oil used in
oleomargarine and competing sources is of total cash farm income, 1946: These
figures morely represent a percentage distribution of those given in table 23, and
are included so as to indicate the proportions attributable to the several com-
modities and for comparative purposes.

Table 25. Relative price movements of butter, oleomargarine, butterfat, and
fats and oils used in oleomargarine, 1925-48: The figures in this table show the
price comparisons of these commodities, and indicate that oleomargarine is
usually about half the price of butter.

Table 26. Retail price and farmer’'s share, butter and oleomargarine, 1946-48,
by months and January 1949: These figures are for the purpose of showing that
the farmer gets by far the larger share of the consumer’s butter dollar than he docs
of the consumer’s oleomargarine dollar. Since butter is not only higher in price
than oleo, and since he gets a larger share of the retail price of butter than he does
of oleo, it appears that any loss of the butter market to oleo will result in drastic
decreases in not only total farm income,. but also in the farmer’s share of the
consumer’s dollar.
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Dealers’ buying prices, prices to producers a
92-score butter prices at Chicago, cheese prices, and evaporated-

OLEO TAX REPEAL

States (by years, 1920~48; by months, 1948; January to March 1949)

¢t condenseries, farm price of bullerfat,
milk wrices, United

Average deal- United Chees
er's buying | Averageprice - eeso
price (or 3 5 | per bundred- g{'n':gsd ;:,'c"rk”% n"‘.g::‘“"; '"Jf'l‘;lm' Evaporated
percent miik | weight paid “, f gr v mitk aver-
r eity dis- | to praducers uverage | farin price | prices 9 on the uge whole-
Year S |farm price;  of milk 92.scoro | Wisconsin y
tributi»n as {for3.6-percent N : . Shopce | Sale selling
ik and miik deliv- of butter- | sold whole-| butter at Cheese Jeiee per
cream (per | ered at con. fat (;1(1‘;’ lsulnd(pc{ p Chimglo” (};:‘xchnlnm-, § c«w!n
; - " poun hundred - [(per pound mericun &
. "‘:‘é"‘;{::)' denseries wolght) twins)
Cents Cents Cenls
£, 00 85. $.22 58.2 249
2.63 1.93 37.0 2.30 41.7 18,4
2.30 L7 35.9 2.1 39.2 19.3
2.69 2.21 42.2 2.49 48.0 2.1
. 63 1.83 40.4 2.22 412 18.2
2.67 1.98 42.4 2.8 44.1 215
2.4 1.97 41.6 ] 42.8 .1
2.72 2.12 44.5 1 45.8 2.7
2.7 2.12 46.1 . 52 1.0 2.1
2.4 2.4 45.2 2,53 43.8 2.2
2.68 1.67 34.5 2.21 35.3 16.4
2.2 1.18 4.8 1.69 @0 12.5
1,72 89 17.9 1.28 20.1 jOX1}
1.60 .68 18.8 1.30 2.8 10.2
1.879 1.14 2.7 1.55 4.8 .71
2.08 135 2.1 1.7 24.8 14.31
2,13 1.56 322 1.93 32.0 173
2.32 1,57 33.8 197 33 2 15.9
2.2 1.25 26.3 172 2.1 12.4
217 1.24 23.9 168 25. 4 12.8 1
2.2l 1.38 28.0 1.82 2.7 143!
2.40 1.81 34.2 2.18 43.8 19.4
2.79 2.08 39.6 2.57 39.5 2.6 |
3.18 2.61 49.9 3.12 4.0 2.2 )
3.24 2.68 50.3 321 4.5 .2 4.15
3.28 2.63 50.3 3.19 42.3 .2 4.15
3.02 3.36 .3 3.06 61.9 .8 ! 4.90
. 4.71 3.46 7.8 4.25 . . 0 [ 5.43
1648 .. .- 5.17 3.90 178.5 14.86 75. .7 18,22
January.... 509 4,16 7.7 500 43.2 583
February.. 5.10 4.07 84.9 5.00 41.5 ' 5.99
March - 85.09 . 3.95 80. 4.81 37.9 .00
4 rrﬂ. - 5,07 3.96 84.6 4.0 4.1 8.08
May.. 5.03 3.99 83.6 4.63 43.2 0.41
June. . 504 4.04 82.7 467 9 8.0 0.61
July . ... 5.18 4.21 84.4 4.86 46.8 6,71
August .. 529 4.21 81.1 5,00 3 .8 6.50
September. 5.32 3.98 75.6 4.08 71.8 H#.6 6,20
October.... 5.30 3.55 67.8 4,91 63.3 35.6 6.26
November. 5.27 3.3 64.3 4,83 62.7 34.8 5.84
DDN‘(‘mh‘.‘r 5.25 3.33 5.7 4.81 64.8 37.0 5.95
January.... 5,18 3.10 6.57 4,52 63.2 32.1 5.81
February .. 5.04 2.9 6.41 4.30 62.8 20.9 5,66
arch__... 490 |ooceeennnennn. 6.34 4.08 60.3 200 {eiieieiaaens

1 8imple average.
Source: The Dairy Situation, BAE, U. &, Department of Agriculture.
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Method of determining class I prices in Federal order markets, Apr. 1, 1948
[Without regard to temporary suspensions of pricing provisions)

Formulas
Market Ptter | e f
Marke hutter nd-
18 Chicugo | (X her man-
justment candons umuﬂm-.’ ll‘clu‘lltnc:r, l:uucr,
e - phants i hoeso
Boston 1 | . ..
Chicago x X
Cincinnat .o - X
Cleveland X
Clinton...
Columbus ..
)nyon-.‘a‘prlnxﬂcld
Ju ue ......

Duluth-Superlor
Fall Riveri. ..
'ort Wayne.
Kansas City.
L oulsville
Lowell-Lu

1 Vs St
Nashville

Philadelphia
Quad Cities
8t, Louls ...

Suburban Chicago
Toledo.

Etatatatat bt

1 17

1 Based on indexes of wholesale commodity prices, department store sales and a feed-labor cost index.

* Plus 6 local plants,

Source: Dalry Branch, Production and Marketing Administration, U, 8. Decpartment of Agriculture,
Bummaries of Fluid Mitk Marketing Orders, ¥eb. 1, 1049,
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Tantk 1L—Per capita mmmmplwn of olmmmgmrme in the {7nited Kingdom, 1430
to 1947, inelusive 1

"olal con- | Olenmaren- Horttor poo Oleomnmegn-
Olvomaga: | e | stimption, vine por mlvllu'vlunr- vine eon-
Yem tine eon- A on oleomimign- | enpltn cone anptlon stumptlon ne
stption, wr capiin rine and s ption nan poresnt | B Pereent of
per apitn | ! ¥ butter, per | nen pereent ul'luml buitter eon-
oapitn of toinl sumptlon
Pou n-in Pon Mn Posmla Percent Percent DPercent
wo oo [ A0, wan [l (]
[s1] m o m 7 KRN ma o7
2 we 20.0 RN [N [N}
JIS] wo 240 0T 2 AN
Wi i 200 20 o1
ms LE] 02 20 mo
1w R7 200 Pal) 42
w7 L3 4R m4 n
s 0o 241 23 i
mwo ., (&) ® ! ™ (U]
1940 104 4o 82 4 47 6
" 178 102 wn an 4
142 17 T o 208
1M 17 R 7T (L) g2
1944 RN 74 LN M2
1903 wa LE] [CIN ] an
18 (L] ns LR 1
e w7 1w Mo 4.0

AN 0 and mu © mm‘lllhul fmm Imlu-h\ u\l\un I~s\|t |\n|| Olla, Mu) mlﬂp kil Iulu--l hy 'lul ﬂl!lm ul
Dowestic Conmmer, 1 Propuntment of Commeres, 1047 42 from datn (umlduul hy Fata and Ofla
Braneh, U 8 Department of Agrienliure,

£ Not nvaflable,

Tanve 2-- Comparizon of per capilta consumpltion of hutter and oleomargarine in
the United States, 1924 48, inclusive

Totnl per Oleomnarga-
Por eapita Per caplin onpita con- (:I;;::!"‘f:::'-' Butter eon- tne cone
Yoar conanmption | fopaumpt lon | sumption of amption anmptlon 48 | sumptlon na
of but ter of olewtiiare | butter and | UL CELG (e L a pereent of | pereent of
gAY ine olvomar. ! total total butter con.
Rt ine anmption
Pounds Ponnda onnda Percent Iercent Prrcent
179 2.0 we 1m0 .0 na
TR -
b 20 €, . 4 0. 9
1R 2.3 28 RN, 7 2.8
17.4 2.4 0.0 7.0 N D
17.3 “¥ 0.2 N7
172 2.0 n.a Ry, 0 b.
18,0 LR 1%} JLU] (
81 1.4 we .9 LN
1.8 1.9 me . 4
18,2 21 a3 B, 7
1w a4.0 Q1 K5, 1
16.4 1.0 9.4 HLD
14.4 a1 19.5 LAl
18.4 2.9 m. 830
1.3 2.3 9.6 L]
169 24 w1 R7.8
e 2.7 8.0 L
18,7 A7 184 R
.7 a.9 1.0 w0
. 20 3.9 e n.
10.8 4.0 IR} 0
10,3 3.8 118 kXl
0.2 A0 w2 (L}
10.2 1 16,3 02.6

1 Preliminary.
fource: BAE, USDA.
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Tanum 3.—Dealers’ buying prices, Zm‘cu {o producers at condenseriea, farm price of
llt;tll’?rf‘al{’ f#18-score butler prives at Chicago, cheeac prices, and evaporaled milk prices,
nited &

tates, by years 1020-48, by months 1948

Avernge |
verage
‘.'::'Jf".; 'nlm por | L United Oheeso
rion for mnrlred- Uniteaq | Biateaav. Rutter price per |Evaporated
a'; wreent | WM | gty | 7080 farm [ avorage | pound on ml‘k av-
";I Ik for pabd to eragoe fann | Price of pricesof, | the Wis. erage
Year ity distel- | predueors priconf | Wik sold | g2.score oonsin wholesale
e aa | for :|(.n per- | phitterfat, wholesale, l(-y‘ l:or at ol'mse :’emnn
cent ber VCARo, oxchange, wrioe, per
(!:'[!"::I“;'l:!r delivered | PET pound hundred- | por pound | Amerioan ! (m'o'
hanedred- lnl l'mlp welght twins
weight | denseries
ara 18 enls Dollara ‘enfa enls Dollare
om Doll' ” l)allal - Ce ;.h 5 b/ ",4 o Ce l'm 2 Ce u;‘ o Dol
. 3 K K . by 525
2063 [N ar o 23 97 183 4.60
2.80 110 35.9 2n 39.2 193 3.00
a0 22 22 24 46.0 b3 4.14
am 18 n4 2n 413 182 31
207 198 424 238 “"i 25 3.84
2.74 1.497 a0 428 2.8 2.1 3.90
272 2.12 “hH 2n 458 n1 402
L 212 46, a1 460 21 L
2R 20 45.2 26 43.8 20 2 3.70
408 1.07 Mh 2.31 ana 16 4 L]
200 118 28 100 .0 12.5 3/
bl Rl me im| o mb mal o E
. . . .80 ) 2
189 114 27 1 56 24.8 1.7 20
206 136 ®»1 174 K 143 an
213 1 50 3212 [ 32.0 153 300
242 b6y na 197 3.3 169 30
2.4 126 *na 172 7.1 126 .m
217 124 .9 168 25.4 128 2%
2.2 1.38 280 I R2 »7 143 2.87
2.40 1 Bt a4 2 218 3.8 194 333
am 208 306 257 ah 21.6 362
A 261 9.9 312 44.0 32 415
3.24 2200 o3 aa 0.5 B2 415
L) a0 03 a1y 42 4 a2 415
am 330 3 306 6.9 M8 49
4N a.4n 7.8 42 n6 360 543
48 hr am 178 5 14 80 6.2 07 e
DNUATY (&4 4.0 R7.7 X 841 432 583
February 510 407 MO 500 R1.7 4.8 500
March. 509 aus a3 4R %0 379 6.00
April h.0O7 3 Mo 460 86 401 6.08
May. b.03 3.0 K3.6 48 706 432 841
June 504 LX) 82.7 4.67 80.9 96 661
July 510 i 844 1.80 78.8 %8 6.71
August . b .21 LIN] 500 5.3 3.8 6.56
Heoptember . h 32 3.8 wo 4.98 71.8 40.6 6.8
October. .. 8.30 .88 07.8 4.9 63.3 36 6.2
November_ .- 6.27 3.34 43 48 63.7 M8 5.9¢
December.... ... 6,25 3.3 08.7 4.81 0.8 37.0 598

1 8implo averago,
Bourco: The Dalry Bituation, January 149, tssued by the BAE, USDA.
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TABLE 4.—The competitive fats and oils situation in the United States

[In millions of pounds}
Average | Average | Average | A !
Item 12058 | 102590 | 19034 | 10530 | 190 1941 Be |1 1944 1945 148 1947 198
Production: !
Vi bleollsand fats_._.......__.._. 2,054 2,860 2,433 2,824 3,11 3,754 3,74 4,158 3,974 3,96 3,808 441 4,900
Al and fish oils and fats. , 398 3,422 3,458 2,13 4,106 4,305 4,642 5145 5,588 4,281 4,068 4,787 4,537
Hntter, creamery and farm. ... 1,849 2,009 2,244 2,192 2,240 2,288 2,130 | 2015 1,818 LM 1,505 1,638 1,50
7,301 8,351 8,135 T, M9 9, 10,328 10,518 11,318 11,380 9,918 9,309 10, 866 10,976
o3 k-] 665 827 57 <] 602 662 690 547 546 02 ™
66| 7%8| 74| 712] 8™ 9388 994! 106%| 1060]| 9371 8,831 9%4| 10208
679 847 830 1,312 882 879 w2 20 358 3% =1 378 418
90 149 13 188 51 7 169 151 119 0 4 41 [
3 73 665 828 1,000 602 662 689 547 546 K2 by
1,32} 1L,79| n6m8| 237 1,761 1,956 1,08 1,110 1,163 983 su| -L30| Lm
185 108 80 50 18 o7 13 57 529 278 ’ 265 309 [ 20
1,135 951 697 196 | 224 1410 a1 7 1,013 665 | 517 528 | 415
1,30 1,087 86 A 04| 1540 152 |  we|  mr 655
1
6,608 7,581 740! 7,12| 8635| 938! Q04| 1066 1060 9371| §83| g 10, 205
52 2 8921 2,08 1,434 1,368 139 —434 =37 42, 42 512 616
-3 +140 +8 63! 4o —281 ~256 +13¢ =5 —30! 460! S+ 4387
6,783 8,150 8,269 9,140 9,778 10,927 10, 300 10,088 10,306 9,83 9,35 10,419 i 10, 834
61.9 68.9 6.1 70.1 741 821 1 75.3 .8 74.6} 67.9 2.6 | 7.8
1

1 Excluding shipments to Territories.
2 Does not include 81,000,000 pounds reexparts.
denotes decrease and plus sign an increase in stocks during each year.

3 Minus sign

Source: Compiled from reports of Bureau of Census, Office of Domestic Commerce, and Bureau of Agricultural Economics.
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TABLE 5.—Imports for consumption of oilseeds and estimated oil equivalent, United Stctes 1937—4
{In Thousands of Pounds}

i
Raw material 17 108 I 1569 1840 a1 1942 ' 1943 | 1944 l

14,013 162611 : 265,613

513,017 | 430,054 ;

860,360 | 807.5:5

6816 | 12242

9,600 5014

514 1,290

FrANL
'fywmm"'ia d Kernels m.g m:g‘ . 273 N 2,32 B9 0483
Babessu nuts and kemels. 7 3 5, 27 aN TR = i X 4837
Other ollseeds. 088 Luo| s18e66| 1027| as2: 1Zwr| as|  4ve! 18] 1359 17,3»'

Total .| 2,493,830 | 1,57, 617 1.m.mix.mou§zmr.'1,245.@9%1.199.240”.211.5&31 massz:.ms.mix.moxrl 1,362, 533

ESTIMATED OIL EQUIVALENT?

- ;
66,0641 51,333 73178 } 107,005 | 1mse2! nesms| m23m I 150177 | 135,0m i 101, ;3 l 126,563 | 136,130
x5 W2 | 3B | 20,684 r6s2 ]| W ad 9502 1444 L0l MOOSI 4INSI6 ) SRES2: LIS
S| wpS2| 30817 1% 7| sl enels!  S3®| W
S, 201 3,204 5754 6.767 &3l 258 2201 4455 10,625
31,000 3,95 425 [T Lomi Lea i 2,43
114 13 310 |2 29 131 2|
M@ 1430 4,583 37,325 | 51
2163 322 260 - 357 i 6 l
150 bl 21 i
3519 2oenl nur .912 20 %82
w 433 7,017 5418 ™= 184
1,052,242 | 74,372 m.m‘ 807,319 | 1,011,814 sxo.wsl m,ssxi sxasss‘ «u.sosb m,w;x.om.sul 8,057

1 Included in “Other oil seeds.
3 Increase from 1! mtolmlarzrls comprised of perilla seeG.
1 01l content of raw maternals f orthepmducv.sbowumud er are 45, 63, 34, 47, 41. M, 45, 35, 15, 63, and 33,

Source: Bureau of the Census. U. S. Department of Commerce, and Bureau of Agricultural Ecosomics, USDA.
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TABLE 6—-Impom for consumption of foreign and fish fats, oils and greases, and vegetable oils and fats

[In thousands of pounds]  *
w7 1938 1939 1040 1041 1042 1943 1944 48 1948 M7 18
11,111 1,64 1,107 1,385 3, 724 20, 081 3,204 1,731 3, 740 7,010 3T 228
3,851 1,229 1,498 1,308 34,381 63,673 82,651 55,834 31,93 3,101 1,084 . 1,008
ﬁg 1,788 4,178 2,877 1,339 1,457 2 46 1,290" 1,439 139 20
1,468 78 1,278 561 508 13 220 40
19,017 4,606 3,855 2,20 1 23,920 19,752 24, 200 8,351 e 108 21
40,367 10,123 11,914 8,461 40,285 | 109,131 55,660 82,311 43,890 11, 702 532 1,858
54 22, 20,280 | 22,258 7,630 16,039 55,066 133 466 9,080 | 14,92 39,110
22,156 2, 16,215 3,603 9,644 31201 4,429 4,407 4,30 3,377 4,421 3,168
44,370 39,215 80,027 15,858 19, 108 13, 534 12,716 13,260 21,43 11, 402 15,278
1,252 81 960 718 4,000 13,865 85,199 68,870 19, 530 5,921 4,208 23,644
122,540 84,752 87,491 42,437 30, 420 37,800 | 158,228 96,126 37,625 31, 550 35,041 81, 200
Vecetabhoihandrats
twnaeed, crudeandm- -

1,884 50,546 | 194,031 77,500 29, 451 12,031 25,398 8,372 12,108 10,052 272 3,517
33,466 1,853 402 123 49 1 90 27,842 66,631 66, 539 79,044 94,403 | 117,326 3,000
12,589 21,838 | | 57,999 18, 853 3,70 3119 4,839 440 9 101 a5
27,002 7,934 29,752 4,258 4,126 4,849 759 . n 3685
205,345 | 325,3M ,376 | 363,041 | 336,796 | 370,683 | 405,338 | 43,244 42,066 5,751 B9 2,883 | 2350 109, 006

e72| 61,288 343 71,088 { 62,866 080 10,120 036 288 301 o490 660 250 26,101

ﬁu& 11,480 ‘8' 5, 444 1%304 50'5,1:5 0'887 6’871 3'34 25 9’1& 12'103 u'as 0

2,846 | 34,608 z.wl 2,361 281%0 24,430 4,027 9,414
, 30,802 31,350 | 139,358 2, 560 2,236 425 2,38 14,042
12,378 | 281,104 | 4111121 271,325 | 286,416 | 225,037 | 308,134 77,868 50, 555 71, 460 66, 141 37,850 63,212 63,328

82,138 | 112,627 | 174,885 | 107,486 | 73,718| 97,040 43,800 8,269 68 ;,771 339 | 36,207 | 121,564 | 133,282
13,104 16,95 29,003 16,887 26,044 28,416 2,139 18,572 18,308 17,851 15,340 29,977 112 Q)

5, 256 21,082 3, 854 5, 980 8,972 12,019 17,456 13,579 2,468 16.211 42 3,004 5,874 3,5

4,66 40,352| 43,501 | - 31,871 51,28¢) 11,47 6,574 1,041 3m M

6,02 6,414 : 81 167 1,440

13,923 470 76 1M feuen . 3,255 56,853 54,79 84,883 83,317 49 4 1

7,578 42,114 | 129,996 71,047 4,553 29,787 46, 380 2,608 24,499 19,125 6,816 35,208 2,417 38,83

760, 794 {1,095,831 |1,629,752 (1,106,181 | 005,871 | 872,944 | 879,252 | 263,968 285,492 | 339,869 3_0,7& 253,340 | 376,163 415,423

1 Included in
3 Imludeswch ‘oils as babassa, castor, bempseed, poppy seed, com, oiticica, and tea seed (corh most important).

somea.Anlm:lmdvenhblemmdons.nmonhe@nm,U.S.Depanmento{Commtee,andBnmougﬂmlmrd“ fes, U. 8. D of A
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Tasre 7.—Tolal consumplion of the principal fals in the United Siates, }”1—4?‘

[In millions of pounds)
Oleomar- | Lardas | Vi ble

. Year Butter s | Oleoma ardns | Vosiabe, Total
199 ,787 28 ,173 3,907
1923.. ,884 184 , 463 742 4,37
1033.. 905 20 1603 4,882
1924 083 230 ,623 4,78
1028_- 086 21 1418 127 4,862
1920 . 174 239 ,433 18 4,98
1987 160 | - 1,808 ,161 101
1028 , 113 a13{ , 1,588 ,1 gt’

1929 , 117 351 , 549 , 200 &
1630 135 3 , 858 4908 a
FU T P, 229 , 087 5168 5,328
103300 278 200 , 799 o1 as
1933 43 , 758 o 108
1004. 312 262 ,637 ,202 413
1685, .. , 195 878 , 231 , 534 5,38
390 , 42 , 880 5,630
397 , 358 589 5,464
388 , 438 400 8,408
boswg o, 301 , 063 300 8,638
"’M” ,901 ,188 5,848
% 3 L840 , 401 8,790
263 4 , 300 . 8,623
804 s ,374 5,418
801 , 733 |, )y 5,438
538 , 648 ,430 8,205
¥, 638 , 640 L4283 513
“up ) 943 34 5,88
ol Bl B e
) 308 100.0
28.1 100.0
100,0
i

A
3In addm to pure uv ki :t inf
Ve i e

Source: Bui olAlﬂcul Eoon#lt. ﬁ""ly §




{Pounds per capita)
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TasL® 8.~ Per capila conaumplion of the principal fats in the United Stales, 1912~48
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TasLe 10.—Olcomargarine production by types, in the United States

Uncolored Colored Total
uncol-
Total | Per. | eaforci e
ota or- | colored as
Calondar ﬁmc'h' ﬁ‘,’]""‘é uncol- | cent | reported
year Vege- | niet, Vege- | JVHEC ored and { col- | by tho
tablo | SWTS | Total | tuble- 0 veg.| Total | colored | ored | Biireou
oil type 1| ™ " oll typo | und veg of In.
etuble omblg ternal
typo? typo Revenue
1,003 I,fmi‘ 1 : l,wz'
pounds pounda pounds poun
7,17 7,254 | 364,301 2.1 350, 607
10, 400 20,262 | 371,318 | 5.5
8,928 14,208 | 367,486 | 3.0
5, 000 8,016 | 211,807 | 3.8
4,077 6,301 185,076 | 3.4
7,078 0,886 | 225,578 | 4.4
7,847 10,852 | 228,776 | 4.7
N, 243 12,458 | 230,611 5.4
8,575 13,6089 | 238,684 | 5.7
9, o8 14,885 | 202,602 | 6.3
9, 880 15,414 | 307,034 | 6.0
11,09 17,203 | 342,230 | 5.0
8,850 13,608 | 311,755 | 4.4
3,006 6,146 | 221,053 | 2.8
, 467 3,448 | W7,716 | 1.7
4 B01 , 504 | 242, 1.0
, 129 2.921 202,900 [ 1.1
, B0 2,820 | 278,677 7
1,410 2,671 300, 808 7
748 1,703 | 391,500 4
500 1,526 ), 03 4 385, 233
302 1,437 1 301,830 N 300, 856
474 2,416 | 320,672 .8 320, 402
062 , 777 | 365, 1.3 367,517
, 053 63,868 | 423,277 | 15.1 425,749
L0957 | 116,483 | 610,131 | 19.1 014, 144
10,654 | 103,870 | 583,768 | 17.7 588, 214
, 540 98,604 | 013,083 | 16.1 613,270
, 533 57,912 | 572,652 | 10.1 572,520
20,919 654 56,379 38,700 | 7.6 { 4745040
761, 577 | .18,349 90, 043 727 91,670 | 874,506 | 10.5 | 4908,712

his also includes nut
om 1018 through

{fon and Marketin, Admlnlstmt on of the U 8, Departme;
he Burcau of Internal Revenue is to bo more
Y.

Source: Bureau of Agricultural Economies, U. 8. Department of Agriculture,

fr

This total leprescnta tho sum of the uanmles shown for each ty{n
nt of

t

and is the total as re|
iculture.

1) type
lt’rhla is also reporled to ¥mvc included emall quantities of olcomargarine made exclusively from animal

ted by the

‘The total repomd

, but lt s not broken down by types.



TABLE 11.—Malerials used in the manufacture of oleomargarine, United Stales, by calendar years 1928-48

{In thousands of pounds}
Ingredient 1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 1983 1034 185 1908 1937

Corn oil 21 150 5t 54 UL 4 2 1, 1,79%
Cottonseed ofl 26,831 0,173 27,448 16,028 15,008 17,997 54,778 90,504 | 108,106 13,617
Peanut ofl 6, 6,307 5,787 4,58 2,511 2,635 2,74 369 4,10 2, 880
Soybean ofl 1 2,255 2 3 7 2 1,70 14,261 a,m™m
Other i 28 28 3 37

Total d 33,309 36,519 35,635 21,336 17,668 20,980 57,551 105,685 | 127,745 210,084
Babassa ofl. . 1, 16,114 14,007
Coconut oil. 159,852 | 185,507 (177,990 | 1x,118| 123,219\ 150,096 | 123,678 | 134,315] 150,465 73,806
Palm oil 1,169 1,53 61 2,428 261 544 3 1,400 1,063
Other vegatable 7 91 21 55 253 02 2,915 7,947

Total foreign 191,112 | 187,031 178,906 | 135799 | i2.480 | 1%.60 123,74 | 176,758 | 170,89 07,423
Lard neutral 25,722 2,628 14,905 9,665 9,415 8,950 7,486 3,005 2,199 1,748
Oleo oil 44,795 18226 38,916 18,786 12,43 15,005 ,872 18,227 18.3%0 12,278
Oleo stearin 5,658 6,134 024 4,884 3,684 3,120 3,478 2,612 3,55 3375
Oleo stock 1,440 1,168 1,275 814 470 829 1,45 2,39 1,930 1,318
Other animal 3_ 2,627 3,018 , 683 331 39 7 1n f 3 PN S

Total animal 80, 242 81,174 62,813 34,480 26,061 28,010 34,301 26,335 26,009 18,719

Total all fats and oils 274,663 | 304,724 | 277,405 19L.615| 167,207| 199,630 | 21556 | 308678 | 324,648 326,226
%gﬁm&ly skim)_. Y 3,483 98, 840 90,201 61,519 49,044 58,417 61,903 83,307 76,386 72.848
Salt and other “conditioning” ingredients ... ..__1_ 260604 20,32 27,640 | 15, 549 12,000 14,8067 18,619 22,52 21,38 19,073

Total 120,007 | 128160 | 117,881 79,068 62,035 73,223 78,8221 105,827 9,172 91,919

Grand total 394,760‘ 432,884 395,246 | m,ml 229,242 22,85 | 204,118 414,505 422,420 418,145

rem .

TVAIAY XVLI OFT0



Ingredient i< 1039 190 1041 1042 1943 104 1945 1946 1947 1948
Cortonnesi ol 8| wds| ust wim| | | ates| | 20| S8 &8
U Ol ly
ol 23| 45| S| A o o A2 A3 AF IR AR
Other i e 12 ’ 12 25 4,562 1644 138 3] "130 18
Total b 186,929 172,44 205,213 228,413 302,659 465,082 451, 532 430, 166 43,45 574,427 718,050
Babassu oil 11, 547 13,942 6,150 48 332 .
Coconut ofl 89, 520 38,519 21,780 29,786 3,451 14, 508 2,214 5471
Palm oil OV 1 4 4,991 h 5 7.5 OURUERRIU IR ARRURRNN METRORN SR S
Other 3 4,815 43 1,061 816 1 6
Total foreign vegetable_.._........_ 105, 882 52,935 27,94 36, 784 6,014 1 6 14, 508 2,04 5,471
Lard neutral 1,464 1,355 5,100 8, 300 8,133 10, 694 9,360 5,788 2,058 3,145 3,498
Oleo oil 13,411 11,866 14,332 18,415 22,405 17,236 11,438 - 8,841 2,545 207 4,305
Oleo stear] 3,282 3,087 3,386 3,058 2,919 3,448 3,079 2,510 2,086 3,701 3,012
Oleo stock 1,832 1,082 1,260 1,919 3,040 2,819 3,002 1,304 335 649 364
Other animal 3 6 164 296 EoY ns k-1 k- 18 326 7
Total animal 19,689 17,399 4,242 31,088 37,878 351121 - 26,9% 18, 465 7,042 11,619 11,986
Totalall fatsand ofls. .__........__ 312, 500 242,758 257,389 297,185 346, 551 500,194 478,492 498,637 465,495 607, 200 735, 507
Milk (mostly akim) 160 38,655 60,961 7,38 74,875 104,389 101,642 105,002 046 116, 242 152,502
gﬂn:mna omm" T P = 17 L] 13 45 88 u‘lﬂ 109 o 120 % 103 120 138
and of “conditioning™ ingredi- .
ents ¢ 18,218 13,841 13,73 13,898 15,312 .78 21,674 21,930 20,498 25,80 31,758
Total I 91,404 72,510 ™, 747 81,266 90,275 128,268 123,425 127,082 116, 645 142,255 184,388
Graad total...... eemeacsrocemancanan 403,004 315,208 383,136 378,451 436,826 626, 462 601,017 625,680 582,140 49,515 919,905
1 4 ofl, vegetable stearine, soyb ine, linseed oil, d flakes, soya flakes, and soys stearine flakes, . j
: oll, rice ofl, sesame oil, patm kernel oil, sundl , palm , and pabm fiakes. -
s Foet at, talot, whalo ol favd fakes—-monostearine. )
. i of gly lecithin, b of soda, color, ostearine, and miscellaneous,

Source: Burean of Agricultural Economics, U. 8. Department of Agriculture.

s it PPN houe SRR |
.
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TaABLE 12.—Percentage of each type of fats and oils used in manufacture of oleomargarine, United States, 1928-48

Ingredier”. 1028 1929 1630 1931 1932 1933 1834 1935 1936 1937 1938

Corn ofl. 0] 0.1 (0] (0] 0.2 o [0 0.4 0.8 0.2
Cottonseed ol 2.8 0.9 2.9 8.4 9.0 9.0 25.4 2.2 .3 2.2 ©.7
Pesnut ofl. 23 21 2.1 2.4 L5 13 1.3 1.4 1.3 .9 1.1
So&t:moﬂ o V) .8 .3 ® (0] [0] .6 a4 2.8 128
o g

Total, domestic vegetable.......... 13.1 12.0 12.9 1.1 10.5 10.5 2.7 n2 39.4 645 5.8
Babassu oil .6 5.0 4.5 37
Coconut of. - 58.2 60.9 [T%] 69.8 3.7 75.2 5.4 8.5 8.4 26 3.6
Palm oil .4 .8 .3 1.3 .2 .3 [0) [0) 4 I3 S
Other bles.... [0] (O] (0] : 7 2.4 18

Total, foreign vegetable. . .......... 58.6 614 64.5 70.9 3.9 5.5 . 57.4 5.2 52.6 2.8 ns
Lard neutral 2.4 7.4 5.4 50 56 4.5 3.8 1.0 .7 .3 .8
Oleo oil 16.3 15.8 14.0 9.8 7.5 7.5 10.1 59 58 3.8 43
Oleo stearl) 21 2.0 2.2 26 2.2 1.6 1.6 .9 11 L0 11
Oleo stock .8 4 .4 .4 .3 4 7 .8 .8 .4 8
Otheranimal s ... - . . ... .. 1.0 1.0 .8 .2 [0} [C] o ®

Total, animal. .. .oooooocoamuanaens] 2.3 2.6 2.6 18.0 15.6 14.0 15.9 8.6 8.0 57 6.4

Total, all fats and ofls.__.._........ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

007
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, and whale oil.

ol

Ingredient

oil

Comnofl......_.
e

g

3‘& let

Totald

Babassaoil....

Total animal

Total foreign
Lard neutral
Oleo stearine.
Oleo stock. ..
Otber animal ¢

Palm oil.
Other

Coconaut oil

100.0
, rape oil, sesame oil,

rh bean
oo of

stearine and

lard fiakes, butter, m

linseed, of}
gﬁ%m “pfm

tall

peroent.

Total all fats and ofls,

! Lessthan 0.5

2
3
4




TapLt 13.—Fats and oils used in the manufacture of shortening, United States, 1981-48

[In thousands of pounds]

185 1932 1933 1934 1935 1938 1937 1938 199
Corn oll 6,616 3,067 1,128 1,805 2,815 1, 430 1,811 39 |eeeaeo
C 928,480 834,367 852,843 | 1,088,733 991, 708 918,868 162,506 { 1,051,347 1, 453
Peanut oil. 5,960 3,502 3,330 8,837 20, 900 88, 470 58,141 52,402 904, 950
b oil 10,869 4,889 489 2,135 52,452 113,897 ), 798 137,133 51,713
3 57 P 1,52 6 201, 59
Total & i ble 3. 951,934 845,825 857,790 | 1,072,200 | 1,138,022} 1,121,663 | 1,314,688 1,241,287 1,15, 715
Babassu ofl JRp— 5,368 12 50 06
Coconutofl...... 34,132 8,332 7,117 9, 045 44, 38,427 12, 531 28,199 20, 850
Palm ofi 34, 836 2,126 21,118 16,717 147,377 168, 808 123,677 115,083 078
Other ble 3 82,224 8,754 9,840 7,360 5,157 80, 168 35,389 , 041 1,914
‘Total foreign bl 121,192 39,212 38,073 3,131 236, 568 292,772 171,724 149,223 136,157
Fish ofls and marine 1 ofls 19,384 13, 705 9,272 11,079 28,008 40,278 21,3% 16,577 20,333
Lard nentral and rendered pork fat. - oceoceoeeeoroancnnancaanaes 8, 860 5,638 3,1in 2,635 2,352 4,503 1S 2,825 7,98
Oleo oil. 10,004 1,134 204 64 126 1,830 242 21 470
Animal , 220 17,357 17,105 21,517 27,026 36, 358 29, 664 32,845 25,574
Tallow, other animal 69, 548 45,708 48,437 416 120,384 { - 116,908 6,278 74,3851 56,671
‘Total animal ofls.. 135,018 83, 540 76,279 109, 411 177,886 199, 886 118, 449 126, 780 130, 446
Total fats and ofls. 1,208,143 968, 577 972,142 | 1,214,742 | 1,552,476 | 1,614,320 | 1,604,811} 1, 517,200 1,406,318

oL
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1940 1941 1942 1063 1944 1945 1946 1947 1048
Corn ofl.__ 746 62 4,083 6,356 5,393 2. 446 3,341 2,625 3,855
Cottonseed oil 888, 733 , 564 572,208 , 880 486, 701 501, 588 299, 869 34,572
oybens o HENT| ey weess| sus| oway| emen| | mo| mnes
Other ble 1 7,084 300 :
Total d o ble 3. --1,058, 938 1,204,939 | 1,177,070 | 1,223,264 | 1,290,758 | 1,072,286 1,081, 525
Babassu ofl 381 | 1 2,833
Coconut ofl 17,576 3 69 21 17,79
Palmoil_. 33,224 852
Other 3 1,202 4,901 5, 562 19,051 4,968
‘Total foreign b - 52,383 5,757 5,631 19,282 25, 680
Fishotls. .. 10,902 12,584 2,764 3,433 1,158
Lard neutral and rendered pork fat 16,788 36, 407 38,7 23,142 20,387 3
Oleooil.. . 880 2, 660 2,691 2,78 1,301 645
Antmal i .- 16,940 29,726 22,38 24,348 13,155 18,949 14,50
Tallow, other animal . 39,585 78, 552 50,752 78,835 43,809 , 483 29,244
Total animal ofls .- 85,163 122, 564 154, 523 159, 929 126,329 132,487 79, 000 165, 555 138, 256
Total fats and ofls. .| 1,186,424 | 1,418,100 | 1,285,259 | 1,370,625 | 1,309,089 | 1,375,033 | 1,306,338 | 1,825,252 | 1,305 219
! Linseed oil.
3 Mostly domestic, but includes some imported cottonseed, soybean, peanut, and corn ofl in most years.
# Includes sesame, rape, palm kernel, perila, sunficwer, olive oil, and miscelianeous vegetable oils. A small percentage of other oils may be domestic.
¢ Includes murmuru-kernel oil and tucum-kernel oil.

U. 8. Dep

Yury

ent of Agricul

and Bureau of the Census, U. S, Department of Commerce,

. .

vadad Xvi

g0t



TaBLE 14.—Percenlage of each type of fals and oils used in the manufacture of shoriening, United States 1931-48

1931 1062 1833 104 105 196 1987 1988 1909
0.6 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2f * 01 0.1 ® 0.1
769 81 8.2 8.2 a8 59 24 0.3 ot

.5 4 .3 R 59 55 36 33 3.7
9 5 1 2 34 7.0 &7 20 143
..... ® .1 ®  feeeeeeeeenn
78.8 81.3 882 %3 EX) ®.5 8L9 8.8 825
3| ® 1
23 K} 7 7 28 24 .8 17 ® s
29 24 22 14 7.8 0.4 7.7 7.6 80
43 .9 1.0 8 48 5.0 22 4 1
10.0 41 39 27 152 10.7 0.8 0.7
16 1.4 1.0 K] L8 25 13 11 L5
1 ® .3 2| 2 2 ® . »
23 18 18 18 17 23 19 23 LS
58 47 e &0 78 7.2 Qa e res
1.2 86 7.9 8.0 s 124 7.4 84 7.8
Total fats and ofls 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9

¥oL .
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140 1041 1942 ' 1943 1044 1945 146 1047 148
Corn oil 0.1 ® ' 0.3 0.5 0.4 , 6.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Cot 68.8 62.7 54.0 4.7 37.4 ;354 359 26 e
Peanut ofl 1.9 58 2.9 3.7 4.7 3.7 3.0 4.9 4.3
Y 17.7 153 2.1 415 47.4 9.7 8.3 8.2 5.2
0 L SRR MR R M .5 (V)

Total d i J 8.5 8.7 8.3 | §7.9 9.9 9.0 2.4 90.9 8.6
Babassu oil. - .- .- [ 2SN PSRRI @® * .2 3 ) F—
Coconut oil. - 1.5 1.6 .4 ® 1.3 5 3.7
Palm ofl. . 2.8 6.1 2.3 .1 .2

Ot bIB Y. neeeeee e maenenenanns .1 ® 2.0 .3 .4 1.4 4 .1 .3
Total foreign vegetable............coooioiimimiieimiaae. 4.4 7.7 4.7 .4 .4 1.4 L9 6.7 4.3
Fish and marine olS. . el .9 .4 .4 .9 .2 .2
1.4 3.6 4.8 2.7 3.0 1.7 1.5 7.6 8.7
1 .1 .1 .2 .2 .2 . .1 ]
Animal 14 1.6 2.4 2.2 1.7 1.8 .9 1.4 1.1
Tallow and other animal. 3.3 2.9 43 57 4.6 57 31 3.3 23
:l'oéalnnlmaloﬂ.... 71 8.6 120 | 1.7 9.7 2.6 57 124 121
"Total fats and ofls 100.9 100.0 ‘ 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Computed from table 13.
i Linseed ofl.
2 Relative small amount,
2 Mostly domestic but includes some imported cottonseed, soybean, peanut, and corn oil in most years,
¢ Includes sesame, rape, palm kernel, perilla, sunflower olive off, and miscellaneous vegetable oils. A small percentsge of other oils may be domestic,
4 Includes murmuru- oll and tucum-kernel oll.

TVEddy XvVLI 0310
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TaBLE 15.—Percentage of each type of fats and oils used in manufacture of edible products other than shortening and oleomargarine, 1535-48

Ingredient l:m]xmlwzvjw}:u;wgmim;zmimim‘miwim
’ - - -

11 1set st st ozl el me! ss! osst sel a2

2o, Awi shs, #z, SL4. A8} e il ns{ asi 58

51 26, 20 24! 21] x3i &2 114 #31 413 31

F00 Te' Rzl w9 w6 w3l M K5 L4y L4: W

11 . X ixs; 55
.5 W4i B0 637 141: ao§ 87 16¢ 47* €21 W®P: 1LY
Lard, neutral and rendered pork fat._.. L2}y .t 14 La: Tt 42T 4T T: 49 437 41: 30
Oleo ofl . 0] al @ ! Gy oy 2i .24, 7 RN .7
Animal stesrine. 12 1.2 12 Lz 9 L1 3 Lt £ .37 .8l .6
Tallow...... .4 -4 4 Lo .8 L2; .5; 13 46 66; T2 58
Otheranimad ... e e R L e ceeeeee e el L, IS S
Totalanimal...._.oooooominmn e 251 18! 20: 363 30 36- 35 673 L7 27 987 Wi 1267 M}
Total a1l fats and ofls. ' mo_o; 100.0 | 10007 0.0 6.0 166.6- 000D 100° 030" MO0 100° MO0 WO WeO
i . i . H
-1 Less than 0.03 percent.
# Inciudes castor oil.

Sogzee: Animal and Vegetsble Fats and Oil, Buresn of the Census, T. 5. Departmén: oIC.on:mavc.
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TABLE 16.—Primary fats and oils used in the manufaciure of soap, United Stales, 1927-48

[In thousands of poands}

Tngredient 1977 1208 w | | oam gy owme §osw | o | o s 1957
Corn ofl. 5,000 5.000 5.000 4000 ame oasm oaes’ el res S 232
Cotf ol 7.50 0,000 12,000 7.500 LD 353 69 2x2 ! 1,557 1.3 sane
Peanutodl . I TTITITIIIIIIIITIT 2,000 3,000 1.700 1,509 44 2% | 5% [T - R W =)
2.500 2.500 6.400 500, 196 AE1F 43S 1354 259 505 K.
Other i 5.688 7262 12,17 602  4TH 1.4% ! - Lo LI%: LR 1.39
Total d 22,688 37,762 N M0]  MES! 1342, 163090 L4+ RiSt:  IZow1 2w
Babassuol ..o 4. : it e 898 14. 306
Coconut ofl i BT WS AT B08 ¥ 3w, AL wXEe =20
Olive oil, edible, inedible and foots. . 48,19 48,080 950 = a5 new X 85

Palmoil. .. 12,40 | 142.33| 19233 92; 1M &3 ¥t 141
Palm Xernel ol -0 IITIITTTIIITTIITTT 31,248 58 TSl KNs1 I x40 111 54

Other i 20,000 20,000 2, 1230 e 1554 ! [}
546,663 | S06.418{ 67,90 | ST.0I8T a2z MmAS. S
138591 12m0) 14NT WS 1WA . 1E.66 155,000
2T MWL | 265 1w wes 04 "N
: ] as | © G 3 B
Jeees - 53 ko1 2 ! 0% ™ m
480,020 | 440,90 | 434,388 $35.208 | SN.ISS; WA A6l 6sLE3[ e s 63
47,000 0,60 2,112 3 n LR Q) £ a 1]
909,290 | 8052 | 864490 TS WSS TRAS: WEwd w0LIM! w06t SImL319
LATRG | 1,509,457 Lm.67 | L4830 1302 L5748 LALLM 1 ALas L3z 600 | LI | LOLKS

3 - L

See footnotes at end of tadle, p. 108,
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TABLE 18.—Primary fats and oils used in the manufacture of soap, United Stales, 1927-48—Continued

{In thousands of pounds)
1968 1960 1960 I 1941 192 i 193 1944 1948 1948 1947 1968
2,514 4, 441 3,638 4,948 4,102 &t a7 m 20 48 185
285 1,060 2m 3,010 2863 %1 586 1,66 52 ™
545 %05 387 %7 435 26 84 46 U7l I 1
10,897 1,177 17,612 0,737 31,510 15,428 3,258 4,219 55 5378 2,794
1,455 1,780 1,4% 28 4019 1,007 223 o5 576 b-cx £
18,294 16,264 007 | 3550 Qm, 1923 7,548 8,208 12,280 7,30 4,208
8. 2% 27,63 4L 20 9,78 19,105 25,814 13,008 32,478 35, 834 14, 551 19,413
.............................. 2982 | IBAM2| W6BST| 49413 { 140,487 1236 131,58 %353| 08| 511,313 7,194
Ollved! nd foots and inedible and edi-
16,715 10,008 5,215 s, 407 30| -2008 02 . 2,408
Ul 120871 55885 | 32en 19,675 50 7,417 1,0 %56
197 L3 1,028 1,860 1,98 97 10 ) IO I
3,363 347 £75 L& 2,138 g Lo %1 13087
543,287 | 638,978 | 225075| 209,742] 189,342 152,038 | 23019] 537,514 45,088
107,911 76,312 72,401 44.972 30, 900 114,348 39, 714 42, 550 335,478
256886 | 310,457 | 33M9T4| 4GISII| SHI6| 412105{ 33Beee| 417,20]| 4,18
s 0 % TM0% | 17268 820 74 [4 378
127 1% 05 2100 3 3,685 3,082
I3 . = 7 m .
7,113 | 1,001 1,190,557 | 900,938 | 1,049,538 [ 84401 |G 8 | LII3 08 | 983208
19 ) 19 ° 4 n 2
1,153,250 | 1449311 | L001,735; 146,263 | 18043 | L6614 ] 1,290,913 | LBLM2| Lea S
Total fatsand ofls. . _..__.......... L4885 | LeB M4 | L7264 | 214587 | 167,689 ) 171528 | 200,23 | 1.m.ots| 1,502,191 | 2126,747| 1948809
1 linseed ofl and vegetable tallow.
: castarol.somre ol rope i, tung ol and sumiover ol
m n, other o
. redoa.nmdoowu.mdmhcenmu s0ap stock.

Source: Bureau of Agricultural Economics, T. 8. Department of Agriculture, and Bureaa of the Census, T. 8. Department of Commerce.
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TaBLE 17.—Percentage of each type of the primary fats and oils used in the manufacture of soap, United Stales, 192748

1927 1928 1929 1830 ‘ 1931 ‘ 1962 1933 1934 1935 1936 19067
03 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.2 02 0.1
1.3 .8 .5 . .3 .5 .2 .1 .1 .6
.2 -1 .1 0] @ (0] @ -1 1 .1
.2 4 .3 .3 .4 .3 .1 .2 4 7
.8 .8 .4 4 1 .1 1 .1 1 1
35 2.4 1.6 11 1.0 1.2 .8 .7 .8 1.6
........................................................................ .7 1.0
.2 1.5 2.1 171
2.2 25 1.8 1.3
7] (%4 s6 [X)
11 238 1.9 .5
.8 L1 11 11
8] 2.6 .2 3.6
6.7 10.6 1.3 128
9.7 T3 1 64
[0 M [Q N RN
[0} ® <] ¢)
0] [0) 0] ®
2. M.l 45.0 50.6 4.6
3 ) ® (O] ¢ ®
Totalanimal....._. 615 58.5 4.7 5.9 5.3 srel 56.0 | 6141 8.7 | 65.9 | 0. 8
Total fatsandolls...._ eeereens 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 { 100.0 100.0 1000 i 100.0 100.9 | nnoi 100.0
1 1

Bee footnotes at end of table, p. 110.
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TaBLE 17.—Percentage of each type of the primary fats and oils used in the manufacture of s0ap, United States, 1927-48—Continued
1%8 19069 1940 194 1942 193 ' 1944 l 1945 1948 ‘ 1947 198
0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 ® ® o o) [0) [0
.2 .1 .2 1 .2 0.1 ) 0.1 0] ¢} )
o [0 ® o (&) [O] (0] o o3 (O} ¢
.7 7 1.0 12 17 .9 0.2 .3 .2 03 02
Other vegetable 3. . 1 .1 .1 .2 1 $) .1 1 (0] ®
Tota® domestic vegetable.......... 1.2 1.2 1.5 L6 23 11 .3 .3 .8 .3
Babassu of} .6 23 2.4 14 1.0 1.5 .6 1.8 2.4 7 L0
Coconut ol B4 .3 21 26 7.5 83 €6 34 121 %0 2.4
Olive oil, edi 1.1 1.2 1.0 .5 3 3 .2 Bt 1 ® 1
Palmoil.... 2 6.2 9 6.0 3.0 19 1o 14 5 .1 a
Palm kernel oil. . 20 .2 ® .1 .1 .1 .1 L7 12
Other bled. 2 11 .5 .2 .2 .2 1 Lo .2 1 .5 6
Total foreign vegetable_..._..__.... 34 8.9 3.8 3.8 121 122 86 16.4 253 2.2
Fishand whale ofl 4...._...c.coooceaes 10.0 10.1 6.3 3.6 3.9 26 25 65 2.6 20 18
Grease 6.6 7.3 49 uS 18.1 2.1 2.2 35 23 19.6 %2
Lard and rendered pork fat ® (l; ® ® Q) 43 88 47 ® .3 .
@ ¢ ® ) ) .2 .2 .2 .2 [0 YR IO
® ® ® ® © [¢) [C T PSS
47.8 47.5 .5 525 s 6.0 5.7 5 04
® m ® 0] (¢ o ® (O] ¢} o (0]
644 649 6:.0 6.6 | 5.6 | 8.7 | 90.2 90.9 | 828 7.4 | .6
100.0 100.0 100.0 1ou.ol 100.0 | mol xw.oi waoi 1.0 mo.oi 100.0
Less than 0.05 percent.
Tinseed ofl and vegetable tallow.

,mme.mw.puﬂh.mnz.mdmﬂow ofL
mnf sardine, and menhadine and other fish ofls.
tedon'. foot ofl, and misceilansous soap stock.

> ..

Bonrce: Bureau of Agricultural ics, G. 8. Depar of A

o1t
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T'ABLE 18.—Prices of principal oils going inlo oleomargarine, 1932-48

{In cents per pound]
Ofl or fat . 1982 1833 1904 135 1836 1937 1938 109 1940 i) 1942 ‘ 1943 | 1944 ‘ 1045 l 1M6 ‘ 1947 | 1948
Cottonseed, prime summer yel- !
c%%mmm Nmkﬁ-" 3.8 4.5 6.5 10.4 9.8 9.2 7.9 6.6 6.2 10.5 13.9 40 4.2 14.3 1.8 2.7 2.6
W !
York1... 5.1 4.8 4.7 0.0 10.4 1.5 8.3 8.6 7.8 1.9 1285 | 1285 12.85; 12.85 |312.88 | 25.5 32.9
Soybean !
PN!:" Yorl sdibia { hlle) 7.4 8.2 10.6 9.8 10.9 8.4 7.4 7.2 .7 .9 | 49 . 151 15.4 19.0 2.1 2.3
refined, W, !
dnmu,Ne : 9.6 9.7 13.3 12.5 121 10.2 9.4 8.8 13128 16.9 | 16.5 : 16.4 16.5 j119.2 3.4 3.5
Babassu, tanks, New York......|. ...\ T T T 6. 6.4 60 | 11 | m1 Ik | oann | oy | s {aie 8.7
Linseed ofl, raw, ! I
apolls.... ... 8.7 8.5 9.0 8.8 9.5 10.3 8.7 8.8 9.0 9.7 23 l 144 @ 143 143 18.4 3.5 .3
Oleooll, extrs, Chicago, tierces...| 5.63 5.90 7.57 1 1217 | 10.39 | 12.42 8.78 8.02 5.05 9.90! 1292 13.04 1304 13.04; 1830 | 2574 26.56
Nt lard, Chicago......__.... 64 69 9.5 161 129 3.7 10.7 8.8 7.7 10.8 .1 ’ 15.6 } 15.3 15.6 211 2.4 26.44
H Ll
3 Includes 3-cant processing tax, a3 manila edible, tanks, New York, prior to 1988, .
2 Quoted as ¥m.barrelsbe
'l-thmlz-monmuveme

Bouros: Buresu of Agricultural Economics, U. 8. Department of Agrioalture.
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TasLE 19.—Utilization of coit d and soybean oil, by cl of products, United States, 1931-48

{In millions of pounds}
Cottonseed-oil utllization ! Soybean ofl utiiization 3
Food uses Food uses
Year Nentooq | Total dis- Nontood | mestio 4t
uses ¢ appear- uses sppear-
Oleom:t- Shorten- | o pors Total ance Oleomar- Sho‘;fn- Other § Total ‘ance
18, 928, 258.7 1,203. 1118 1,315.1 0.6 10. 7.3 18.8 16. 35.
18, 255.8 1,108 134.4 , 239.6 (€) 4. 4.2 19.0 2. 39.
18. 852, 302.2 1,173, 122.4 ,295.8 0 . 9.1 9.8 22 31
5. 1,038, 344.0 1,457, 108.6 , 566.1 Q] 2. 10.3 13.0 17. _30.
9. 01, 9.7 1,331 100.9 , 440.9 1.7 52, 21.4 5.6 2. 103.
108 918, 218.2 I, 242 9.8 ,339.7 4.3 113 5.3 187.4 34 m
173. 1,162, 285.9 1,622.2 124.0 L7461 31.8 90. 2.0 142.6 40. 183,
142. 1,051, 316.6 1,510.. 7.6 1,658.4 39.9 137. 7.2 258.2 49. 308.
905, 32.2 1,329. 84.1 1,413.9 70.8 201, 17.3 389.7 85. 450,
115.9 823, 361.0 1,300. 7.3 1,377.6 87.1 212, 107.5 406.9 2. 499,
149.9 888, 434.0 1,472, 8.3 , 585.9 5.6 215. 140.1 4317 124, 888,
166.4 693, 439.7 1,299. 101.2 , 400, 9 133.3 335.6 129.5 598.4 112, 711,
32 572, 393.9 1,218.2 9.0 ,314.1 108.0 568. 205.3 9717 162 1,134
- 215, 429, 353.3 1,088, 79.4 ,137.6 211.1 620. 2714.8 1,106.2 13. 1,229,
254. 488. 3n.2 1,113, 115.9 ,220.9 206.6 683. U2.7 1,132.4 132, 1,285,
222, 501, 365.9 1,090. 4.2 ,184.8 200.7 743 m.7 1,26.9 1723 1,400,
322. 2M. 405.9 1,028, 82.5 1,110.8 227.6 708. 5.5 1,178.3 0.1 1,448.4
4527 . 4%0.1 1,287, 100.6 1,368.0 252.7 707.4 239.8 1,19.9 270.8 1,470.5
1 Comgﬂod from The Fats and Oils Situation issued Feb. 11, 19!9. the Bureau of Agricultural Economies, U. of Agriculture
’ The Fats and Ofls Situation, November-December 1947, Burean tural E o U. 8. Dx ols.lirienlm and reports of the Commissioper of Internal Reve-
Humdnhdnﬂs.anddkmusein“ i and i
m and varniah, inks food, and loss cludlnc oll in foots.

n mm"d may nnﬂseanddlnctuseinho bakeries, and restaurants,
ungmmm ovoking als, mayo g tels,

21t
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TaBLE 20.—Percentage distribution of utilization of

of products, United States, 198148

Cottonseed-oll utilization

i

>

Se

-
N N N T e

ow

o

-

D A T

HOPUONOTREORO—=OCREND

BNAEAREEETERRAINS
NOSrPOANNPORRLNOD

SSRBBISPEERSSNAsas
DRt D 100 o s 1 €O i s Dt C

PX]

Soybean-ofl utilization
Food uses
Nonfond | Total 3;
uses
Other Total - appearance
:

30.9 2.7 53. 46. 100.0
12.4 38.1 48, 1. 100.

1.8 28.9 3. 69. 100.

8.9 33.5 Q. 57. 100.
£0.9 0.7 73. 2.7 100.
5.2 26.7 84. 15. 100.
9.6 1.0 7. 2. 100.
4.9 25.9 8. 16. 100.
4.3 25.8 85. 14. 108,
42.5 21.5 81. 18. 100.
38.9 25.2 .7 2. 100.
41.2 18.2 84.2 18. 100.¢
50.1 18.1 85, 14. 100.¢
50.4 22.4 90, 10. 100.
54.0 19.2 89. 10 100.
5.8 2.8 87. 12. 100.
48.7 17.0 81. 18. 100.
48.1 16.3 81. 18.4 100.¢

1 Less than 0.05 percent.
Source: Computed from table 19.

IVAddd XVI 0310
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114 OLBO TAX REPEAL

TABLE 23. —Soybean States farm cash income: Total comparcd with part coming from
soybean oil used in oleomargarine and compelang sources, 1946

{In thousands of dollars)

SO | %o Other [B9V008

State Total | S0 180ybean| ysed in | used in | Buttert| 95U | fedto | Lara
shorten- { olcomar- uets 3 dalry
garine cows

885,861 | 36,005 | 15,124 7,000 1,828 | 25,700 | 161,884 5,253 | 27,33t
869,656 | 56,807 { 23,316 | 10,424 2,719 | 18118 | 109, 508 5,714 | 37,858
.} 1,481,189 | 183,243 { 75000 | 28,675 7,479 | 30,880 | 144,837 | 18,353 1 562,912
1,796,271 | 82,182 | 33,678 | 13,319 3,474 | 111,648 | 46,414 0,889 | 99,034

803,240 | 34,200 | 14,052 3,508 930 | 30,695 | 90,011 2,707 | 27,207

6,9’4‘8,% 303,517 | 161,283 | 62,006 | 16,430 | 217,050 | 552,744 | 41,016 (244,302

1 Cash income from farm butter sold plus huttorfat in creamory butter times price received by farmers
mr und of butterfat for cream sold at wholesale.
ash income from all dairy products less income from butter,

8ource: Soybeans total dalry and total farm income from Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U,

l)lrtmwt of A li[ Inco! to butter, soybean oil, ete., calculated by the Natlonal
Milk Prod :‘ fon from Bureau of Agricultural Economics and other data.
TaBLE 24.—Soybean States: Percentage cash from soybeans and soyb oil
uged in oleomargarine and competing sources is of total cash farm income in 1946
Soybean | SBoybean Oth Soybean
Soybean | oll used | ofl used er | meal fed
State Soybeans| “™on™" | i1 ghort- | in oleo- | Butter %&g” to dairy | Lard
ening |margarine| P! cOwS
12.4 5.1 1.9 0.5 2.1 9.8 1.2 3.6
6.5 27 1.2 .3 2.1 12.6 .7 4.4
4.6 1.9 .7 .2 8.2 2.6 .6 5.6
3.8 1.6 .4 .1 3.4 10.1 .3 31
4.2 1.7 .8 .2 29 18.3 N 3.1
6.6 128 L1 .3 3.7 9.3 7 4.1
Norte.—Computed from table 23.
TABLE 25.—Relative price {8 of butter, oleomargarine, bullerfat, and fats
and oils used in oleomargarine, 1926—48
Averag Percent of
Oleomar- | Pricero. pricaof fats| Peroent of TP
Year B"mw‘ ceived by | and ofls g;}l&":‘&‘fm ofls price
(Chicago) egetablo farmers fo:' used in to butter | Yo, Price gf
(Chicago) | butterfat! | oleomar- price oleomar:
garine garine
Cents 1';‘" Cents ;:‘er Cenls per d Cents %ev
UR n U UTH
po 4.1 PW o 42, po 12, 51.0 54,
42, 2I. 41, 13. 49.8 62
45. 21, 44, 48.3 43.
48. 21, 46, 11 45.7 5.
43, 20. 45. 10. 46.8 49.
35. 19. . 53.8 47.
2. 14. A% 6. 5.9 47.
20. 11, 17, 5. 55.7 48,
20. 10. 18 5, 50.5 49.
2. 9. 22. 8. 39.5 67,
28, 15, 28, 10. 52.4 68,
32. 15 32. 10. 47.2 66,
33. 18. 33. 10. 47.6 63,
2. 15, 28, 8 7.2 52,
25. 14, 2. 7. 57.9 49.
8.7 1.8 28 6. 51.6 45.9
33.8 18. 3. 10. 46.7 69.
39. 19, 39. 14, 481 7.

1 Welghted average.
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TABLE 25.—Relative price movemenls of butler, oleomargarine, bullerfat, and fals
and oils used in oleomargarine, 1925-48—Continued

Average Percent of
Butter, g2.| Oloomar- | Pricore. |priccoffats I;?xn?:r?' fats and
Year il garine | ceived by | undolls [ h "o | olls price
(Clicago) | Jgetablo | farmers for n (e for?| to price of
€380} | (Chicago) | butterfat ! | oloowar- Yoo oleomar-
garine P garine
Cents per | Cents %er Cenls "1‘7’" Cents 1;:1
poun, ‘pou; ‘poun
19.0 49.9 14.3 43.2 75.3
19.0 50.3 14.6 45.8 76.8
19.0 50.3 14.8 44.9 77.9
23.0 64.3 18,2 3.2 79.1
36,9 7.8 28.2 62.3 76.4
371 78.6 7.2 49.3 73.3

! Welghted average.
2 Prices of butter shown reflect actual wholesale trading and Include the wholesale mark-up permitted
under OPA, MPR as amended,

TABLE 26.—Retail price and farmers’ share; buller and oleoma:garine, 1946-48, by
months and January 1949

Butter Oleomargarine
Month Retail price Farmers’ sharo Retall price Farmers’ share
(cents g)er (cents ;;;r
poun Cents per poun Cents per
pound Percent pound Percent
53.6 417 4.3 8.3 34
53.6 41.8 78 4.3 8.32 K]
53.8 42.6 79 24, 8.28 K]
8.0 42.8 8 2. 8.23 34
52.6 421 9. 8.22 e
57.5 429 7% A4, 8.13 34
76.5 57.8 76 25. 8.20 33
3.0 67.9 79 30. 9.27 30
70.8 61.6 26, 9.34 35
9.2 3. '] 2.2 10.22 38
85.3 69.0 1 42. 11.35 27
89.4 710 79 425 11.65 k14
68.6 53.6 3 28.3 8.86 31
717 61L.0 9 42, 10.87 2
74.2 55.7 5 41 10.91 2
80.6 60.1 5 43. 10.72 %
71.8 86.2 78 45, 11.00 4
67.7 51.7 6 41. 11.31 2
69.0 51.6 5 40. 12.16 30
74.8 85, 4 39. 12.04 30
79.3 59, 5 39. 12.79 32
88.8 68, 17 36. 12.67 35
8.5 61, 78 38, 13.40 35
85.2 63.8 75 39. 13.99 36
°.1 7.5 8 41. 14.09 35
8.2 59.7 76 40.8 13.21 32
91.2 7. 76 14.95 38
87.3 69, 79 41 14.48 33
8.4 65. kil 14.29 35
91.4 68, 75 40, 14.31 35
9.9 68, ] 42. 14.39 34
89.4 67. 5 44, 14.71 33
88.7 68. 7 43, * 14.68 k.
86.4 66. 77 42. 13.66 32
82.6 61, 5 41 12.85 30
5.5 55, 74 40. 11.61 29
7.2 83, 38. 11.63 30
74.1 54, - 38, 11.50 30
84.8 64.1 76 41.4 13.56 8
7.5 64.0 o) 38.3 11.38 3

8ource: Compiled from Marketing and Transportation Situation, Bureau of Agriculture Economics
U 8- Dopartmont of Agricultire. 0§ ! ot '



State oleomargarine laws

Color prohibition

State
State- | Instito-
tional

i
i

INotice required in public eating places ; {cents
|
t

"1 Signs,
8ign, letters 2 inches high

aai dish labeled .
letiers 4 inches b
8ign (2 by 4 inches)

. \otieeonmmumdswm ‘on’at least 2 sides of . ..1.]

|

t

Menu-s—pomttype:p!mdsonntleutmdad
oM.

'iihmrd. letters 3by 2 inches_

smmn. S-xammwtiypoez pbwdsonmh%udeo{room.
or printed notices on menus, int type

Placards with ietters 3 by 2 iches ot

Placards Dlamly legible from all parts
Signs plainly visibie from ail parts of room

ort

.
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letters 2 inches in
lacard or arenu card.

ues:s'"{zmi"i:& n

Wyoming............

l\otiaonmennmdpnnm! notice posted in room, ;

I a
Card (10 by 14 inches, te esck: table, letters ;
b Migch. ) oppasite & |
.Noﬁeeonmmu:;s‘xmssmuimdbvcommis—i jomeeee

being )
Signs with letms 3 inches high In €0OSPICUODS |- -.-aennen |
Signs with lstters 1 inch square in CUDSPICUOUS .- <zneee- H
places. H

ot being fur } wys
Cnds (10 by 1¢inches) opposite cach table (letters |
14 tnches). |

10!,
G

| i i
BI0

1 Attorney General u;mrl,v Report of Attormey General. .\wHune. ).
opinion Tolds that Alabata 00 because dolored

does not prevent sale of colored ol
isnot lmltauon bomr

Ay margar| fat or it other than the following: Olev vil. oleo
&Mmsmanmwmﬁh tonseed ofl, peanut oil, corn il or soybean

cettain penal institutions.

4 Bupreme Coun of State held whero oleo was sold under the original natural coiur
onhooum«lunbw(eventhouxb lmmwtdmingthemﬂmm

and umm.o had to 10 restore color) it was not within the statute prohxbmng
the sale of lny snurlom mmuon purnom-u to be butter. (Supreme Court of
thd.. 1044, Mayov. Winn & MM(hl&lﬂu&l&lB\x.\l W)
Same as (?) above with beef and sheep fat added to the exemption.

OU margarine containing any fat or oil other than the nowlnz Oleo frm cuttle,

oleo stock from cattle, oleo stearine from cat m neatrul lard from hogs, peanut oil, pecan
dﬁm‘:iliommmd oll, soybean oll. or milk fat.

§ Same aa (8) above exoept that oll {3 not listed.

§ Attorne; ()) opmm md:mdhmel 1948, states that vellow oko may de
sold tn suu it markhu and labeling requirements are complied with.

18 Yellow oleo s being sold (o State on advice nom State Health Department that
oleo i3 not a butter substitute.

11 Except penal institations.
1 Upon mrgarine conmuinng less than 65 percent animal fats and oils and contalning
:]l:\&uorowo&bermansmm.ﬂ&uorom\ mulk fat, peanut oil, cotzonseed oil, of corn

13 Attormey Geperal opinion letier Quted June 2% 1948, states that it is hwfnl o seil
y«;ﬁwﬁlwm\mmwbmtbommmormt reol have printed thervon the
- s eom.

« "olmwonn wnau.mmx bux.er substitute from outnde of Stute Must pay tax and a license
e

-;z:;:e 3S note & sbove except that beel &t is added to exemptions and pecan ol
omitted.

13 82 10 $100, depending on amount sold.

¥ Persous who duy from out-of-State retuilers must pay 8 cents per pound and sre
required to pay an annual hoense fee of $1.

N Proprietors of botels and restsursais.

n Pmpr!iem of dourding houses \hyving 3 or more dounders), dakeries, and confec
thonary stares

2 \arganne cortaining 2 percent o more of animal fats or oils is exempt.  Repealed.
effective Apr. 1, 149

vadun XvI 0970
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118 OLEO TAX REPRAL

ANALYAIS OF THR PROTOSKD Guuierre-Winky AMENDMENT IN THE NATURN OF A
Suvmsriture o H. R, 2028 ny Marion R, Garsrana, Counsern, NATIONATL
Cooprrarive MLk Pronuckns Fepuration, Aviin 7, 1049

The proposed Qillette-Wiley amendment to H. R. 2023 in tho nature of &
substituto introduced in tho Senate April 4, 1049, and reforred to tho Finance
Committeo would accomplish the following purposes:

1. It would ropeal the taxes tmposod on oleomargarine under the Intornal
Revenue Code, inoluding (a) the % cont por pound tax on olcomargarine not
colored yellow, (b) the 10 conts per pound tax on yollaw oleomargarine, and (e)
the 15 oonts per pound tax on all olecomargarine imported from foreign countrios
(20 U, 8, (., nocs, 2301, 2300).

2. It would repeal the apecial ocoupational taxes or leenso foos imponed under
the Intornal Rovenue Codo on manufacturers, wholesnlors, and rotaflors of
olcomargarine, including (a) the apeclal tax of $600 por year on manufaoturers of
oleomargarine, whether yellow or othorwire; (b)) thoe apooial tax of $480 per yoar
on wholesalors of yellow oleomargarine and of $200 per yoar on wholosalors of
olecomargarine who do not. soll yollow oloomargarine; and (¢) the spocial tax of
48 per yvear on retailors solling yellow oleomargarine and of $6 por vear on rotailom
of oleomargarine who do not soll it yellow (26 U, N, (., seo. 3200).

3. It would ropeal the present requirements in tho Internal Rovenue Code
relating to the keeping of hooks and to tho making of returns by manufactures
and wholesalors of oleomargarine (20 U, 8. (0, sees, 2302, 2303).

4. It would repeal the preaent provisiona of the Internal Rovenue Codo relating
to the packaging and labeling of oloomargarine (26 U, 8, C,, sees. 2302, 2304).
Under the proposed amendment, olcomargarine other than that colored yollow
would be labeled and packaged in accordance with the Fedoeral Food, Drug, and
Cosmetio Act.  Yellow oleomargarino, whioh might otherwise require more posi-
tive identification, would be oxe?udml from interstato commorco.

5. It would repeal incidental seetions of the Internal Rovenue Codo rolating to
the colleetion of the above taxes and providing penaltios for violations (26 U. 8. C.
Secs. 2300, 2305, 2307, 2308, 2309, 2310, 2311, 2313, 3201).

6. The proposed amendment would provide a vravised and simplified definition
for olcomargarine and yellow oleomargarine without changing in any material
respect. the substance of the present definitions.

. The shipment of yellow oleomargarine in intorstate commerco would be
prohibited. his ia the only restriction that would be imposed on yellow oloo-
margarine under the rmpoeed amondment, Oleomargarine not colored_yollow
would be relieved of all Federal control other than that imposed under the Federal

'ood, Drug, and Cosmotic Act. The retention of Fedoral control ovoer interstate
shipments of vellow olecomargarine ia justified on the ground that oleomargurine
80 colored resembles butter so closcly that it lends itself readily to substitution for
or confusion with butter and in many oases cannot be distinguished from butter
by the ordinary consumer or purchaser. The prohibition against the shipment of
vellow olcomargarine In interstato commerce would extend to the manufacture or
preparation of yellow oleomargarine for shipment in interstate commerce and also
to the recelving or otherwise handling of yellow olcomargarine after it had been
shipped in interstate commerce as yvellow oleomargarine.

8. The rights of the soveral States to determine for thomselves what prohibitions
or restrictions, if any, should be applied to yellow oleomargarine manufactured or
colored within the aame State in which it is to be consumed would be carefully
preserved by the proposed amendment. .

9. The proposed amendment would not disturb in any way the scope of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

10. The Administrator of the Federal Security Agency would administer and
enforce the ;lxi‘mvisions of the proposed amendment in the same manner in which
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act is enforced. The penalties set up in
the proposed amendment are the same as those prescribed by the Federal Food;
Drug, and Cosmetio Act.

LEoar BRIEr oN TRR-CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE PRoOPOSED GILLETTE-WILEY
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE oF A SusstiTuTe To H. R. 2023 BY MaARION R,
GARsTANG, COUNBEL, NATIONAL CoOPERATIVE MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION

The proposed Gillette-Wiley amendment to H. R. 2023, in the nature of a sub-
stitute, was introduced in the Senate April 4, 1949, and referred to the Finanoe
Committee. It would repeal the taxes and special ocoupational taxes imposed

.
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under the Intornal Roevenuo Codo on oleomargarine, snd on the manufaotyrers,
wholosalors, and rotailors theroof, snd wosld substitute o lleu of the present legin-
Intion a prohibitlon against the shipmont of yollow oleomargarine in inturstate
CoOMIneree. ' .

Oleomargsring has beon regulated for many years by the Foderal Govornmont
undor the taxing power (art. I, see. 8, of the Constitution; 26 U, 8, C. scen, 2300 -
2311, 2318, 3200, 3201).  In ordor to pormit the completo removal of the taxos and
speolal oceupational taxes which have horetofore formed the biuse for such Fedoeral
regulation (26 U, 8, C,, neew. 2301, 3200), the proposed smendimont would shift the
hase for such control to the interstate commeres claune,

The proposed amendment. would prohibit the manufacture, transportation,
handling, possession, sale, use, or serving of yellow oleomargarine in interstato
commeren, or after shipmont in interntate commoreo as yollow oleomargarine, or in
connaetion with the production of yellow oleomargaring for shipmeont in interstato
commorco, It feaves to the soveral Btates the right to regulate or prohibit fo
whatover mannor they seo fit yellow oleomargaring manufactured or colored within
tho same State in which it is to be consumed,  The rmhlhluou agsinut interstate
shipments of yollow oleomargarine would bo enforced by the Administeator of the
l"m‘urul Security Agency in the same manner as the Federal Food, Drug, and
Conmotie Act In enforeed,

T'he power of Congress to regulate interstate commerce i derived from article 1,
section 8, of the Constitution,  The statemeont of the power is simple snd without
limitation or qualification. It rends ax follows:

“The Congross shall have Powor- - To regulate Commerce with forcign Nations,
and among the several States, and with the Indian triben; ="

The power of Congress to regulate nterstate commerce is complete, may be
excreised Lo ity fullest extent, sd acknowledges no Jimitations other than are pre-
seribed in the Conmtitution (Wickard v, Filburn, 317 U, 8, 111, 63 8. Ct, K2;
Currin v. Wallace, 306 U, 8. 1, 60 8. Ct. 379, 83 L. Kd, 441; United Staten v.
Carolene Products Co., 304 U. 8. 144, 68 8. C1, 778),

“The powoer of Congress over interstato commerce is plenary and complete in
itself, may bo exercised to ity utmont extent, and scknowledges no limitations,
other than are prescribed in the Constitution,”  (Gibhons v. Ogden, 9 Wheat. 1,
196, 6 1. ¥, 23,  United States v. Wrightwood Dairy Company, 3156 U. 8. 110,
62 8. Ct. 523, 86 L. Fd. 726.) '

“The powes of Congress to regulate intorstate commerce in plenary and extends
1o all such commerce bo it great or small.” (National Labor Relations Bourd v.
Fainblatt, 308 L. 8. 601, 59 8. Ct, 668, 671.)

“The power of Cungress over the instrumentalities of interstate commerce i8
plenary; it may be used to defeat what are decined to be immoral practices;
and the fact that the means used may have the gquality of police regulations is
not consequential” (Cleveland v. United States, 329 U, 8. 14, 67 8, Ct. 13.)

The (prupone(l amendment s patterned after the Federal Filled Milk Act (21
U. 8. C,, sees, 61-64) which prohibits the shipment of filled milk in interstate
commerce.  Filled milk is an imitation dairy product in which vegetable oils have
heon substituted for the butterfat and resembles evaporated milk. — Oleomargarine
is likewise an imitation dairy product in which vegetable oils are used in place of
butterfat to produce an article which so closelr resembles hutter that it lends itself
readily to substitution for or confusion with butter and in many cases cannot be
distinguished from butter by the ordinary consumer,

The United States Supreme Court has twice sustained the conﬂtitutionnlitr of
the Filled Milk Act, both eases involving criminal proceedings against the Carolene
Products Co. for violating the act.

In the first of these cases, decided in 1938, the Court said:

“First. The power to regulate commeree is the power ‘to prescribe the rule
by which commerce is to be governed’ (Gibbons v. Ogden,  Wheat. 1, 196, 6 L.
Ed. 23), and extends‘'to the prohibition of shipments.-in such commerce’’ (cases
cited). “The prohibition of the shipment of filled milk in interstate commerce is
a permissable regulation of commerce, subject only to the restrictions of the
fifth amendment. .

“S8econd. The prohibition of shipment of appellee’s produet in interstate
commerce does not infringe the fifth amendment” (Uniled States v. Carolene
Products Co., 304 U. 8. 144, 58 8, Ct. 778).

In the second case, decided in 1944, the Court pointed out that filled-milk
compounds lend themge]ves readily to substitution for or eonfusion with milk
products and that they are arti.cial or manufactured foods which are cheaper
to produee than similar whole milk proucts. .
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“When pounded and d, whether enriched or not, they are indlis-
tingufshable by the ordinary from pr d natural milk. Theo pur-
ohaser of these compounds does not got evaporated milk. This situation has not
changed since the enactment of the act. The possibility and actuality of confusion,
decoption, and substitution was appraisod by Congress. The prevention of such
practices or dangers through control of shipments In interstato commeroe s
within the power of Congress (oascs eited). Tho manner by which Congress
carries out this power, subjoct to constitutional objections which are conaldered
hercafter in part Third of this o inlon, is within legislative discretion, even
though the method chosen Is prohibition of manufacture, sale, or Ahl‘pmont."

e under the first point of this opinion, we have determined that the
avoldance of confusion furnished a reason for the enactment of the Filled Milk
Act”’ (Carolene Products Co. v. United Stales, 328 U. 8, 18, 65 8, Ct. 1).

In view of the foregoing decislons and many others u rholdinf the power of
Congress to regulate matters which operate to burden or hinder Interstate com-
merce, there ia no room for reasonable doubt as to the constitutionality of the
proposed amendment, :

Arxin 11, 1949,
Mr. Cuarrrs W, Horman,
Sacretary, National Cooperative Milk Producers Federation,
Washington 6, D, C.

Drear Mn. Houman: In Senator Fulbright's statement before the Senate
Finance Committee April 8, 1949, there appears sn interesting discussion of the
adverse effects resulting from attempts by Individual States to rogulate interstate
commerce. Tho discussion {8 used in connection with an argument against a
Rroposed amendment to H, R, 2023, in the nature of a substitute, introduced

pril 4, 1949, by 26 Senators.

The proposed amendment does not involve in any way the regulations of intor-
stato commerce by the individual States but is limited entirely to the regulation
of such commerce by the Federal Government,

The power to regulate interstate commerce is vested by the Constitution in
the Congress and s denled to the States. The Federal Food, Drug, and Cosimnetic
Act, the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the Filled Milk Aect, and the National
Labor Relations Act are examples of the excrcise of the interstato-commerce
power by Congress.

The argument made in the statement i3 not directed againat such laws nor
againat the exercise of the interstate-commerce power by Congress but is direr.ted
against the exercise of such power by the individual States.

Because of inherent differences between these two propositions, it follows that
points and cases directed against tho attempted exercise of the power by the
several States, to which it has been denicd, would not support an argument
against the exercise of the power by the Federal Government, to which it has
been expressly granted. The argument therefore does not appear to be in point
fnsofar as it is applied to the proposed amendment, which as stated above deals
only with the exercise of such power by the Federal Government. ’

Yours truly,
MartoN R, GaRsTANg,

: Counsel, the National Cooperative Milk Producers Federalion.
™ The CrairMAN, Are the witnesses listed here in the order in which
you wish them to come?

Mr., HoLmaN. Yes, sir. )
Tbe Cuatrman, Mr. Russell Fifer?

STATEMENT OF RUSSELL FIFER, CHICAGO, ILL, EXECUTIVE SEC-
RETARY, AMERICAN BUTTER INSTITUTE, ALSO REPRESENTING
THR KATIONAL CREAMERIES ASSOCIATION

The CrairMaN. You are the executive secretary of the American
Butter Institute?

Mr. Firer. That is correct, sir.

The CrairMaN. You also are representing the National Creameries
Association? ’ .
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Mur. Fiver. That is correct.

The Crateman, Your home, Mr. Fifor, is where?  Chicago?

Mr. Firer. My home is Chicago, I,

The Cuairman. You may be seated.  How long is your statement?

“Mr. Firer, I would presume close to 30 minutes, sir.

The Cuamman, I think we may finish it by the time we must recess.

Mr. Fieer. My name is Russell Fifer. 1 am executive secrotary of
the American Butter Institute, 110 North Franklin Street, Chicago,
1., a national trade association of butter manufacturers, The insti-
tute represents nrproximuu-ly 560 butter manufacturing plants in 42
\?tatcs, who supply a daily market to ovey 1,000,000 eream-producing

armers,

The American Butter Institute respectfully requests the committes
to report the amendment to H. R. 2023, a bipartisan substitute hill
supported and sponsored by Gillette-Wiley and 24 other Senators
as complotely fair to the consumers, the retailers, and wholesalers and
to the processors, both oleomargarine and butter. My authority to
support this legislation is embodied in a resolution adopted at the
fortioth annual meeting of the American Butter Institute on Novem-
bor 4, 1948. As the committee understands, the Gillette-Wiley
substitute would ban the interstate shipment of ycllow oleomargarine,
discontinue all taxes and license fees and permit States and Terri-
tories to police the manufacture and sale of olecomargarine within their
own borders,

Senator MiLLIkIN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?

The Cuaimmman. Yes.

Senator MiLLikiN. Do you know whether under the Wiley-Gillette
bill bulk shipment of uncolored oleo would be permitted in interstate
commerce?

Mr. Firer, It is my understanding, sir, that the shipment of
uncolored oleomargarine would be permitted in interstate commerce,

Senator MiLLikIN, In bulk?

Mr. Firer. In bulk, yes, sir; in any form, as I understand it.

As the chairman previously indicated, I was authorized to speak
for the National Creamery Association. I have at this time a wire
which with your permission I will read in the record. Addressed to
myself, received this morning:

This i8 your authority to speak for this association, ita nearly 1,000 creameries,
and the 300,000 dairy farmers whom they represent in your appearance before the
Scnate Finance Committee hearing on’ the attempt of 28 large oleomargarine
manufacturers to secure legislation designed to permit them to gell their product
in the guise of butter.
NaTioNatl. CREAMERIES ABBOCIATION,
W. A. GoRrpoN, Secretary.

Also with the germiseion of the chairman, I would like to state that
e great many State industry organizations from all parts of the
country have supported this lcgislation rohibiting the sale of yellow
oleomargarine in the guise of butter. I don’t want to place in the
record the entire list of the States, but I do have a resolution from the
State of Georgia, the chairman’s State, and if there is no objection I
would like to read it into the record. It is very brief.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; you may read it.

Mr. Firer. Yes, sir.

Whereas there is now pending in the Congress of the United States a bill to
repeal the tax on colored oleomargarine; and
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Whereas the dairy industry believes that this tax could be removed under
cortain conditions without imposing a penalty on either the dairy industry or the
manufacturera of olcomargarine: Thercfore be it

Resolved, by the Georgia Dairy Association in session assembled at Atlanta, Ga.,
January 21, 1949, That the Congrees of the United States do pass the necessary
legislation m(;‘xmling the tax ou colored oleomargarine; and .

hat tho Congress further provido in said Act that manufacturers of olcomar-
garine be prohibited by law from using any color in imitation of the color o long
assooiated with the yellow color in buttsr.
L. 'T. WeLLs, Chairman.
W. P, Waie.
M. C. CoopPkr.

Adopted January 21, 1049,

James E. JAckson, Secretary.

For the information of the Senator from Colorado, the State
organization in that State passed a similar resolution at their meeting
in January. ) . . .

For the information of the committee, following questions at the
opening day of the hearing rognrd!n(.i the cost of installing an oleo-
margarine plant, we were able to find out through trade sources the
cost of complete installation, exclusive of oil-refining facilities. Thave
here a number of copies of the break-down of costs which I submit to
the committee for your information. 1 may just call attention to one
or two of the factors.

The CuarMan. These are all the same?

Mr. Firer. These arve all the same; yos, sir.

This complete oleo plant would be geared to produce 40,000 pounds
daily on a single shift.  In the cost break-down we do not include the
cost of building, indicating that it is quite likely and it is a customary
practico to lease or rent the facilitics, as many are doing today. The
entire cost of line producing 40,000 pounds deily comes to a_total of
$75,625. Of the total cost two items are particularly large.  You will
notice the $20,000 item for the two-tube Votator pump and milk
cooler, manufactured by the Girdler Corp. of Louisville, Ky. I may
add that that piece of equipment is in all the olco operations, and I am
informed that this company is the only com{mny that manufacturers
that particular picce of equipment. The ot ler eXpensive item is the
machine to take care of the printing and wrapping and cartoning of the
product. That machine, as you note, costs $34,000. There is a
statement at the bottom in parenthesis which indicates that on this
40,000-pound daily production, and at a profit per pound of taxes
which is indicated by some of the annual reports of oleo manufacturing
¢ompanies it would take relatively a short time to pay off the invest-
ment on that plant, .

(The document referred to follows:)

CosTs OF OLEO PLANT INSTALLATION

Included are the costs for every single item of equipment neceded to install a
complete margarine manufacturing plant geared to produce 40,000 pounds daily
on a single shift. Space in which to operate such equipment including {}roper
railroad siding could be had at practically any cold-storage house in the United
States for a rental of between $300 and $400 monthly. As a matter of fact some
companies operate precisely that way right now. Witness: Kraft at their Jerscy
City operation, .
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Margarine equipment—1 Votalor line

3 60,000-pound ofl tanks 13 by 13 by 8. .o iicaaaas
2-inch oil-unloading pump . _ . iaacaaaao
Sediment screen, flexible steam and oil eonnections
3 2-inch oil delivery pumps .« o iciaiiaiaaaaa
225-gallon stainless steel mitk-dissolving tank_ ...
Y-horsepower, D-2 mixer.__________________._.__
1%-inch Viking pump to pasteurizers__ ... ... .. .. ....
500-pound platform scale for milk powder
3 300-gallon pasteurizer tanks. . _ oo cuoicaieiaiaacanas
500-pound platform scale forsalt . ... ... . ... __.
1%-inch Viking pump to milk weigh tank..__.._.. emeanan
2 300-gallon stainless steel emulsion tanks. . ... ... -
2 Y-horsepower, 1)-2 mixers_ _ . ... .. .__.. P
500-pound milk weigh tank. .. o oo o ...
500-pound dial scale for same. ... oo iiiiiiiiiiiiaalan
114-inch Viking pump to Votator holding tank.__ .. . ... ... ._.
3-tube Votator, [.mmp and milk cooler (manufactured by the Girdler
Corp., Louisvitlo, Ky.) o o e e iiaceaaaL 20, 000
1-inch remelt pump
Blonder. - oo e eeedcedemeseceane
2 %-pound printers, wrappers, and cartoners (this takes care of a plant
equiped to turn out yellow oleo in Y4-pound prints; it can be done a lot

cheaper in 1-pound prints) ... _.__ eewmeremeeaceemammm——— 34, 000
200-gaﬁon emulsifier-mix tank. .. o iia... 1,
Miscellaneous: Label gummer, belt clectroconveyor, milk washing sink,

culture cabinet, exuct weight seale, et€. oo el , 500
Freight, installation, pipes, connections, ete... oo o .o ...... 4,

Grand and complete total .- . .. 75, 625

(On a 40,000-pound daily production, and at 3 cents per pound profit (net after
taxes), which is what their profit is, it would take only 62 days to pay off com-
pletely a $75,000 investment.)

Senator MiLLikiNn. May I ask another question in that connection?

The reason I asked you whether you could ship uncolored olco in
interstate commerce in bulk was that it occurred to me that you have
a very simple apparatus at destination for coloring the uncolored oleo
if it fitted tho Stato law, if that were permissible under the State law.
Have you any observation on that? ,

Mr. Firer. Iam told it could be done with success.  Of course, you
would require on the list of equipment as 1 have presented here, the
printing and cartoning machine. That is a large item. That is as far
as my information goes. You will probably have before the committee
other witnesses who will be able to testify in more detail on that.

Going back to the statement, the butter industry does not object to
fair and honest competition, but it vigorously resents unfair competi-
tion from & spurious imitation product which is not justified by the
spirit of American free enterprise. I beseech the committee to call
upon representatives of oleomargarine manufacturers during these
hearings—if they tell the truth they will admit their intentions to make
and seﬁsoleomargarine in a form that exactly imitates butter and thus
might eventually disi)lace natural creamery butter.

nder the moral philosophy by which we live, the American people
have always endeavored to prevent the economically strong from
trampling upon the economically weak; to prevent the rich from
using their power to hurt the poor; to prevent the practice of deceits
in order to acquire an economic advantage; and to maintain our free
enterprise on & sound, healthy, and fair basis. When these points

89343—40——9
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are carcfully considered in the butter-olcomargarine issue, the con-
clusion cannot be avoided that butter's side has on it the sanction of
moral right, fairness, and justice.

Congress has always granted certain protective rights to companies
and individuals in the ﬁmn of patents, trade-marks, and copyrights.
In a document prepared by the Library of Congress, it is reported
that Lever Bros, were engaged in a big "awsuit involving Lifebuoy
scap, and that after about 10 yecars of legal battles, the courts ruled
that Lever Bros. and Lever Bros. alone, was entitled to make a cako
of health soap, colored red. Lever Bros. was successful in having
the courts sustain their right to make and soll the only red health soap
on the market.— Lover Bros. is probably the world’s largest oleo-
margarine manufacturer. I understand their production of the
world’s oleomargarine runs up to over 40 percent at the present time.
This company which is so jealous of ite own exclusive right to the red
coloration of health soap neverthecless secks to usurp the historic
yellow color of butter for an imitation product.

1 also call your attention to the fact that the Yellow Cab companies
have the sole and exclusive right to use the color yellow on their cabs.
This view has been supported by dozens of court decisions in the
United States. The Circuit Court of Appeals for the Sixth District,
found that artificially colored p(()lpgly sceds were mado to resemble tho
more valuable Dutch blue and Turkish gray seeds. A decreo of
condemnation was entered in support of Food and Drug’s contention
because such color concealed the price inferiority and made the seeds
appear to be botter or of greater value.

ellow oleomargarine lends itself readily to fraudulent substitution
and misrepresentation and its manufacture and sale should be com-
pletely banned throughout the United States. Therefore, a law to
merely bar interstate shipment of yellow oleo is fair, indeed, and
resgects the right of the States or Territorics to police the manufacture
and sale within their respective borders. The Gilletto-Wiley sub-
stitute gives full recognition to States’ rights and will aid enforcement
in the individual States where the manufacture and saloe of yellow oleo
is banned.

There has been no final action in any Stato legislature in 1949 which
permits tho consumers of that State to purchase yellow olcomargarine
where it was formerly banned. Tennessee oleomargarine laws were
repealed but these ap;l)lied only to taxes. Tennessee consumers could
formerl{dpurchase yellow oleomargarine and they still do so. The
ban in Michigan was repealed, but petititions are being filed in that
State which will make the repeal inoperative until a general referendum
is held in November 1950. In Ohio the senate has voted to repeal
the ban on yellow olcomargarine, but local dairy farmers believe that
the house of representatives may defeat this bill when it comes to vote
in a few days. Many States have reduced or resealed oleomargarine
taxes or license fees but this is in line with the dairy-industry policy
as announced in October 1948. Legislatures in South Dakota,
Nebraska, and Kansas have passed joint resolutions supporting the
intent of the Gillette-Wiley substitute. At the present time the
following 19 States prohibit the sale of yellow oleomargarine:

California, Connecticut, Delaware, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Michigan,
Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, New York, Ohio, Oregon,



OLEO TAX REPEAL 125

Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming.

’)l,‘ho CHatrMaN., Would you mind my asking a question. Is the
manufacture of white oleomargarine prohibited in any State?

Mr. Firer. To my knowledge; no. Some States have taxes on
white oleomargarine, but I don’t believe any State prohibits the sale
or manufacture of white oleomargarine.

Tho CuairMaN. Is Mr. Holman in the room still? Can any one
give us that information, whother thero is any State that prohibits
manufacture, that not merely taxes or regulates but prohibits the
manufacture of white olco?

Mr. Trurrr. I am not sure I have the question, but no State pro-
hibits the manufacture or sale of white margarine.

The CHalrMAN. No State?

Mr. Truirr. No State.

Tho CuairMan. All right.

Mr. Firkr. The committee recognizes, of course, that there are
many of these States large in population. The 19 States where the
sale of yellow oleo is now banned represents slight'l}' over 52 percent
of the total population of the United States, as of July 1948. There
are five other States where the sale is permitted by the order of some
State official, elective or appointive. 1 refer to the States of Ala-
bama, Florida, Maine, Maryland, and Missouri, In those States the
salo of ycllow oleo is permitted by act of some attorney general or
some person inside the State making a ruling. 1f you add popula-
tion of those States to the previous figure because these States all
have laws preventing the sale of yellow oleo—they have merely been
interpreted by some State official—if you add the 19 States to the
5 States, the population of those 24 States would total over 60 per-
cent of the United States population at the present time.

If the Gillette-Wiley substitute is adopted in the Eighty-first Con-
gress, other States will certainly be encouraged to adopt similar con-
sumor-protective legislation,

The butter industry does not object to and does not fear competi-
tion with oleomargarine sold in its natural color, which is white or
almost white when manufactured from domestic oils. The dairy in-
dustry would not object if oleo manufacturers further enhanced this
“natural” color by bleaching processes.

For the committee’s information—these are samples you have seen
before—but just as a matter of record, we have the refined, unbleached
cottonseed ol in this color [indicatin ]’, which is yellow. You take the
same oil and process it to put it in a form that can be spread, the hard-
ening process itself, without the actual bleaching process, it bleaches
the oil out to this shade. Inno respect is that a yellow product. You
have here the refined unbleached oils of soybeans, and we q:ant, the
are yellow, But putting those in a form in which they can be spread,
by the process of hydrogenation and without bleaching, the soybean
ol becomes a sort of greenish hue. In no respect is that a yellow fat
in the final product.

The best chance the consumer has of maintaining a supply of this
cheap spread rests with Congress. Preventing oleomargarine from
usurping butter’s natural yellow color is the way to do it, as I will later
demonstrate. : )
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The demand of the oleo manufacturers that they be allowed to uso
artificial “coloring without restrictions has no justified basis unless
thoy wish to resort to outright docoption in their drive for still biggoer
volumo and still higher profits. It is impossible to make naturally
yellow oleomargarine from cottonseed and soybean oils, according to
the Armour Research Foundation. These oils constitute the major
ingredients of domestic oleomargarine at present, -

he economic effects resulting from an outright legalization of
ollow olcomargarine have been emphasized by a preceding witnoss,

{ remarks will bo directod mainly to the provalance of fraud existing
today in three individual States. ‘

The moral philosophy of the averago American finds nothing wrong
with imitating something, provided the imitation does not result in
doceit and does not jeopardize the general wolfaro, thus disrupting
the livelihood of large numboers of our citizens. To prevent that
happening, Congress and the State legislatures have an obligation
and a duty to pass laws prohibiting such decoption,

In the caso of oleomargarine, deceit is practiced against buttor
every time yellow olcomargarine is served and someono at the tabloe
says, “ Pass the butter.” henever this deceitful act is Ym'fnrmod,
butter is unjustly deprived of its rightful market and the livelihoods
of all people who contribute to the production of butter are unfairly
jeopardized,

he available evidence indicates that if Congress removes all regu-
lations on the salo of vellow oleo, the Nation is in for an unprecedented
rise in fraud. The volume of fraud in the States is truly alarming at
the present time. The State of Arkansas has on its statute hooks a
law similar to tho bill that passed the House. Tt provides that each
individual serving of oleomargarine in a public eating place must be
identified. In Arkansas the identification must be clearly marked on
the plate. Yellow oleo may be sold in that State. '
. Since this is the type of regulation which the oleo interests say is
entirely adequate to prevent fraud, tho dairy industry decided to see
how the Arkansas statute is operating and ascertain scientifically
whether or not it prevents fraud. Accordingly, an impartial fact-
finding agoncy was retained to visit restaurants in Arkansas just last
month and find out if oleo was being fraudulently served as butter.

The firm’s investigators visited 100 Arkansas restaurants scattered
throughout the State. I have here a detailed statement which reports
that in not a single one of the restaurants visited was there a sign of
any kind, or any printed notices, indicating that oleo wasserved. Yet,
& laboratory test of the samples collected K these investigators shows
that in 66 out of the 100 restaurants, the spread was oleco. The
investigators specifically asked for butter.

Senator MiLLikIN. May I ask this? Thore was no sign or printed
notice. Was there anything on the plate or the patty that contained
the butter?

Mr. Firer. I could verify that by checking this detailed report.
My understanding is that there was no notice of any type on any
plate or in any way showing that oleo was being served for butter.

Senator MiLLikiN. Will you check that?

Mr. Firer. I will check that and give you the answer. I am quite
certain that that is correct, sir. .
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If tho chairman wishes, we have the full report. If there is any
question about its verification, it can be inserted in the record, or 1if
you would like to have it for confirmation, it is available.

Thoe Cuairman. How long it it? 1Is it very long?

Mr. Frren, It is not so very long. It indicates each restaurant by
number. It gives the information Senator Millikin asks for.

The CuairmaN. Does it give the name of the restaurant or the
number?

Mr. Frrer. Just the number only,

The CuarrMAN. There could not be any complaint.

Mr. Firer. That is right, sir.

Thoe CuairmMan. I sce no objection to its going in the record.

Mr. Firen. Thank you, sir,

(The information referred to follows:)

Fact FINnERs AsusociaTes. INc.,
New York 17, N. Y., March 8, 1949,

Mr. Russenn Fiven,

KErecutive Secretary, American Butter Institute,
Mr. Cuantes W, Houman,

Secretary, National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation.
Mr. W. A, Gornon,

Secretary, National Creameries Astocialion.

Dear Stre: In the interest of speed this letter and the attached data sheots
aro supplied in place of a more formalized report of our activities in the study
described below. A more formalized report will be sent you on request should
your needs requiro it,

In complianco with your request, transmitted to us through your public rela-
tions counsel, we have conducted a study to determine the nature of substances
being served in 100 restaurants chosen at random in 9 eities in the State of Arkan-
sas. This letter will serve as transmittal accompanying findings, and is a certifi-
cation that our activitics were exactly as letter described; that the activities
of our employees in the ficld were cxactly as described and certified by these
investigators; and that this data represcnts a true and accurate transcription of
our findings.

METHOD OF OPERATION

In conference with client, nine cities in the State of Arkansas were chosen for
testing purposes. In each of these cities our investigators visited restaurants
chosen by thein at random, ordered coffee and some bread product with which is
normally served butter or some butter substitute. These investigators requested
an extra pat of spread whenever two were not provided by the restaurant, since
two pats are required for laboratory test to determine nature of substance being
served as spread. These investigators did nothing to suggest that they were
other than regular customers, until these foods were served to them. Once
having recefved this food, the investigator placed the two pats of spread served
by the restaurant in a coded glassine container which was then sealed. The
specimen number carried on the container was then transeribed to a field form
upon which the investigator recorded the name and address of the restaurant,
and whether there were any indications on counters or walls, in the menuy, or on
the spread plates to indicate that the product served as spread was butter, oleo-
margarine, or any other product in this specific spread classification. Specimens
were then kept in a refrigerated container until work was completed, at which
time they were sent by airmail in this refrigerated container to the offices of
Chicago Dairy & Food Laboratories, 6030 North Clark Street, Chicago 26, Ill,
who were retained to conduct a Reichert-Meissl test upon these specimens and
report to us by specimen number their findings.

e have received from the Chicago Dairy & Food Laboratories a series of
letters signed by Dr. V. C. Stebnitz, director, giving these findings. These
letters are retained in our files and available to the inspection of any interested
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parties authorized by client. The summation of the findings of these lettersis
as follows:

Number glva: [:3 Number of not pocl
butterfat | butterfat

City

‘Fort Bmith..
Texar! -

Swrad

-

Sernnaao
AOHRUNNR®

g
8l
$

In total, therefore, of 100 restaurants chosen at random in nine cities in the
State of Arkansas, 66 or 66 percent are serving as a spread a product which, by
result of Reichert-Meissl number test, is identified as containing no butterfat.
» -Attached are detail sheets .indicating those instances in which signs were
posted conoerninﬁ type of spread product served in the restaurant, and also
giving the exact Reichert-Meissl number attributed to each specimen in findings
su?plled to us by the Chicago Dairy & Food Laboratories.

trust this information will prove sufficient for your needs.
Cordially yours,
Facr FINDERS AssociaTes, INc.
WiLriam J. O'BRikN, Ezxeculi Vice President

Trumann, Ark.

Was there any sign or notice | Was :?here any sign lsol' notice that | Repart
oleo!

that butter is served— margarine Is served— of
Chicago
Restau- Dalry &
rant No. | On walis On On walls On Food Finding of
(speci- or In menu?| butter or In menu?| butter | Labora- | laboratory tests
men No.) | counters? plates? | counters? plates? | _torles,

Reichert- |-
Meissl
Yes | No | Yes{ No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes | No No.

X [..... X |-..-- X |..... X |- X 0.12 | Fat in sample

not butterfat .
X |l..... X X X X .121.  Do.
X |.-een X X X X .18 Do.
X ...t X X X X 30.28
X {--..- X X X X 1n Do.

Of five restaurants checked four, or 80 percent, served as a spread & product
identified as containing no butterfat by Reichert-Meissl number.

Monticello, Ark.

‘Was there or notios | Was there any sign or notice that | Report
that bu&ry iasigrved— ohomusa’ﬁne is served— of

Chicago
. Restau- Dalry &
rant No. | On walls On On walls On Food ‘Finding of
. (speci- or In menu?| butter or In meou?{ butter | Labora- | laboratory tests
men No.) | oounters? plates? | counters? plates? tories,

elss]
Yes | No | Yes] No | Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes| No No.

.......... X X 0.12 | Fat in sample
not butterfat.
Q 1y | (1) X . Do,
[0 ONNO] X 29.94
.......... X X .10 Do.
80..ceeeei]enae]| X feasf X s X [eeeen] X Jeeeen X X .21 Do.

1.No menu.
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Summation.—Of 5 restaurants cheeked 4 or 80 peroent served as a spread &
product identified as containing no butterfat by Reichert-Meisel number.

Camden, Ark.

Was chere any sign or notice | Was thereany sign or notice that| Report

that butter is ser ved— oleomargarine is served— of
Chicago
Restau- Dalry &
rant No. | On walls On On walls On Food Finding of
(speci- or In menu?| butter or In menu? | butter | Labora- | laboratory tests
men No.) | counters? plates? | counters? plates? | _torfes,
Rﬂd\ew
Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes | No| "No.
X |.... X X X |..eee X [....| X 0.4 | Fat in sample
not butterfat.
X X X X X X .28 Do.
X X X X X X .28 Do.
X X X X X X .40 Do,
X X X X X X .18 Do.
X X X X X X .30 Do.
X X X X X X .8 Do.
X X X X X X .27 Do.
X X X X X X .20 Do,
X X X X X X A1 Do.

Of the 10 restaurants checked, 10 or 100 percent of specimens of spread served
are established to contain no butter fat by Reichert-Meissl number.

Fayetteville, Ark.,

Was there any sign or notice | Was there any sign or notice that Rep’on

that butter is served— oleomargarine is served— of
Chi~ago
Restau- Dairy &
rant No. | On walls On On walls On Food Finding of
(speci- or In menu?| butter or Inmenu?| butter | Labora- |laboratory tests
men No.) | counters? plates? | counters? plates? | _torfes,
Rejchert-
Meisst
Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | ~ No.
X X X |- X 29.95
X X X f..... X 30.13
X X X |..... X .21 | Fat in samplo
not buneac,
X X X X 1 Do,
X X X .34 Do.
X X X 32,36 Do,
X X X X .22 Do.
X X X X .54 Do.
X X X X 31.00 Do,
X [.oeeq X |eaee- X X .45 Do,

Summation.—Of the 10 restaurants checked, 6 or 60 percent served a product
having the physical appearance of butter or oleomargarine containing fat which
laboratory tests showed to be not butterfat. Of these 6 restaurants, 1 indicated
by a sign or notice on the walls or counters that oleomargarine was served.
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Fort Smith, Arkansas—105 restaurants

Waa thero any sign or notice | Waa there any alun or notive that | Report
that butter ls served - ! oleomargarine Is sorved -- of
. Chlcago
Restau- |* Dulry &
rant No. [ On walls On On walls On Food Finding of
(apecl- of Inmenu?{ butter or Inmenu?| butter | Labora- | laborntory tests
men No.) | countees? platos? | counters? plates? | torles,
JORY S, lto;clin-rll-
NN
Yos| No|Yes| No|{Yes| No|Yes| No|Yes| No|Yes| No| No.
) DU L X X ... X X |- X 30 25
1. X X X .42
3. X X X 080 | Fut In sample
not butterfut,
4.. X X X 0.8 Do,
8. X X X 214 Do,
6.. X 1 X X 1.42 ho.
7.. X 1 X X arel
8.. X X X €.97
oL X X X X 1.70 Do,
10t X X X X 0.70 Do,
ns X X X X 1.81 Do,
13. X X X X 0. 62
13. X X X X 32.00
14 d X . X X X 0.79 Do,
| 1 JOPR NN, X l..... X |..... X . X X2 Do,

§ No. 9 and 10 are colorad restaurants.
* No. 11—-Ncgroes use rear entrance.

Summation.—Of a total of 15 restaurants serving a product having the physical
appearance of butter or olcomargarine, 9 or 60 percent served a product containin
fat which laboratory tests showed to be not butterfat; 1 of these 9 indicate
in its menus that butter is served; 3 of the same 9 were colored restaurants or
also served colored people. None of the 15 restaurants indicated by way of any
printed words that oleomargarine was served,

Texarkana, Ark.— 16 restaurants

Was there any sign or notice | Was there any sign or notice that | Report

that buttor is served— oleomargarine is served-— of
Chlcago
Restau. Dalry &
rant No. | On walls on On walls or F Finding of
(speci- or In menu? [ butter or Inmenu?| butier | Labora- | laboratory tests
men No.) | counters? plates? | countors? plates? tories,
Relchert.
Molss|
Yes| No ] Yos] No |Yes| No | Yes| No | Yes| No | Yes| No| No.
X |..... X {..... X |.... X |..... X [|..... X 0.24 | Fat in sample
not butterfat.
X X X JdX I X 30.8
X X X X X .43 Lo.
X X X X X .51 Do.
X X X X 41X X 1.8 Do.
X X X X X U Do,
X X X X X .z Do.
X X X X X |- X 2.7
X X X X | X X .12 Do.
X X X X X 20,99
X X X X X X 8.9
X X X X X | X 2.41
X X X X X X 29.14
X X X X X | X 20,02
X X X X X X 28,68

$ Nos. 17 and 29 are colored restaurants serving neither butter nor oleomargarine.

Summation.—Of a total of 15 restaurants checked, 7 or 46.7 percent served a
roduct having the apgearanee of butter or oleomargarine containing fat which
boratory tests showed to be not butterfat. Two of the 15 restaurants catered

to Negroes. These two served neither butter or oleemargarine. None of the 15
resta\:’rants indicated by way of any printed word that olcomargarine was
served.
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Litlle Rock, Ark,

Was thore any algn or notico | Wus there any slgn or notice that | Roport
that butter (s served — olootarguring Is served —~ of
Chicago
Reston- Dalry &
rant No. | On walls on On walls | On Food Finding of
(spoet- or In menut{ butter or inmenu?| butter | Labora- | lshoratory Lests
ment No.) | counters? plates? | counters? Platea? torles,
R [N USRI ISR SUR— B {77V T {0
Melss)
Yes| No | Yos| No | Yo | No | Yes| No | Yea| No | Yor | No No.
X |..... X l.... X |eeee X |-.... X {e-s X 0.2 | Fat In sample
not butterfat,
X X X X X X .18 Do,
X . X X X X .18 bo.
X X X X X X 30.28
X X X X X X B Do,
X X X X X X 08 Do,
X X X X X X .88
X X X X X X .43 Do.
X X X X |.. X X 1 Do.
X g X | X X |..... X X 2.63
X 1 X1 X X {.... X X L34 Do.
X 1 X X X |-..-- X X 24.67
X 4 X X X |- X X Bl Do.
X X X X |..... X X a1 Do,
X X X X |.. X X .10 Do,
X 4 X X X X X 2 Do.
X 1 X X X X X .3 Dn,
X J X X X X X .00 Do,
X - X X X X 30.75
X X X X X X .3 Do.

Of 20 restaurants checked 16, or 75 porcent served as a spread a product
identified as containing no butterfat by Reichert-Meissl number,

Eldorado, Ark.

Was thore any slgn or notice | Wus there sny slgn or notice that | Report

that butter fs served - oleomargarine is served— ol
Chicago
Restau- Dalry &
rant No. | On walls On On walls On Food Finding of
(speci- or Inmenu? | butter or Inmenu?| butter | Labora- | laboratory tests
men No.) | counters? plates? } cotinters? plates? torles,
Reichert.
Mejss)
Yes | No | Yes|{ No | Yes | No | Yea| No | Yes{ No | Yes | No No.
X |-t X {.-... X {-.oen X l..... X [...] X 0.00 | Fat in um’ple
not butterfat.
X X X X | X X .28 Do.
X X X X X X . Do,
X X X X X X A Do,
X X X X X X -3 Do,
X X X X X X .28 1o.
..... X X X X . Do,
X X X X X X 26.98
X |....| X X X X X 30.49
X |eerr| X |- X X X X . Do.

1 60 and 60 are colored restaurants,

Of 10 restaursants checked 8 or 80 percent served as a spread a product identified
as containing no butter fat by Reichert-Meissl number,
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West Memphis, Ark.

Waa there any sign or notica | Was thero any sfgn or notice that | Report
that butter is served— oleomargarine s served-- of

— Chicago

Restanu. Dalry &
rant No. | On wallx on On walls On Foud Finding of

(spect- or Tnmenu?| butter or Inmenu?{ butter | Iabora- | laboratory tests

men No.) | countera? plates? | counters? platos? torjes,

Yea | No [ Yes| No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yes | No | Yea | No No.

g X [ee- | X Lee

L]
3
~

”
p
”
23

Fat in mm{»lo
not butterfat,

.0 Do,

Do,

u2323228 B2
PARAAR A
RRASAARA
bttt et

*s

187, 68, 69 arc colored restaurants,
184 and 67 stated they were out of butter and served oleomargarine,

Of 10 restaurants checked 3, or 30 percent, served as spread a product identified
as containing no butterfat by Reichert-Meissl number.

Mr. Firer. This is flagrant fraud in complete and total disregard
of tho law’s requirements.

Senator MiLLikiN. How long has the law been in effect?

Mr. Firin. It has beon in effect for many years. 1t has boen in
effect for 10 years, perhaps 15, maybo longer.

Yet this wholesale violation of the law occurred only last month,
If this regulation, touted by the oleo interests as being adequate to
prevont fraud has failed so miserably in Arkansas, wﬁmt reason is
there for thinking it would work throughout the Nation?

Actually, the availablo facts indicato that fraud is increasing. Last
year the dairy industry reported a survey, that has never been refuted
i any respect, which showed that one out of three restaurants in a
selected list of large citics was deceptively serving oleo for butter.
The 1949 Arkansas data indicate a }ar higher proportion, double as
much fraud.

The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture has reported the ex-
istenco of widespread fraud in that State. Miles Horst, sccretary of
agriculture of the State declared to the House Agriculture Committeo
on March 3, 1949, that 153 of 500 eatinF establishments recently
checked by his department were violating the law, These firms were
either serving oleo without license, or mixing oleo with butter, or
coloring the product illegally, and some failed to post signs that oleo
was being served and used.

In his statement, Mr. Horst argued that if coloring of oleomarga-
rine were legalized by Congress, the problem of protecting the con-
suming public from fraud and deception would, without doubt, reach
major proportions and extend beyond the power to control. Thisisa
statement from an official charged with the actual prevention of fraud-
ulenthpassing off of oleo as butter. It represents fact and experience,
not theoiy.

The public press also has reported the existence of such fraud:in
Michigan, On January 25, 1949, the proprietor of a restaurant’in
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Coldwater, Mich., The Hi-Speed Grill, was arrested for serving oleolas
butter. Another similar violation and arrest was reported in Bronson,
Mich., Bronson Hotel Cafe, on March 11, 1949, Those cases were
roported in the Daily Press, so the names are given in this document,

Lot me emphasize the fact that all of the evidence reported on fraud
in Pennsylvania, Arkansas, and Michigan occurred within the past
few weeks. The dairy industry did not have time to conduct com-
prehensive investigations into enforcement methods or the extent of
the fraud in all of the 48 States. Certrinly, the examples cited prove
that tho great incentive to fraud that exists when yecllow oleo is per-
mitted is already responsible for consumer deception on a scale rarely
if ever equaled before in our history. '

The reasons for the incrense are not hard to find. The propaganda
and illustrated advertisements issued by oleo interests have certainly

_suggested deception. Moreover, those States which last spring and

summer legalized the sale of yellow oleo extended an open invitation
lt’o the butterleggers to start gouging the public by serving oleo as
utter,

Will the public think it’s fun to be fooled when the cost of deception
is double or more the product’s true worth? Remember that fraud
can exist at other levels of distribution if the final distinguishing
feature between oleo and butter is removed.

The question has been raised in the House that the frauds reported
merely reflect a lack of enforcement. We feel that any such conten-
tion is disposed of by letters from the Budget Bureau and the Food
and Drug Administration, which state that a simple check once a year
of each eating place in the country would require 960 agents, $6,000,-
000 the first year, and $5,000,000 each year thereafter. Clearly it
would not be possible to fully enforce the regulations contained in the
House bill.

But also, please note that the law in Pennsylvania is being enforced.
The fraud found there ocenrred despite publicized reports of the activi-
ties of the Pennsylvania enforcement agents. A completely legal
yellow oleo makes it simple, convenient, inviting and even almost
respectable to perpetrate such frauds.

Oleomargarine has heen glorified as the “poor man's spread.”
Tt is a fact that olcomargarine is generallv sold at exorbitant prices
when consideration is given to the cost of ingredients. T predict that
oleomargarine, in its cheapest, uncolored form, would disappear from
the market if Congress permits artificial yellow coloring of the product.
and that the price of the imitation product will not go down by the
amount of the tax since it would no longer have to compete with
itself in uncolored form. Data recently assembled from ali arte of
the United States on the price spread between uncolored and yellow
oleo is startling, but this will be only a taste of future events if adequate
controls are not retained.

Government spokesmen have reportedly insisted that the spread
between grocery prices and farm prices must be narrowed. The
percentage of the consumers’ dollar for oleo returned to the farmer was
a mere 31 percent in January 1949, as compared with 73 percent of
the consumers’ dollar for butter received by the dairy farmer. The
price of farm ingredients used in a pound of oleo during January 1949
amounted to only 11.38 cents per pound while the gross farm value
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of ingrodients in a pound of butter in the same period was 54 cents,
These percentages and figures are representative of the historical
ratio as indicated on the attached graphs. The committee will
leaso note that oleo is consistently priced in relation to butter.
leo scems to be one of the few foods whose price is not directly
related to the cost of its principal ingredients. Consumers are
charged all that the traffic wili bear,

The committee will please note that at the close of my prepared
statement we have two graphs indieating the relative prices and costs
of butter and oleo.  You will note, please, that the cost of butter
follows very closely the line of the cost of ingredients. During the
war period you will notice that the cost of butter dipped below the
cost of ingredients which will indicate why butter proJuction dropped
off markedly during that period.  You will also note that the spread
botween the cost of ingredients of oleo and the price of the finished
product, wholesale value, is quite wide, indicating that a small share ~
of the consumers’ aleo dollar goes back to the farmer.  The farmers’
share is also indicated on the second chart. You will see butter is
consistently in the seventies, even up as high as 80 percent— consumer
butter dolfm‘ going back to the dairy farmer-—whereas the returns
from the consumers’ olco dollar going back to the farmer producing
the raw ingredients, the farm ingredients, is usually in the 30 range,
sometimes down as low as 21 or 22 pereent.

(The graphs referved to appear on pp. 135 and 136.)

In spite of the fact that 90 percent of the oleomargarine sold in 1948
was uncolored and thus exerted pressure to hold down the price of
yellow oleo, we have discovered a price spread between the two
products as high as 30 cents in the past year.

Attached to this statement is a reprint of a full-page newspaper
advertisement. appeariifg in El Paso, Tex., last September 1948
which revealed a prico range of 30 cvirts between uncolored and yellow
oleo. The Federal tax on the product is only 10 cents.per pound.
Allowing for the difference in brands and granting a small ad(}itional
fraction for licenses and extra packaging cost, there remains almost 20
cents unaccounted for. It is obvious that the consumer was being
cheated by the exorbitant price spread.

A careful survey has been conducted in various cities where yellow
olcomargarine can be sold to determine the range in prices at the
retail grocery.  Receipted sales slips and cartons have been received
to verify the purchases. Collecting this data from nine cities in as
many States, the summary indicates that the difference in prices be-
tween the artificially colored and uncolored oleo in January 1949 was
21.8 cents per pound, or considerably over the actual Federal tax and
license fees. 'Fho following is a table showing the cities where pur-
chases were made and the actual costs of the two products.

In Atlanta, Ga., the range was 23 cents.  In Harrisonburg, Va., the
range was 22 cents between the uncolored and the colored oleos. In
Phocnix, Ariz., it was only 12 cents. In Louisville, Ky., 27 cents. In
Enid, Okla., 22 cents. In Denver, Colo., 32 cents between the price
of uncolored and colored oleo.

Senator MiLLikiN. Thirty-two cents? .

Mr. Firer. Yes, sir.  This was in January 1949. West Memphis,
Ark., 28 cents. Muncie, Ind., 14 cents, and Olive Branch, Miss., 16
cents.
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All these States listed, permit the sale of yellow oleo and we had
recoiptod salos slips proving the figures that are in this table.

Senator Mintakin, Were these selected cities whero there was
advance knoweldgo of that disparity in price or where they picked at
random or how did you pick those cities?

Mr. Firkr. They were merely picked at random. There were
industry people in those arcas who went to the stores and purchased
the product and sent the cartons in, along with the receiptod sales slip
to prove the purchase. :

Senntor MiLuikin. Would you say that generally spenking the
(liﬂ[;urity between the two is substantially wider than the amount of the
tax? ’

Mr. Fivsnr. Yos, sir; it is gonorally so.

The Cuatman, They have quite u great deal of trouble reporting,
They have to mako reports, which is an expensive operation, 1
imagine it would be somewhat wider than the tax,

r. Kirenr, And most of thesoe purchases 1 might add indicate were
made in the so-called chain stores. They were not the delicatessen,
ordinary type of store. I verified that point mysclf,

Senator MiLuikin, 1 wish you would tell e, if you are at liberty,
what the store was in Denver.

Mr. Frren, 1 will check that. I wouldn’t know it off-hand. 1
will certainly do that. 1 can give you the exact name of the store and
the address and the date.

M.(l'ﬂzg i;\formution requested was supplied personslly to Senator
illikin.

(The table referred to follows:)

Oleo price survey—price spread between colored and uncolored oleomargarine in
various cilies, January 1949

Price spread Difference
City and State uno:l)kmlxl
and col-

Uncolored | Colored ored oleo
Atlanta, (s $0.27 $0. 50 $0.23
Harrisonburg, Va . 49 .22
oenix, Azl .37 49 .12
Loulsville, Ky .25 .52 27
nid, Okia . ¥4 .49 22
Deaver, Cclo ... 19 51 .32
West Memrals, Ari.. @ \58 28
Muncle, Ind....... .39 .63 14
Olive Branch, Miss... .34 .50 16

NoOTE,—Average difference between uncolored and colored oleo, 21.8 cents per pound.

Mr. Firer, Before leaving the price relationship, I would like to
make a brief statement concerning the present butter situation, The
present price of butter is actually cheap in terms of worker purchasing
power, Compared with 1920, the price of butter was 55 percent
cheaper in December 1948, when one considers the average wage-hour
rate as reported by the Bureau of Labor Standards. Butter is a good
buy at today’s prices and actual sales indicate that the consumer
prefers the real thing to imitations or substitutes. Production and
sales of butter are 20 to 25 percent ahead of 1948. Production for
this year appears likely to remain on this level for the remaining
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months. Oleomargarine sales are considerably under last year. Thus,
the consumer votes for butter when no element of unfair competition
is involved.

The oleo interests have been calling the attention of the press and
the general public to the fact that butter manufacturers use artificial
coloring and they demand to be permitted the same privilege. This
tactic is often used to conceal a skeleton. It has properly been called
& yellow herring. The purposes in using color in butter and oleo are
directly contrary to each other. In less than half of the States where
butter is manufactured there is occasion to add artificial coloring and
then only in the wintertime when the cows are fed dry forage. Even
in those months butter is definitely yellow, although slig%nly paler
than the summer product. Since more than half of our butter is

roduced during the flush period, only a small proportion of the total
utter manufactured receives added coloring material, probably less
than 20 percent, and some of that only to a minor degree.

It is important to remember, moreover, that when coloring is
added to butter it is for the purposes of uniformity and not for the
purpose of making it look like something else.

The addition of artificial color to butter does not enhance its price
as in oleo. The color of butter is not a reliable index of its vitamin A
content. Therefore it cannot be said that color is used to make
consumers believe it has a higher vitamin content than is the case.
If butter had always been white, the oleo manufacturers would be
outraged if they had to color their product yellow.

The CuatrMAN. You will have to suspend because we have to go
to the Senate. The committee will have to recess and we will resume
your testimong at 2:30. I think we can get back. If we cannot,
the clerk will have to advise you that we will not be able to return.
It does depend somewhat on what is taken up in the Senate.

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee recessed until 2:30 p. m.
the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

(Whereupon, at 2:50 p. m. the committee reconvened pursuant to
the taking of the noon recess.)

The CrairMaN. We will have to proceed because I do not know
whether any other members of the committee can get over or not.
They are excused, but some of them are directly interested in the
piece of legislation that is on the floor.

You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF RUSSELL 'FIFER, CHICAGO, ILL., EXECUTIVE
SECRETARY, AMERICAN BUTTER INSTITUTE, ALSO REPRE-
SENTING THE NATIONAL CREAMERIES ASSOCIATION—Resumed

Mr. Firer. I was on page 8, and I was interpolating a few remarks
when we were interrupted. . ]

But even if yellow was not the natural color of butter, and it had
always been colored yellow, the principle would be the same. By
long usage and custom, yellow has become so associated with butter
that the user of a competitive article wants to secure an unfair ad-
vantage. There are laws today against the unfair passing off of one
commedity for another. Such an act is considered in law to be fraud-
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ulent. It is considered against good morals and trade honesty to
imitate the name or the appearance of any manufactured product so
as to induce the purchaser to buy the new article thinking he is
buying the one he has always used. This:is so even if the new article
is just as good or even better. .

have reference, Mr. Chairman, to the hearings before the Food
and Drug Administration in November 1940 called for the purpose of
writing a standard of identity for oleomargarine. It was stated at
that time by a spokesman for the oleomargarine industry that there
was no_colored oleomargarine being sold commercially anywhere in
the United States. That was in 1940.

Butter is always yellow, and always has been yellow. Reference
to ancient history and to scriptures in the Bible reveal that point.

The oleo interests claim that the consumer wants her oleomargarine
yellow. The so-called consumer demand is purely an invention of the
oleo propaganda machine. . . .

With all due respect to the ladies who appear at the various hearings,
the commitiee should not forget that during the Eightieth Congress,
according to theNew York Times, signatures on consumer petitions
asking for the repeal of the oleo taxes were bought for a pound of oleo
apiece. A distinterested commercial survey in 1948 indicated that
6 out of 10 homemakers do not care whether or not they can buy yellow
oleomargarine. Through advertisements in color and the distribution
of various leaflets, the consumers have been told that they want and
should demand yellow oleomargarine. Little do they suspect and
nothing are they told of the price they would have to pay for yellow
oleo should the white product disappear from the market. o

For 50 years oleomargarine manufacturers have been providing
yellow coloring with every package they sell. Their motive, then, is
obvious—to imitate butter so closely that deception will and can take
place. Oleomargarine has been made to imitate butter so closely that
color is the only distinguishing feature by which the average consumer
can tell them apart. . . .

The Globe-Gazette, a newspaper in Mason City, Iowa, states in a
recent editorial:

You are more naive than we hope you are if you believe that all is altruism,
sweetness, and light on the oleo side of the oleo versus butter fight now approaching
its decisive phase. The attempt has been made, and too successfully, to give the
appearance that all the selfish and sordid motives are to be found in the dairy
interests, that the oleo proponents are thinking only of the dear consumer. Be-
cause we are on the mailing list for the promotional material for both sides of this
controversy, we are prepared to say that if there is any difference in the commer-
gial motivation, it’s greater in the makers of margarine than in the makers of

utter.

It’s our judgment that at least nine-tenths of the agitation for first removing
oleo taxes and then permitting it to be sold without identification emanates from
those with oleo to sell, not from those on the buying side. From the start this
newspaper has been opposed to any punitive tax on margarine designed to dis-
courage its use by those who out of necessity or preference wish to buy it. But
coupled with this is a firm insistence that oleo can be sold for what it is—not for
butter. Anybody buying oleo, either in package form or in a public eating place,
should know that it’s oleo he’s buying and eating. It’s on this issue that the
future battle between the dairy interests and the oleo makers is ﬁgipg to be waged.
Even in advance of the repeal of special taxes, the oleo propaganda is being pointed
toward that goal.

But in addition to the paid petitions and the mimeogmghgd post
cards there is an even more important factor accounting for the illusion

80343—490——10
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of a vast army of consumers pleading for yellow oleo. Throughout
the past decade, the manufacturers of oleo have been spending millions
of dollars on national magazine, newspaper, and radio advertising. In
each of the last 2 years the standard trade sources such as Tide Maga-
zine report that oleo manufacturers have expended $6,000,000 annually
on advertising.

The same sources that report the $6,000,000 annual total for oleo
tell us that the total amount of advertising expenditures for butter
has averaged considerably less than $500,000 & year. In other words,
gairg' farmers and butter producers have worked under a 12-to-1

andicap.

The power of advertising is by now well-known and admitted. The
effect of this advertising in generating the demand for yellow oleo can-
not easily be overestimated. But this committee or the Congress
should not accept the demand thus generated as a mandate to strike a
body blow at the dairy industry.

Butter manufacturers believe that the Nation’s press is indepond-
ent and that editors of metropolitan papers are not influenced in their
support of the oleo interests by the existence of this 12-to-1 margin in
advertising outlays. However, this belief is apparently not shared by
the oleo interests themselves. I have here a collection of letters from
advertising agencies to oleo manufacturers in the form of a photo-
stated reproduction, in which the editorials were enclosed to the oleo
manufacturers and stating, “Here’s how the editors are coming through
in support.” This photostatic copy shows duplicates of Ietters to
oleo manufacturers from five newspapers—two in Denver; one in
Asheville, N. C.; one in Tampa, Fla.; and the Washington Post. It
is available for your examination, if you so desire.

The CuairMaN. You may file it with the reporter, if you care to.

Mr. Firer. It may be filed; yes, sir.

The Crairman. It will not {ecome part of the record necessarily,
but it will be available to the members of the committee.

(The document referred to is on file with the committee.)

Mr. FiFer. I would also like to quote a telegram that the adver-
tising agency of Benton & Bowles sent to Kansas editors urging prompt
editorializing in support of their oleo client. The telegram is to the
Kansas, attention editor, Concordia, Kans. The telegram follows:

Communicating with you on behalf of our client who would be seriously affected
if House bill 423, now In your State Senate, would be passed. This bill would
probibit in Kansas the manufacture and sale of yellow margarine which is now
permitted in approximately 30 States. Passage of this bill would definitely be a
step backward when whole tendency throughout country is to remove discrimina-
tory taxes and restrictions upon margarine, a most wholesome and needed food.
Would appreciate your editorializing and doing what you can to prevent enact-
ment of this most unjust legislation. Action on bill in Senate will probably come

up soon so that anything you may do needs prompt attention. Such efforts on
yO'lll‘!i‘l ps{g would be in the best interests of the people of your State.
anks.

CLARENCE B. GosHORN, President.
BenTON & BowLEs, Inc.

The butter industry has gone through a complete evolution in the
past century. Churns have been improved and it is quite certain
that soon butter will be made by & continuous process. Equipment
for handling cream and making butter is constructed of stainless steel
and other modern metals. e general quality of butter has been
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constantly improving over the years, as attested by statements of top
spokesmen of the regulatory agencies.

The butter industry has been progressive in creating attractive and
protective packages. The aluminum foil is one of the more recent
wrappers for butter. Butter retains its fresh clean flavor for reasonable
periods under refrigeration. It contains no chemical preservative.
We know that oleo manufacturers plan to copy all of these progressive
changes and developments, which the butter industry has pioneered—
except for refrigeration—just as they hope to take over the natural
color of butter.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to demonstrate a number of oleo
cartons. You will please note from the various cartons before me that
they are all yellow in color. In fact, you will find them even more
yellow than most of the butter cartons today. Please notice the
packages are also the same size and shape as butter cartons. We
have here an olco carton of square type, and a butter carton of the
samesizeandshape. Thisoleocartonissimilar to the so-called western

ackage which is used for butter in most of the areas from the Missouri
%iver on West—in California and the Western States.

Many packages bear illustrations of pastures and farms to suggest
the wholesome country freshness of butter. “Oleomargarine’” is
printed on each package in large, readable type, but cartons may be
switched and the wrapper can be changed without much difficulty.
The price incentive to do so is tempting to the unscrupulous. There
is no label on oleo when it is served on the table. The consumer is
entitled to get what she pays for and must be protected against
fraudulent practices.

Mr. Chairman, I have here two cartons. The two cartons contained
a pound of oleo and a pound of butter in quarters. In a matter of a
few minutes’ time, in fact a few seconds’ time, we have switched the
wrappers, 8o when I é)ull outany of these two together, we are taking
out one quarter pound of oleo and one quarter pound of butter. These
you see are wrapped in butter wrappers. The wrappers were switched
casily in a matter of seconds. The revenue from such illegal practice
would amount to many dollars per hour. As you can see, the two
qugrt_cr-pound prints—butter and oleo—are identical in color, shape,
and size.

In closing, let me remind the committee that the oleo industry has
never sought to develop a new product. They have at all times worked
solely to produce an exact imitation of butter in every respect.

The oleo interests have not developed a product having a distinctive
flavor. They wanted only the exact flavor of butter.

The oleo manufacturers have not sought to develop & new and more
appetizing color for their product. They have insisted on using the
exact identical color of butter.

The oleo industry has not tried to develop new methods of packaging
or serving, nor a new body or consistency for their product. No; at
all times their goal has been to produce not a new product but sofely
an exact imitation in every respect and characteristic that can most
~ easily be palmed off as butter.

Let me also dispose of three of the favorite arguments the oleo in-
terests try to employ.

Wae still hear talk from oleo supporters in the field about oleo taxes
being discriminatory and un-American. TheJtaxes ceased to be an
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issue last October, but they are still being trotted out, even in the most
recent Gallup poll on the subject.

Secondly, we hear a lot of talk about freedom of enterprise. Look
over the rate of growth of the oleo industry in the past 10 years and
tell us how the oleo industry has been restrained. Also, when you
compare the plight of 3,500 small creameries in competition with the
24 gigantic corporations making olco, it is fairly easy to sce just where
free enterprise needs to be fostered. The talk of freo enterprise and
freedom from restraints is pure economic nonsense, as anyone can tell
in & moment by looking at data on oleo production or oleo profits.

Finally, let me dispose of the bunk about freedom of choice. The
Gillette-Wiley substitute will make uncolored oleo available in a
great many more stores. Any consumer can choose freely between
the use of oleo and butter without any restraint, tax, or levy of any
kind under the Gillette-Wiley substitute. The faw only requires in
those States which wish to protect their consumers from fraud that
coloration of the product be carvied out in the home and not in the
factory. This bill avoids placing the seal of congressional and
Federal approval upon yellow oleo und the resulting deception of the
millions of consumers who prefer butter. There can be no real free-
dom of choice unless ordinary consumers can easily distinguish
between the unpackaged or naked products at a glance.

I hope the committee will report passage of the Gillette-Wiley
substitute bill. Thank you.

The Cuatrman, Thank you very much, Mr. Fifer. Have you any
questions, Senator Butler?

Senator ButLEr. No.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

The next witness is Mr. Glen M. Houscholder.

STATEMENT OF GLEN M. HOUSEHOLDER, BRATTLEBORO, VT.,
DIRECTOR, EXTENSION SERVICE, THE HOLSTEIN-FRIESIAN
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, REPRESENTING THE PUREBRED
DAIRY CATTLE ASSOCIATION

Mr. HouseroLpER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
My name is Glen M. Householder. My home is at Brattleboro, Vt.
I am the director of the extension service for the Holstein-Friesian
Association of America, but I am appearing before your committee
in behalf of the Purebred Dairy Cattle Association of America. I
am appearing to represent 272,500 independent dairy farmers, and
my testimony will reflect their considered evaluation of the oleomar-
garine legislation now before you. The Purebred Dairy Cattle Associ-
ation of America, which has headquarters at Beliot, Wis., comprises
in its membershig the five major dairy breed registry associations
of America, which are the Aryshire Breeders’ Association, American
Guernsey Cattle Club, Brown Swiss Cattle Breeders’ Association of
America, American Jersey Cattle Club, and the Holstein-Friesian
Association of America.

The major purpose of this all-breed association activity is to
improve the producing ability of the dairy cattle of this country.
More milk, at lower cost of production, is the ideal that has motivated
our 227,500 breeders of registered dairy cattle. Their contribution
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has been second to none ir; advancing the American standard of liv-
ing and nutrition. Now, when the possibility of making even a
greater contribution to the common good looms bright and positive,
a profit-loaded big-business group of manufacturers demands legisla-
tion of privileges which amount to the surrender by dairy farmers of
25 crgent of the market available to the dairymen’s most basic
product.

A year ago when I was here it was reported there were 28 oleo-
margarine manufacturers and today, I am told, it has been consoli-
dated into 24. I am advised that of these 24 companies 5 manufac-
ture between 60 and 65 percent of all the oleco made. You can draw
your own conclusions to the element of monopoly.

It is the belief of breeders of purcbred dairy cattle in this country
that the only just means of bringing to a close the prolonged butter-
oleomargarine trade war, and to set up free and honest competition
between the two products, would be the enactment of a law prohibit-
ing the manufacture and sale of oleomargarine colored yellow in imi-
tation of butter. Consequently, we advocate the Gillette-Wiley sub-
stitute amendment because it is fair to the consuming public, and in
a limited way, protects the great dairy industry.

Gentlemen, our breeders feel that in resolving this issue, yours is
a profoundly %ravo responsibility. You must decide here whether a
synthetic conglomerate imitation of one of nature’s historic foods shall
be permitted to masquerade itself into a monopoly—a vast, closely
cuntrolled ruthless monopoly—which would completely and effectively
dry up the very taproots of our delicately balanced farm economy.

Upon your decision actually depends the physical and economic
welfare of not only 2,500,000 dairy farmers, ?mt also that of every
single living American and of the generations to come. This is an
irrefutable fact, since all of us rely fargoly upon the dairy farmers of
this Nation for at least two practically indispensable basic foods,
namely, milk and meat. And it is inevitable that we shall see the
slaughter of millions more of our dairy cows if Congress deprives
America’s dairymen of the only equitable outlet they have for 25
percent of their milk production.,

This is indisputable, when you reflect that butter has always been
the balance staff of the dairying industry. It is, in fact, the only
product which can absorb the fresh spring flow of milk, The gentle-
men of this committee must surely know that nature has so endowed
the dairy cow that during a brief period in the spring our dairy herds
are able to provide approximately one-third of this Nation’s milk
supply. Butter has always been the storage place of this flush grass
seasonable production. In that compact %orm it is preserved until
it is required during the low-milk-production months of November,
December, and Januar{, and no otﬁer standard dairy product stores
so much milk in a small package as does a pound of butter.

But if you permit a giant embryonic oleomargarine monopoly to
snatch away this life line, dairymen could no longer afford to maintain
the herds required to produce the milk this Nation demands in the
winter. The natural effect of this, as I have indicated, would be im-
mediate liquidation of millions more of our cows, with bankruptcy to
a legion of dairy farmers and simultaneous sharp rise in the prices of
all dairy products, which then would be in acutely short supply.
This would certainly precipitate a full-fledged farm depression. I
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think you have heard from back home that we are already experienc-
ing & good sized agricultural recession.  You would not only be directly
jeopardizing 25 percent of the dairy farmers’ income derived from
hutter, you would also be affecting this pricing and the production of
overy other commodity produced from whole milk, including fluid
milk itself.

And you must bear in mind, too, that sinco 1944 we have lost more
than 2,840,000 of our milk-cow population—over 890,000 of these in
1948. And those losses have coincided with the inerease in sales of
oleomargarine, even though sale of yollow colored oleomargarine is
not restricted nationally.

While America’s national dairy herd has never averaged over 200
pounds of butterfat per cow annually, the registered dairy herd of
this country has maintained a per-cow production ranging from two
to two and one quarter times the natimm?avomgn in butterfat. Since
1939, the breeders of purebred dairy soed stock have beon ablo to in-
crease their servico to the small dairy units until in 1948, 1,750,000
dairy cows—members of 224,000 herds--wore artificially bred in 45
States to registered dairy buils. It is unbeliovable to the breeders of
registered dairy cattle that their Governiment would now desire to
blight this progress by jeopardizing the availability of milk and its
byproducts through legalizing an unfair and destructive competition
by imitation butter.

Through all time the demand for improved breeding stock by
dairymen has been in direct ratio to the vrice received for milk.
Production-bred dairy bulls consigned to bologna and breeding cows
sent to slaughter for Inck of an expanded market for that product,
contribute nothing further to the improvement of the national herds’
efficiency. Limiting the dissemination of this superior sced-stock
dooms the caliber o}. our future national dairy herds,

You must consider that in the cow’s miraculous cycle of efficicncy,
dairy animals normally produce 40 percent of this country’s beef
and 60 percent of the veal. Kill off millions of these dairy animals,
and you will instantancously inflate the prices of beef and veal to
the bursting point.  And you will then jeopardize the well being of
millions of men, women and children who no longer would find beef,
veal, or milk available to them on a year around basis.

In connection with our loss of dairy cows, I should like to quote
an excerpt from a Government statement on animal husbandry.
This statement appeared in “Grass,” which is the title of the United
States Department of Agriculture Year Book of Agriculture, for 1948,

The gain in per capita consumption of livestock products from 1909 to 1946,
about equals the 20-percent rise in consumption of all foods. Livestock products
made up about two-fifths of the total of poundage of foods consumed, but their
importance is even greater in terms of nutrients. In reccut years, they have
furnished one-third of the calories in the average American’s diet. two-thirds of
the proteins, four-fifths of the calcium, onc-fifth of the iron, two-fifths of the
thiamine and niacin, and two-thirds of the riboflavin,

Among the livestock items, dairy products have increased the most in per
capita consumption.

Then, to quote another governmental opinion from none other than
the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Brannan, in the January 1949 issue
of the Country Gentleman:

Sometimes we have the good fortune to be in a position where the things we
want to do are the things we ought to do. That's about the way it is with agri-

.
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culture. The major chango we ought to make in our agricultural production
pattern is to increase livestock numbers and the acreage of soil-conserving grasses
and legumes to su ;pl{ them,  That would be good for the land, good for con-
sumers, and good for farmers,

In fact, the economic stability of large part of American agriculture, before
another decade ends, may depend upon a big enough increase in livestock numbers
to cat what otherwise may be surplus grain, and enough dollars in the pocketa
of city consumers, to buy the resulting increase of ineat and dairy products. At
the same time, increased emphasis on soil conscrvation will be necessary in order
to make sure that production will be adequate in the more distant future,

Thus, it is true that an oleo-controlled table-spread market would
spell death to the butter market. But death to the butter markot,
to our cow population increase, and to the dairy industry, are onl
theee of the wanifestly dangerous eventualities inherent in this
literally deep-rooted issue that you are considering. The very soil
of this Nation is inoxtricably fused with duiry farming. It is con-
ceded by all practical agronomists that sound productive soil is
dependent upon sound productive dairy cattle in suflicient numbers.

Here are several pertinent excerpts from an article in the April 1949
issue of Country Gentleman. The article was written by one of
America’s leading authorities on food and farm problems. 1 might
say ho is a very practical dairy operator. [Ile is also an editorial con-
sultant to the Country Gentleman. He writes and I quote:

1 shall begin by laying down the common-sense premise that a population soon
o number 150,000,000 human stomachs can’t take chances on tomorrow’s meals.
1 suggest that we accept this principle as a basic test of all future farm and food
legislation.

I’ll even go a step further. Does the proposed program hold out hope of more
Americans eating bettor? If it doesn’t it's not in the national interest and should
not be written into law. I repeat that 150,000,000 people can’t take chances on
tomorrow’s meals,

Surely no one can quarrel with this start. But there is a lot of farm and food
legislation due to come hefore the Eighty-first Congress which will not square
with thir ideal.

1t is going to take statesmanship, clear thinking, and stout courage on the part
of the administration and Congress to stand up against these drives by the repre-
sentatives of special interests and the subtle foes of private enterprise.

A second premiso is that a nation with a growing population and the task of
selling its philosophy of free enterprise to the rest of the world cannot afford to eat
at the expense of its soil. Mere soil conservation is not enough for America. We
must actually increase the productivity of our land. If we don’t do this, there is
no chance over the long pull of maintaining even our present dietary standards,
much less of improving them. Fortunately, thousands upon thousands of farmers
know how to do this job and are doing it.

fSumunarizing, 1 offer two guiding principles for everybody's farm and food
program:

1. It must 1‘)rovide an ever-increasing American population with an ample
?upgly of the foods we like best, and which are best for us—the ‘‘refrigerator”

2. These foods must be produced by the kind of farming which will build
up s0il productivity as well as consurve it.

As a security measure we also must so farm and eat that we maintain at all
times a substantial food reserve against war or natural disaster.

Only by the wise management of our food-producing livestock ean we develop
such a program. Under our system of farming, even soil fertility depends to &
great degree on our animal population.

I am convinced that there is only one way for us to stock pile any substantial
amount of food—on the hoof. No better atorage bin has ever been devised than
the flexible hide of a steer or a dairy heifer. It is storage which also ean be eaten
if necessary. As we expand the numbers and weight of our livestock, we achieve
everything the ever-normal granary ever tried to accomplish, Including support
of grain prices.
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As & third stop, iumlln & long-time farm-and-food program into cffoct we
must cancel out, gradually but thoroughly, all those activities of Government
which work against an expanding livostock industry with all the benefits it ¢an
bring to our standard of living,

It is at this point that our present conception of price supports must bo brought
into focus. It is at this point, too, that our ways of supporting soil conservation
and soil building must come under critical study.

The above are complicated activities. Some of them are sired by socialism,
Others are the children of pressure groups.  All these devices must be kept under
ocontinuing review and constantly chalienged to see if they are in accord with a
loug-time program of soil building, an expanding livestock population and better
meals for more Americans.

Consumers can be sold on the idea of paying fair prices for the foods thoy like
hest and which are best for them.  Dairymen, poultrymen, and livestock feeders
undor auch circumstances will be willing to pay fair prices for grain,  Remember
that right now they provide four-fifths of the grain market.  And, finally, the
whaole Nation will be safer because it is preserving its soil fertility and maintaining
an it goes along & food rescrve, the best which possibly can be devised, againat war
or natural disaster,

That is the end of the quotations, but in connection with the last
excerpt [ should like to point out that since the dawn of history every
major war has been won by armies and civilian population which
povsesscs the most Idl‘f,lmw food resources.  Victorious America has
never come to grips with a power backed by the agricultural resourees
posaersed by Rusaia.  The purebred dairy eattle breeders of America
thorefore urge each member of this committee to ponder soberly this
statement: Is this the opportune time te enact legislation destined to
stymic progress in & segiient of America’s agriculture which is admit-
tedly producing nature’s most nearly perfect nutriment for mankind?

You are sitting in judgment of the very kernel of our basic agri-
cultural economy.  You must decide whether survival or destruction
is to be the fate of Ameriea’s largest industry.  You must determine
whether or not this country’s 2,500,000 dairy farmers and their fami-
lies, and the t‘ullsl'llllm{: public, and the very soil of this great Nation
l'l:(‘ elll| kto be sacriticed on the monopolistic altar of Lever Bros. and
their ilk.

In conunection with Lever Bros., I would like to make a further
statement.  As you know, Lever .ilros. is & subsidiary of the enor-
mous international company, Unilever of England. Very little is
known about this foreign company on this side of the world. " In order
to fill in some of the blank spaces which were so apparent in the story
about Unilever which appeared in Fortune Magazine late in 1948, the
National Cooperative Milk Producers Federation of Washington asked
the special services department of International News Service in
London to cable some facts on this dominating corporate giant.
Here are some of the excerpts from cables just received from the Inter-
national Nows Service special reports. 1 believe you will agree that
these facts prove our contention that Lever Bros, will be one of the
principal beneficiaries of the legislation to remove all controls on oleo-
margarine. I quote from these extracts of reports from the Inter-
national News Scrvice special service report:

Unilever plants situated 43 different countrics. There are also plantations
covering over 100,000 acres, and United Africa Group has 15 ocean-going vessels
and two large river fleets. Before war Unilver used in its own factories over
1,750,000 tons of oils and fats annually. Lever Bros.” president, Charles Luck-
man, recently announced the purchase of John Jelke Co., Chicago, manufac-
turers of Good Luck margarine, which presently employs ounly 500, while sales
are limited mainly to Midwest. Luckman, however, announced Jelke Co. will
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be expanded to the entire 48 States, saying, “‘We 'phm to build new plants on both
east and west consts. Work this project already begun,”

Then from another special service report:

Unilever purchased substantial interest in West Indies Oit Industry, Lid., and

lans to participate in local industrialization. Sixteen South African plants
gun to manufacture margarine July 1947, Unilever London states company
plans to expand as fast ac possible in Africa.  Unilever today represents biggest
single factor in world supply of fats and oils purchasing and processing over

000,000 of the total 5,800,000 tons fats and oils sold in world cominerce.
Company manufactures more soap and margarine than any other. Also manu-
factures about 75 percent margarine caten outside Russia, and 40 percent of
world total consumption oleo,

I will file this cablo with the committee and the Cooperative Milk
Producers Federation would like to reanalyze these reports, which
came in too late for study. We ask the privilege of filing a more
completo report on Lever Bros. with the committee.

‘The Cuammman. You may do so.

Mr. Housknorprr. Thank you.

(The following was later submitted for the record:)

Pursuant_to the permission given by the chairman upon completion of my
testimony, I wish to file the additional material concerning Lever Bros. and Uni-
lever, Ltd., obtained for us by International News Service, .

The first subject covered in the additional information deals with synthetic

roteine, The INS report states that Leaver Bros. arc undoubtedly interested
n the development of synthetic proteins, The INS report further says: “Com-
pany spokesmen refused even to discuss the subject, but Ministry of Health official
guessed off the record that Unilever was working on production of artificial milk
made with vegetable fats and vegetable proteins.” .

INS reported that more exact and definite information was impossivle to
obtain because Lever Bros, “stalled off”’ all inquiries on such synthetic develop-
ment.

The other intcresting item in the subsequent report from INS concerns lever
Bros,’ purchase of the John Jelke Co., a leading American gmducer of oleo-
margarine. Lever Bros. spokesmen in London were quoted by INS as heing
most enthusiastic about the purchase of Jelke’s, which company they expect to
grow into “the biggest margarine company in the world.”

This statement is most enlightening indeed in view of the letters from the
officials of Lever Bros.” American unit, introduced in the hearings before the
House, which made a great point of the small size and relative insignificance of
Jelke’s as a margarine maker.

The CHaIRMAN. Are there any questions, Senator Butler?

Senator ButLer. I believe not.

The CuairmMan. Dr. J. D. Sanders? You may have a scat, Dr.
Sanders. You are counsel for the National Grange?

STATEMENT OF DR. J. T. SANDERS, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, THE
NATIONAL GRANGE, WASHINGTON, D. C.

Dr. SanpERs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
the legislative counsel of the National Grange, I appear before your
committee today in behalf of the National Grange.

The National Gmn‘ge has & membership of between eight and nine
hundred thousand. great majority of our members are from areas
where dairying is the most important source of cash income and living
value. Gbviously the welfare of many of these members is directly
involved in the controversy before this committee. A broader and
less self interegt cansideration, however, prompts our opposition to
oleoriargarine parading as butter. We know the dairy enterprise
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is of outstanding importance to high national standards of living,
health, and to maintenance of productivity of our soils; and, therefore,
to the future well-being of our whole Nation. This is the major basis
of our opposition to oleo-Eromotion legislation.

All over the world and throughout centuries of history high standards
of living and farming have been closely and permanently tied up with
the dairy cow. No other farm or livestock enterprise even ap-
proaches closely the superior position of the dairy herd as a soil-pro-
ductivity maintenance enterprise. City people and especially or-

anized labor are almost entirely failing to realize this extremely
important consideration of the dairy enterprise in their current support
of eleo interests and in their opposition to dairying. We believe that
if all taxes and all means of preventing imitation and deception in
the sale of oleo as butter is repealed, and if this does serious and per-
manent ixﬁ'ury to the dairy enterprise, city people, the laboring man,
and the Nation in general, will most certainly suffer indirectly as
much or more from the consequent depletion of a productive agricul-
ture as will farmers.

No portion of the membership of the National Grange is now or
ever has been in any way opposed to olco, as natural oleo flying under
its own inherent qualities as a food. But a large majority of our
membership is now and always has heen opposed to oleo manu-
facturers making an uninterrupted fight, since oleomargarine’s ap-

rance in the food world over 75 years ago, to have it masqucrade
1n synthetic and unnatural color, odor, and tasto as near like butter
as technical skill and human ingenuity makes this possible. In
short, it is this imitation, deception, and parading under false colors
that Grange dairy farmers are 1n bitter opposition to.

Possibly no single question, except the general price-support
problem, has been studied and discussed more in the National Grange
than this question. Resolutions on the subject have been passed
annually for several decades.

The National Grange passed a special resolution in November
1947, setting up a special study committee to present to its member-
ship—both the pros and cons of the oleo-butter dispute. The 1948
session had this exhaustive report to guide them in their efforts to
come to an equitable understanding and decision on this issue. After
many hours of study and discussion, our last November session passed
the following resolution:

Resolved, That we favor the removal of all taxes on olcomargarine if and when
effective means are taken to prevent its sale in imitation of butter.

At the most recent session of the executive committee of the Na-

tional Grange, careful consideration was given to the interpretation

of this resolution and it was decided to take a direct poll of our

voting delegates in order to obtain their exact position on its inter-

reltation. Accordingly we mailed to each delegate the following
ot.

You will notice those ballots simply provided for, one, the removal
of the taxes on oleomargarine and prohibiting the sale of the yellow
oleomargarine in interstate commerce. That is, it had to go through
the chgnn:lﬁ of trade a; white and hal<li nsc:ll tam;s onuit. li’lan two was
removin, taxes and permitting the sale of yellow oleomargarine
with safeguards designes to prevent deception on the part of the
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purchaser. We have a voting membership of 72. Sixty-nine voted
in this ballot. Forty-six voted ia favor of removing taxes, but
requiring that oloomargarine go uncolored through the channels of
trade. Exactly one-third of those voting voted in favor of permit-
tinIg it to move through the channels of trade yellow.

n the one-third of the States where delegates voted favorable to
sale of yellow oleomargarine cash receipts from dairy products con-
stituted last year 8.8 percent of total cash sales of all farm products;
and in States voting against sales of yellow oleo cash receipts from the
dairy enterprises were 11.2 percent of all cash receipts from the farm,

It will thus be seen that in the States that voted white oleomarga-
rine, the dairy interests were heaviest. Whereas in those States that
voted for the sale of yellow margarine, the dairy sales were about
two-thirds as much, or slightly over two-thirds as much relatively as
in those States that voted against yellow oleomargarine.

In closing, we would like to list a few additional facts why our
membership is opposed to the inevitable deception that we believe
will follow the removal of taxes on oleo that have, up to the present,
been a means of deception-prevention enforcement. The dairy en-
terprise with the exception of a relatively few highly commercial
dairies is a family farm enterprise and the Grange is the outstanding
family organization in American agriculture. Likewise the farmer
gets 78 cents of the retail butter dollar, whereas he gets only 31 cents
of the oleo dollar.

The family farm in America is the only important segment of our
economy that operates with full output during depressions and
prosperity alike. The very nature of the farm makes full output
inevitable; whereas the nature of nonfarm business is the opposite in
depression periods. It inevitably greatly reduces its employment and
output. We as a farm organization realize labor is not to blame for
this and greatly sympathize with labor’s unemployment. But imagine
what would have occurred in 1933 to labor and even to our democratic
way of life had farmers reduced food by a half as industry reduced its
output, and if more than half of our pm})le had been reduced to
starvation levels. Yot the American dairy farmer supplied this coun-
try and the laboring man almost the same amount of dairy products
in 1933 in the depths of the depression that he did in 1829. It comes
with poor grace to see labor organizations opposing dairy interests in
this fight in the light of this service by farmers.

We feel certain that practically no value from reduced taxes on oleo
will acerue to either the farmer or the consumer. We believe that
oleo manufacturing is so concentrated that the manufacturers can
and will absorb all the net gain from a removal of the taxes. This is
indicated by the fact that oleo prices declined only 3 percent during
1948 although basic oil prices slumped very much. At the same time
butter fat prices dropped 25 percent. This, we believe, indicates
that the manufacturers have such close control that they can and will
set prices of oleo at the closest salable level in relation to butter
Erices. Yellow oleo can and will sell at a very much closer price to

utter prices than white oleo. In reality we believe that white oleo
is the only means of getting oleo to consumers at a much lower price
than butter, and that consumers will not benefit by significantly
lower oleo prices if it is sold yellow.

The CHairMaN. Are there any questions, Senator Butler?
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Senator BurLir. Dr. Sanders, owing to the situation in the Senate,
it is impossible for all of ua to be here all the time, and I have not been
here as much as I would like to have been. It may be that someone
hss developed the number of people connected directly or indirectly
with the production of butter, and also a like statement for those who
are connected with the production of oleo.

If (tihat hasn’t been done, I wonder if you could supply it for the
record.

Dr. SanpERs. Yes, sir, Senator Butler, we could supply that. The
previous witness, I think, testified that 2% million farmers were con-
nected with the production of dairy products. He classified them as
dairy farmers. g‘hut gives you a pretty good idea of the enormous
number of farmers that are connected with the production of dairy
products. I am quite sure we could supply the figure. The figure
you would like to see in the record is the total number of people
cfa(l’lgdaged in producing dairy products, plus manufacturing them for

(Further information will be found on p. 157.)

Senator BurLer. The whole industry.

Dr. SanDERS. Yes.

Senator BurLer. Likewise, there are people who produce some of
the ingredients of oleco. You might include those in the list.

Dr. Sanpers. And the number of farmers that would be classified
as producing the oils that enter into oleo and the number of people
engaged in the manufacture of olco.

enator BurLEr., The importance of an industry to cur country
depends largely on the condition of the times, I think, perhaps. Have
you developed the importance of the dnil"y industry to all of our
population during times of depression? We see it In communities
very definitely, but have you painted that picture of that?

r. SANDERS. It is quite true that the dairy industry is a great
stabilizer of agricultural production in that the dairy enterprise absorbs
a great deal of the feed that is produced in this country, and it is an
important source of meat and various forms of dairy products as
well. It is one of the most important, if not the most important,
enterprise in agriculture.

Senator Butr.er. That is expressed quite thoroughly by some of
the butter proponents. Perhaps the oleo peoi)le might try to paint
the importance of the oleo industry in a similar way. It would be
interesting to all of us on the committee and in the Congress, I am
sure, to seo those figures.

Dy, SanpERs. Senator Butler, you will see that our membership
itself is divided about 2 to 1 on this question, and it is a very
important question. I do want to emphasize that the dairg enter-
prise is preeminently a stabilizing enterprise and a soil-building
enterprise which is vital to us at the present stage of our national life.

The CuairMaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Sanders.

Dr. SaANpERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CuairmMaN. Mr. Melvin H. Brightman? Mr. Brightman, you
are secretary to the dairy industry committee?
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STATEMENT OF M. H. BRIGHTMAN, EXRCUTIVE SECRETARY,
DAIRY INDUSTRY COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr. BrigarmaN. Yes, sir.  In my testimony 1 think I will answer
the question that Senator Butler asked.

My name is M. H. Brightman. I am executive secretary of the
Dairy Iil)du(s‘try Committee with offices in the Barr Building, Wash-
ington, D. C.

The Dairy Industry Committee is representing at this hearing the
six national dairy products associntions as follows: Milk Industry
Foundation, American Butter Institute, National Cheese Institute,
American Dry Milk Institute, Evaporated Milk Association, Inter-
national Association of lee Cream Manufacturers,

It will be secen that we represent not only the various segments of the
dairy industry, but wo are speaking for a major segment of all business
organizations both large and small engaged in the milk industry whose
interest is a3 vital as that of the farmers who produce the milk and the
consumers who utilize the products of this great industry.

The dairy industry is one industry. To be sure, there are several
segments of this industry based on specific major products, but what-
ever affects one segment, sooner or later affects ul? segments. In the
final analysis, milk may be divided into fat and solids-not-fat. These
may be utilized or recombined in various proportions, but the end
product is still a dairy product. The dairy cow, being the most effi-
cient utilizer of grass, forage, censilage, and other unpalatable vegeta-
tion, by converting these to protein, makes it possible to market these
crops in the form of milk which in turn may be converted into various
dairy products to meet the nutritional needs of our people. The milk
thus produced reaches the primary market either as fluid milk or farm
separated cream.

Generally speaking, the production of fluid milk, being bulky and
highly perishable, is close to urban centers. Health regulations and
shipping costs tend to localize the fluid milk branch of the industry.
Other products, such as butter, cheese, evaporated milk, dry milk,
et cetera, can be processed, stored, and shipped long distances.  They
are more concentrated and less perishable. For many years, the
great production of these manufactured dairy products has been in
the Midwest, extending from Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota
south to Oklahoma, Tennessce, and Kentucky, and even in Texas.

The production of milk is very seasonal and differs somewhat in
various regions. The greatest production is during May and June
and the period of shortest production November through January.
In some arcas the May and June production is more than double
that of November and December. As a rule, the November and
December production is barely sufficient to cover the sales require-
ments for fluid milk in the urban arcas. But during the spring,
production is more than large enough to take care of the fluid-mi
requirements and necessitates the manufacture of considerable
quantities of other dairy products. For years butter has been a
principal product to utilize this excess production particularly during
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the heavy spring producing periods. The large production of butter,
cheese, evaporated milk, and other products produced during this
spring period is readily stored and thus makes possible more even
consumption of these products throughout the ycar. The demand
for various dairy products remains quite steady throughout the year,
requiring that many products must be manufactured during the
"ﬂuslh" season in order to be available during the period of short
supply.

1f discouragement is given to the butter industry by any legislative
action to authorize the production, sale, and interstate distribution of &
product colored to resemble butter, there is little inducement for
dairy farmers, particularly in the areas where the principal market
outlet is for farm-separated cream, to carry on dairying. Butter has
been referred to, and rightly so, as the economic stabilizer of the dairy
industry. Any act that would discourage this stabilization will work
to the detriment of our entire dairy industry and our total economy.

It has been estimated that there are about 1% million people who
devote their full time to the production, manufacture, and distribution
of milk and dairy products.

It has been estimated at more than that, but I am taking a safe
estimate. There are approximately 10,000,000 people wha derive
their livelihood from this endeavor. I am speaking now of such
people as the veterinarians and pharmaceutical houses that furnish
serums and vaccines to maintain herd health; the building suppliers
and construction men; the fabricators of milk cans, the various types of
dairy machinery, bottles, boxes, and the like. I am referring to those
producers of raw materials from lumber through most of the metals;
and to those engaged in transportation by rail, truck, and ship.

In 1947 our dairy farmers produced a little over 119,000,000,000
pounds of milk, which gave a farm income for dairy products and the
sale of dairy cattle for beef and veal of more than $6,000,000,000.
The retail sales of these dairy products, together with the beef and
veal, totaled about $10,000,000,000, or about 28 percent of the retail
gales total of all farm-produced foods.

In 1948 we produced about 116,000,000,000 pounds of milk. We
had about 2 percent fewer milk cows and heifers on our farms as of
January 1, 1949, than on January 1, 1948. We had fewer cows and
heifers January 1st this year than any year since 1933. Let us look
at the decreases in cow population since 1945 in the States producing
most of our butter. These are only taking the largest States that
have over 400,000 cows. In North Dakota, 72.6 percent of the milk
goes into butter. They have had a decrease in population of cows
since 1945 of 28.4 percent.

South Dakots, percent of milk into butter, 68.2, with a decline of
25.3.

Iowa, 65.3 going into butter, with population of cows decreasing
16.9 percent. .

Nebraska, 58.5 percent of the milk going into butter. Decreaso
in cow population in 3 years, 24.7 percent.

The rest of the table is self-ex lanatory, showing that in those areas
where most of the butter is produced we have had a consistent decline
in cow population with no immediate check in sight.

(The table referred to follows:)
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Butter-producing Stales with more shan 400,000 cow population

Percont de- Parcent de-

Pereent of | Gline in cow Porcentof | aline in cow

butter mpulit'j‘o;l butter population
North Dakota 72.8 39.5 14.3
South Dakota 68.2 3.1 14.3
OWA....... 6s.3 323 28
Nebraska. 58.5 18.8 12.6
Kansas............... 4.7 181 17.0

Mr. BrigHTMAN. Since prewar, our hixrqan population has increased
about 11 percent, but our cow population has decrcased about 3
percent. 1f any further obstacles are placed in the path of our
dalrﬂmen, we may expect still greater decreases in milk production.

The proposed legislation to permit the manufacture and interstate
sale of oleomargarine colored so as to resecmble butter is a direct threat
to a product which has always enjoyed the highest integrity, as well
as to the entire industry, and to all our American farmers. Such
action will establish a precedent to open doors to substitution for other
dairy products. Who will suffer most from such action? The con-
sumer in the long run. It might be a very stiff price if we find our-
selves with a scarcity of health-giving foods which are the nutritional
mainstay of our ve:hy. young and aged.

Since preparing this, I had a letter which was handed to me yester-
day afterncon which I believe might be of interest, if I may read it;
and, if you see fit, it may be placed in the record. This is from a
Dr. John E. Robbins, of Wilmington, Del., to Congressman Granger.

As I understand it, this was a letter sent of the individual’s own
free will seeking information. With your permission, may that be
incorporated in the record? .

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; it may be put in the record.

My Dear REPRESENTATIVE GRANGER: Since precolored lvallow oleomargsrine
cannot be distinguished from butter by test of color, taste, feel, and odor, how is
the physician to instruct his allergic patients?

It is simple for the patient to avoid milk and milk (s)roducts if he is allergic to
them. Yet it is difficult for the allergic patient to avoid cottonseed oil and peanut
oil if the precolored oleomargarine is able to represent butter legally.

Senator Tydings has given the im%msion that oleomargarine is ‘‘the poor man'’s
butter.” However it may cause the rich and poor to suffer aller}enic gastric
disturbances, hives, asthma, and eczema. Skin tests for foods, unlike tests for
inhalants, are apt to give false reactions, so that they are considered 40 percent
accurate. Thus, a basic diet must first be prescribed and other foods added. If
oleomu;el;fnrine is permitied legally to represent butter, the allergic patient is being
conf and is apt to consider his case hopel

In drawing this to your attention, I sincerely hope that you will protect the
welfare of the people, and aid the medical men of this country to prevent a
dangerous mixture, as precolored oleomargarine, to deceive not only the consumer
but also to confuse the physician in his attempt to make a strong and hcalthy
America.

Sincerely,

Jonw E. Rossing, M. D,

Mr. BricaTmaN. What effect will this have on soil conservation?
Dr. H. H. Bennett, Chief of the United States Soil Conservation Serv-
ice, has stated, “Few, if any, other kinds of farming respond more
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promptly and satisfactorily. to soil and water conservation, cropping,
and pasturc-management measures than does dairy farming.”

According to the 1945 census, less than 10 pereent of the eropland
in the United States was in sod erops.  The Conservation Sevviee has
stated that a proper conservation program calls for about 30 pereent
of the land being used for hay or pasture.  The dairy cow ean use
efficiently the crops from these pasture lands. A daivy farmer ean
sell $1,000 worth of dairy production from his farm and still have as
good or a better farm than before. A farmer selling $1,000 of row
crops from his farm has sold part of his farm.

The newer knowledge of grassland furm management, as advoeated
by the United States Department of Agriculture and the various State
colleges, is revolutionizing dairy farming. Do you want to hinder or
stop this progress? 1 believe not.  The various agricultural experi-
ment stations ean provide ample evidence of the part the dairy cow is
playing in our national soil-conservation program.

T would like to cite further from Dr. Bennett. regarding the eco-
nomic-social aspect of community betterment through seil-conserva-
tion-inspired dairy development in the Sylvania community of Lonoke
County, Ark. He states that soil-conservation farming came to this
community in 1930. At that time cotton was the main crop.  Today
dairying is the major enterprise on 100 farms in the community, and
dairving is now a $1,000,000 industry here. A recent study of an
average group of 10 families in this community shows that their farms
are now paying 6 to 10 times more taxes than 10 years ago. The
dairymen in Sylvania are marketing $3,500 worth of milk a day.
A sigmificant. part is that 9 of 26 childven in these same families have
become partners with theiv parents in dairy farming, 11 have marrvied
and gone into dairying themselves, and 3 are still living at home and
going to school.  Only 3 of the 26 have left the community.

A similar study of 10 families in a nearby community that depended
largely on cotton for their income and were not working on a conser-
vation program showed very different results.  Only 8 of 33 children
in these families had married and settled in the community, and only
2 were still at home and going to school, but 23 had left the community
to make a living elsewhere. And there wore no father-and-son
partnerships.

Recently, I traveled through several of the Southeastern States
and had the privilege of talking with many dairy farmers. 1 received
impressions which do not show up in any statistical tables. 1 had
farmers tell me that, since they expanded their farm operations to
make dairying a major part of their farm enterprise, they have been
more prosperous, have had many more of the good things of life than
they ever decmed possible prior to their change in farming. Many
of these farmers told me that this was not entirely due to the receipts
from the dairy priducts, but the fact that they could utilize the
various grasses and legumes that would readily grow in their area
and onnﬁlo them to maintain a more prosperous farm than when
they depended upon the row crops that had previously been the
mainstay of their farm operations. In other words, they could
produce the various dairy products from clover, alfalfa, lespedeza, and
various grasses and improve their farms at the same time.

Many areas in the South that have been dependent on the so-called
Dairy States for much of their milk and many of their products are
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now heginning to produce these produets at home.  What encourage-
ment ean we give to these people if we say to them, “Don’t bother
to produce butterfat; use vegetable futs and o0ils”?  We haven't yet
wodueed the cow that will give skimmed mitk, and some use must
w made of the butterfat that the cow ean so cfficiently produce.
Every student of agricalture has advoented a greater degree of
livestoek furming, particularly dairying, to improve furming conditions
throughout the South.

I believe it is rather significant that, of the 10 States where the
rural level-of-living index is over 125—United States average cquals
100 7 derive the principal source of their furm income from dairying,
and the 5 States with the highest. rural level of living are Dairy States,
Al of the principal dairy-producing States have a level-of-living index
of well over 100, This level of living is measured by the degree of
education, adequacy of housing, and the possession of such things as
automobiles and radios,

It is estimated that there will be 15,000,000 more people in the
United States in 1950 than there were in 1940, These people un-
doubtedly will be looking forward to obtaining adequate amounts of
milk, particularly for their babies and old folks - butter, cheese, ice
cream, and the other essentinl dairy foods.  Our cow population is
slipping.  Unless every encouragement is given to maintaining a
profitable dairy industry, everybody will suffer.

Dr. K. V. McCollum, world-renow ned nutritionist of Johns Hopkins
University, has said:

Whao are the peoples of the earth who have used the dairy cow as the foster
mother of the race?  They are the people of northern Europe and North Americs,
They are the tallest of stature, the longest-lived, have the lowest infant mortality,
the greatest resistanee to disease, and they are the only people on earth who have
ever made any material progress in literature, seience, and polities.

A strong, eflicient, and healthy dairy industry means a strong and
virile Ameriea, economieally and physically,

The Dairy Industry Committee urges the enactment of the legisla-
tion contained in the Senate amendment in the nature of a substitute
for H. R. 2023.

I thank you for this opportunity,

We have one chart, if 1 may take a few moments to explain it.
This is a reproduction of the same chart.

(The chart referved to appears on p. 156.)

Mr. Bricuryax. You notice in the dairy industry we have three
very distinet eyeles which make up the most efficient and economic
eyele we find in any type of farming.  In 1948 we had approximately
25,000,000 cows. These cows produced manure which was placed
back in the soil whick in turn produced more crops.  We also have
another cyele that comes from this same cow. She is able to produce
calves,  Forty pereent of our beof and veal come from these calves,
Also those calves are used to propagate and rebuild the dairy popula-
tion as it is necessary from year to year.

Among the various products that we have, we have milk, cheese,
fluid milk, ice cream, and numerous other products. It has been
pointed out previously in the testimony that we would anticipate
that we might have as much or possibly more; but, as an approximate
estimate, a drop of about 40 percent in the butter production and a
resulting 75 percent cut in the dairy economic ¢ycle. What does that
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mean? There is no outlet during the spring months to utilize the
additional fat that is available to take up the surplus, which calls for
the slaughtering of approximately 2,000,000 calves. That means
less manure, less product from the soil, less dairy product. It means
less beef, less veal, and higher prices. It means less of all the various
.dairy products that go to make this up.

I thank you, sir.

The CrairMaN. Any questions?

Senator BurLer. No; I believe not, but I could suggest to Mr,
Brightman that a long statement could be made on the subject of
grass. 1 remember some years ago I read an article which appeared
in some farm journal on the subject of grass, and the essence of 1t was:
Where grass grows, civilization prospers, and where grass withers,
civilization withers, I think that speaks a whole sermon.

Mr. Briourman. T just received a figure in.regard to that question.
The 1939 census, which is the last available, shows that there were
179,000 employces in oleo plants. Of course, that will be revised
somewhat when the new census comes out,

The Cuairman. Thank you:very. much, Mr. Brightman.

Is there any other witness who is stheguled to be heard today?

If thero are pé other witnesses to appear today, the committee will
recess unti} Y0 o’clock tomorrow morning. "%

(Thereupon, at 4 p. m,, tl‘x’te committee rectyged until 10 a. m,
Tuesda;," April 12, 1’949@ Y ~
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TUESDAY, APRIL 12, 1949

UNITED STATES SENATE,
s
CommiTTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, 1. C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 312
Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George, chairman, presiding.

Present: Senator George (chairman), Lucas, Hoey, Millikin,
Butler, and Williams,

Also present: Senator Fulbright, and Mrs. Elizabeth B. Springer,
acting chief clerk.

The Cuammman. The meeting will come to order.

I have here a one-page brief Lﬁut the National Education Association
asked me to put into the record. It is not very specific on any partic-
ular bill, but I was asked to place it in the record.

(The brief referred to is as follows:)

NTATEMENT 0F Mary Tres, LecistaTive-Fenperal Revations Division or
THE NATIONAL ECazion, AsSoCIATION

I represent the National Fdueation Association, which has a present member-
ship of over 400,000 teachers and school administrators.  Its business is transacted
through a representative assembly, boards, eommittees, and commissions.

Sinee the beginning of World War IT living costs in the United States have
inereased more rapidly then teacher income. In some States today the real
buying power of teachers is below the 1940 level. A larger proportion of the
teachers in our public schools today are forced to subsist on a near-poverty level.

The present tax program imposed upon oclomargarine is unsound.

This tax should be adjusted downward, if not entirely removed. The National
Education Association belicves that the tax should be eliminated and recom-
mends that the committee take action to that end.

The CuamrMAN. I also have here a telegram that is accompanied
by the request that it go into the record in lieu of & personal appear-
ance. It is a telegram from E. J. Martin, executive secretary, Na-
tional Food Distributors Association, 110 North Franklin Street,
Chicago, Ill. He is in favor of the bill as it passed the House. That
may be entered in the record.

(The telegram referred to is as follows:)

Arriy 11, 1949,
Senator Warter F. GEoRGE,
Chairman of Senale Finance Commillee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
_ Our association represents 2,755 independent wagon distributors throughout the
United States employing approximately 30,000 people.

Our members are wholesalers contacting retail dealers by store-door delivery
through truck salesmen. Are practically all smail business operators.

Margarine is a very important product handled by our members and they
have been hampered in the distribution of this product by the discriminatory and
burdensome license fees and regulations imposed by the Federal Goverbment.
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However, they are now greatly disturbed by reports that an attempt will he made
in the United States Senate to ban the shipment in interstate commeree of yellow
margarine. If this was successful it would ruin many of our members now
handling margarine beeause almost all of them cross State lines in the distribue
tion of products now handled. In many instances our members’ businesses are
located in & corner of & State or on a State line and span out in xeveral directions,

We urgently ask that vou do evervthing possible to defeat any effort to pro-
hibit the interstnie shipmont of yellow margarine and instead to exert your
efforts to see to 't that the Senato approves the margarine bill as enacted by the
House 5o as to romove all these buvdensome restrictions on our distributors,

We ask this telegram be made part of the record of the hearing.

. (Signed) I, J. Mawrin,
Ieecutive Secretary, National Food Distributors Association,
Chicago 6, 111,

The Cuamman. Mr. Wingate, will you isave a seat, please, sir?

Senator MiLLikiN. Mre, Chairman, 1 have a couple of communica-
tions in my office. If agreeablv, I will hand them to Mrs. Springer
for entry in the record.

('The matter reforred to will be found on p. 295.)

The Cnammman, Very well. There are some others that she has,
also.

Mr. Wingate, you may proceed in your own way. I see you have
a written statement, .

This witness is Mr. H. 1.. Wingate, president of the Georgia Farm
Bureau Federation, a citizen of Pelham, Ga,

We are glad to have you, Mr, Wingate. L must leave, perhaps before
you finish your statement. Senator Hoey will take over, here, and
run through the witnesses.

STATEMENT OF H, L. WINGATE, PRESIDENT, GEORGIA FARM
BUREAU FEDERATION, PELHAM, GA.

Mr. WinoaTe. My statement is very short, though, you will
notice, Scenator.

The Cramrman. You may proceed.

Mr. Wincate. Thank you My, Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee. My name is H. I.. Wingate. Iam president of the Georgia
Farm Bureau kederation, which numbers more than 75,000 Georgia
farmers in its membership. I live in Pelham, Ga., and make my
living farming there.

I appreciate very much the privilege of testifying before this com-
mittee today, and digrcssing for a moment, I wish to say that I am

roud to be a constituent of the chairman of this committee, Senator
Valter F. George. In Georgia, wo regard him as a statesman and a
man worthy to be ranked with the great men of the Senate, past and
present.

Senator MiLLikiN. Mr. Chairman, I think that that tribute goes
beyend Georgia and covers the United States. :

Mr. Wixeate. We think so too, Senator. We are with you a
hundred percent on that.

1 am appearing here to urge committee approval of H. R. 2023,
which contains the language of the Poage substitute and which would
repeal the Federal taxes and license foes on all margarine. I also
request the committee not to approve a proposed substitute for H. R,
2023, which I shall call the Wiley bill for purposes of identification
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and which would confine the manufacture and sale of yellow mar-
garine to intrastate commerce.

So extensive have heen the hearings and discussions on margarine
during the past few years that T do not intend to try to arguo the
matter in detail here today, Tt is my position that margarine is a
perfectly good and nutritious food and that all diseriminatory legisla-
tion against it should be removed. This includes discrimination
beeause of color, or for any other reason.

As T seg it, margarine has just as much right to use artificial yellow
coloring to make the product more appealing to consumer tastes as
butter, or any other food product. “Butter freely uses coloring to
make the product more appetizing, but it would deny that privilege to
a competitive product. Butter's claim that yellow is its trade-mark
cannot be defended from the standpoint of law or of logic. Cotton
is naturally white, but white as such does not belong to cotton. Al
fibers can be purchased white, and this is as it should he.

The facts of the situation as T see it, are that the butter people in
1886 were successful in securing enactment of a law which diserim-
inated against margarine. Although the law has been maintained and
strengthened, the realization has grown among the people of the
country that legislation against margarine is unfair, serves no useful
purpose, and should be repealed.

Cotton has serious competition from every side, particularly from
rayon, but we are fighting for our markets on a competitive basis,
striving at all times to improve our product and to increase the volume
of sales pressure behind it. Tt has never occurred to us to ask for a
prohibition against rayon.

This is not a sectional fight, as some have maintained. Yet, it is
obvious that the antimargarine laws have adversely affected the
South’s cotton farmers and are adversely affecting them today.
Despite punitive legislation, the use of cottonsced oil in margarine
has increased until today it is the single largest outlet for the product,
n!;munting in 1948 to approximately 453,000,000 pounds of cottonsced
oil.

The quantity of soybean oil going into margarine also is very great
;@ud these producers also are hard hit by the discriminatory margarine
aws,

The antimargarine laws also injure the producers of peanuts, for
peanut oil is used in margarine as well as in many other products.

We are faced with alarming surpluses of fats and oils and conse-
qllllcnt low prices unless some way is found to expand the uses for
them.

~ The removal of the antimargarine laws would, as we see it, expand
these uses.

It is the American way for products to sell on their merits, without
restricting one to henefit another. We ask, therefore, for committee
approval of H. R. 2023, as it passed the House.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

The CHairMaN. Are there any questions?

Thank you very much, Mr. Wingate. I am glad you appeared.

Mr. Wingate. Thank you, Senator.

The CuairMaN. Senator Hoey, will you take over?

Senator MiLLikiN. Mr. Wingate, I would like to ask one question.
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Mpr. WinaaTe. All right, sir.

Senator MinuikiN, Can you give us, just briefly, some information
as to how rapidly your dairy herds are expanding in Georgin?

Mr. Wingate. Well, 1 couldn’t.  But 1 ean say this, Senator:
They are expanding pretty rapidly in Georgia.

Georgin, a8 you know, is a deficit. producing section, and they are
expanding pretty rapidly.

Senator Miruikiv, You have no statistics?

Mr. WineaTk. No, sir, I don’t have any at my fingertips.  Thank
you, gentlemen.

Senator Hory (presiding). Me. C. P. Key of the South Carolina
State Grange will bo the next witness,

Mr. Key, will you give your full name and identification to the
reporter?

STATEMENT OF COREY P. KEY, MASTER, SOUTH CAROLINA STATE
GRANGE, LODGE, 8. C.

Mr. Ky, 1 am Corey P. Key, master of the South Caroling State
Grange.

Senator Hoky. You may have a seat, Mr. Key.

Mr. Kev, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 1 am
Corey P. Key, Lodge, S. C. 1 own and operate a farm producing
cotton, peanuts, livestock, and timber. 1 am also master of the South
Caroling State Grange, for which I receive no salary.

The South Carolina State Grangoe dissents from the views expressed
by the National Grange before this committee. The resolution
adopted at Portland, Maine, last November, the last meeting of this
organization, reads as follows:

We favor the removal of all taxes on oleomargarine, if and when effective means
are taken to prevent its sale in imitation of butter.

1 might say here, Mr. Chairman, in connection with that resolution,
that T had the privilege of helping write it, and I distinctly think I
know what it means, and I think at that time every member of the
delegete body understood what it meant, However, later the officials
of the National Grange decided to make a poll of all the votinF dele-
gates, and they sent out a mail balloting asking two questions, 1 believe
it was. One was “Do you support the idea that the restrictions on
white margarine should be lifted?” and the next was “Do you sup-
port the idea of removal of all taxes and the permitting of the sale of
yellow-colored margarine when safeguards are designed to prevent
deception on the part of the purchaser?”

In the same day’s mail that that ballot arrived to me from the Na-
tional Grange, there came from the National Dairy Association a
huge envelope containing all of the information as to what would hap-
pen to all of the dairy herds of this Nation and what would happen
to the dairy industry as a whole should yellow margarine be permitted
to be sold.

1 am not saying that there is any tie-in between the two ballots, but
I don’t think cases of that kind happen very often, when two organi-
zations mail out things and they hit in the same mail and the snme(ilour
of mail. Iamratherinclined to think that that had some effect on the
vote as the National Grange gave it to you when they said that lifting
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restrictions on white and printing yellow was the vote by two to one
of the National Grange.  For that reason, we dissent from that.

At least, the so-called dairy compromise resolution, which would freo
white margarvine and prohibit yellow, was not acceptable to the
delegates of the National Grange then, and I am sure would not be
now. Tho South Caroline State Grange considers the present bill
before this committee, as it passed the House, an effective means of
preventing misrepresentation, and therefore supports it for the follow-
ing reasons.

South Carolina has no restriction on olcomargarine, colored or
uncolored. Federal restrictions are a. direct ]wnuhy on our people.
Cotton is South Carolina’s major cash crop, although the livestock
industry and dairying are of increasing importance to our people.

Within my State, like all Southern States, are tlmusmu‘s of people
far removed from supermarkets. It is necessary for most of these
people who own no automobiles to purchase the family supplies at a
nearby crossroads store.  Very few of these crossrond stpres can afford
to buy licenses to permit legal handling of olecomargarine.  As of
January 1, 1949, there were an estimated 7,700 retail grovery outlets
in South Carolina; yet only 551 had licenses to sell yellow margarine,
and only 3,495 white margarine.  In fact, in my home town only one
store is licensed to sell both white and yellow margarine.

Consequently, the present laws deprive a very large segment of our
reople of a staple food. They cannot afford butter, so buy their fat
ek and use the fryings on bread, corn bread, and biscuits.

" [t is not a case of butter versus olecomargarine in the above instance,

but a complete depriving of both with a forced shift to fryings.
Science long ago established these fryings devoid of vitamin A, a
vitamin in which low-income groups are already deficient.

Under the present law we are discriminated against in several ways.
A plant converts South Carolina cottonseed o1l into margarvine, and
resells it to South Carolina houswives, but to buy their oil in the form
of margarine yellow in color, they pay a tribute to the Government of
10 cents & pound, or more, because the Ifederal license fees must he
reflected in the sale price of the margarine,

If the Federal Food and Drug Administration is considered capable
of administering the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act insofar as all other
foods are concerned, why, under the same token, is yellow margarine
beyond adequate policing?  Under the so-called Wiley bill, yellow
margarine would be confined to intrastate commeree, taking jurisdic-
:)i.?]n away from the Federal Government. We would oppose such a

ill.

The housewife deserves the privilege of purchasing margarine
colored yellow without paying the Federal Government 10 cents a
pound. To force her to mix in her own yellow color is inexcusable,

We ask no favors for oleomargarine except that it be given an equal
opportunity in the market basket when properly packaged, labeled
and identified as oleomargarine. Let the housewife select the sprea
of her choice—margavine or butter.

The South Carolina Grange earnestly requests approval of this
committee of H. R. 2023 as it passed the House of Repreesentatives,

Senator MiLLikin. Mr. Chairman.

SenatorHoky. Senator Millikin.
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Senator MinLikin. What are your prinzipal agricultural crops in
South Carolina?

Mr. Key. The major agricultural income crop is cotton, sir; with
livestock ranking second.

Senator MiLLikiN. Then what other crops?

Mr. Kry. We have a variety of truck crops; watermelons, cucum-
bers, potatoes, both white and sweet potatoes.

Senator MiLLIkIN. Rice?

Mr. Key. We have very little vice.

Senator MiLLkiN. You used to be a great producer of rice.

Mr. Key. Yes, sir.

Senator MiLLikin, And tobacco?

Mr. Kry. Yes; tobacco is one of the principal crops.

Senator MILLIKIN. Are you increasing your dairy crops in South
Carolina very rapidly?
. Mr. Key. Very rapidly.  We are another one of the deficient arcas,
sir.
. Svn)ntor MiLLikIN, Are you coming into a more diversified farming
there?

Mr. Key. Very much so; distinetly.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Have you any statistics with you on the growth
of your dairy farming?

Mr, Kev. I don’t ?mvo them with me; no, sir.

Senator MiLLikiN. Thank you.

Mr. Key. Thank you, gentlemen.

Senator Hoky. The next witness is Mr. John E. Slaughter. of the
Girdler Corp.

'STATEMENT OF JOHN E. SLAUGHTER, VICE PRESIDENT, THE
GIRDLER CORP., LOUISVILLE, KY.

Mr. SLauGHTER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
my name is John E. Slaughter of Lousiville, Ky. On Friday of last
week, Mr. Paul T. Truitt, president of the National Association of
Margarine Manufacturers, phoned me and told me the Senate Finance
Committee desired certain information with regard to the cost of
erecting a margarine plant. He asked if I could give this committee
such information. I have prepared a short statement on this point
and, with your permission, 1 would like to read it, after which I would
be glad to answer any questions,

1 am vice president of the Girdler Corp., of Louisville, Ky. Our
company is engaged in manufacturing machinery and in engineering
and designing plants in the food, chemical, and petroleum industries.
We manufacture special machinery for the ice cream, shortening, lard,
and margarine industries, among others. Possibly the two most
significant contributions our company has made to the food industry
are the development of a continuous ice cream freezer and a con-
tinuous process for the manufacturing of margarine,

The costs of margarine plants, quite naturally, vary with the size,
productive capacity, whether or not refining facilities are available,
and similar factors. Without considering the cost of an oil refinery,
which is a very expensive installation, let us look at the cost of a plant
which is within sound economic limits. Such a plant, small though
it may be, would heve a productive capacity of between 32,000 and
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40,000 pounds of margarine per 8-hour day, or between 8,000,000 and
10,000,000 pounds per year.

Senator MinuikiN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question, please?

Senator Hory, Senator Millikin,

Senator MiLLikin. Is that perhaps the smallest economic unit?

Mr. Svavaurenr. In my judgment it is, sir.

Senator MiLLikis. Thank you,

Mr. Stavenrer, To check the figures on our own engineering
department after reeeiving Mr. Truitt’s call on Friday, I called one of
our customers who has recently erected a margarine plant in Louisiana.
His plant is the size T have deseribed above.  He advised me that his
costs of equipment and installation will total $160,000.

In addition, the building, land, side track, and office for the installa-
tion will cost $115,000. Thus, the total equipment and plant cost is
$275,000.

After 1dictated this statement yesterday afternoon, I called another
customer of ours, who is building & margarine plant in Arkansas, and
he advised me that a plant of this same size and involving cssentially
the same apparatus, materials, and equipment, was costing him, in-
cluding building, $365,000.

There are two plants being built in Arkansas. Another plant, I
think, was referred to last week by Senator IFulbright. The other
plant involved complete refining facilities. The total in that case,
since we happen to be involved in the engincering, is a million and a
half dollars.  But, of course, there are many other stages and processes
involved in a refinery.

Senator MiLLikiN, For the same output as the plant here?

Mr. Suavenrer. The margarine plant is only a part of the total,
sir.  But the refining of oils is in a sense a misnomer, because there are
several processes in addition to refining: the decolorizing, the hydrog-
enating, the deodorizing.

Senator MiLikin, What I am getting at is this: As to this refining
part of the whole project, does all of the product of the refining go
through this final plant that you are talking about?

Mr. SuavaHTER. No.

Senator MiLLikiN, Or do they make oils in addition for other
purposes?

Mr. Stavgurer. They plan and propose to make shortening, too.

Senator MiLLikin. I see.

Mr. SuavceuTER. Our engineering department estimates for the costs
of equipment in such a plant are in line with the figures he gave me—
I am referring to our customer in Louisiana, who, incidentally,
would give me permission to identify him—ranging from $125,000
to $165,000, depending upon the type of packaging equipment required.

Our construction department estimates that the costs of the smallest
building required to house such a plant will be between $100,000 and
$130,000, depending upon the arca involved; and the differences in
those costs are largely matters of construction labor.

We estimate, therefore, that the total equipment and building
costs for this type of plent will range between $225,000 and $295,600,
which, as 1 have indicated before, are in line with the Louisiana
figures given me. )

Keep in mind that the costs I have given you do not include oil-
refining facilities. .
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1 have here a detailed list of the machinery and equipment required
for the installation deseribed,  And 1 will be vory happy to show you
gontlomen copies of that, although 1 would apprecinte very much if it
18 not included in the vecord, beeauso it contains o great deal of Girdler
Corp. engincering know-how, which we prizo rather highly.

Senntor Matakin, Me, Chaieman, may 1 ask a question, ploase?

Sonator Hoky. Certainly, Senator,

Sonator MittakiN, Can you tell us briclly what is your process?
You got the refined oil.  What happens in the oleomargarine plant
from then on?

My, Stavawrsr. Well, siv, you have the two essentinl ingredients
in margavine, refined vegotable oils — of courso, thore are some animal
fats used in certain aveas  and ealtuved skim milk.  The law requires
80 pereent minimum fat content, and that oil goes through several
stages of processing,  "There is the vefining, the bleaching, which is
u decolorizing process, the hydrogonation, which is the hardening of
oils to a given molting point and iodine value, and the deodorization,
Tho deodorvization proeess is a steam stripping operation which reduces
the freo fatty acid content of the oils and eliminates the odoriferous
materinls, At that point you have a margarine oil,

A margarine plant divorced from a vefinery, or even though it were
adjacent to a vefinery, would have oil storage tanks,

Then the other main ingrediont. is cultured skim milk, which repre-
sents 16 percent of the total ingredients,  The salt content is 3 per-
cont,, mnl then there are cortain permissible addatives under the
margarine standard, such as lecithing which is an emulsifying agent;
vitamin concentrates, primarvily vitamin A; emulsifying agents, and
1 beliove benzoate of soda is pernissible as a preservative, . You then
have a milk department in every margarvine plant.  You havo milk-
receiving facilities and o pasteurization plant.  The milk is first
cultured. It is innoculated with bacterial starters. 1t is then pas-
tourized.  Then the milk and oil go into emulsion tanks, or churns,
where an emulsion or partial emulsion is made.

The next stage is the erystallizing phase, where it is continuously
crystallized by mechanieal rvefvigeration.  lvery margarine plant
must have a refrigeration plant with it.  They need a boiler plant to
provide steam for pasteurization and other water uses. )

Then it goes continuously from the erystallizing stage into a temper-
ing seetion, where the heat of erystallization is liberated and the prod-
uct setsup.  Then it is pumped through a print-forming machine, to
shape it into 1-pound prints, or quarter-pound prints, whichever are
made, and then into automatic wrapping machinery, cartoning
machinery, and case sealing. Then it goes on to storage. KEvery
margarine plar.t must have a low-temperature storage room. Those
facilities are kept at avound 40 degrees, and the product may stay
there a half hour, 24 hours, or it can go immediately onto the refriger-
ated trucks. Margarine is distributed under refrigeration.  The
trucks arve refrigerated, and in most stores it is held under refrigeration.

That is about the pattern, sir.

Senator MiLuikin. Thank you.

Senator Lucas. Could I ask a question?

Senator Hoky. Senator Lucas.

Senator Lucas. Is there any substitute for skim milk?
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Mv. Stavanrer, 1 think powered milk ean be used, siv, but 1
beliove most of the margarine manufacturers use eultured skim milk.

1 might sny that while our primary business is the selling of machin-
ery for the purposes referred to, we feel it a part of our service to our
customers and prospective eustomers to give them what knowledgo
wo havo of compotitive conditions in the business which our client
is considering,  For oexumple, we take into consideration the location
of a contomplated margarine plant, access to raw materinl supplies,
and the unique distribution problems of this industry.  The margarine
industry is o highly competitive, not. to sny marginal, industry,  We
study, consequontly, the prospective effects of various types of pro-
posad legislation upon the margarine industrey, nnd, in this connection,
wo have made a study of the possible effects of the measures pending
hefore your committee,

As we see it, the Wiley bill to ban the shipment in interstate com-
meree of yellow margarine would distupt to n largo extent the dis-
tribution of margarine in this country.

Our reason for that conelusion is that some States today which have
several margarine plants would have fower plants under the Wiley
bill.  Other States, which have no plant today, would have built
within their borders plants for the manufacture of yellow margarine.

Let me give you an exnmple of n State in the group which, ns wo
seo it, would have fewer plants. 1 have Texas in mind,  Today,
there nre cight mavgarine plants in Texas,  Texas has slightly more
than 7,000,000 persons and there would be under the Wiley hill, too
nmny plants in Texas to serve that, State alone.  Accordingly, several
of these plants will have to go ont of business,  When the readjust-
ment is over, we might have one or two plants in T'exas, and these

- might have a near monopoly of the business in the State, for, I assume

that the customers in Texas would buy yellow margarine in preference
to white.

11 the Wiley bill becomes Inw, the consumer will lose some of her
freedom of choice.  First of all, she would not have available yellow
margarine made outside the State and shipped into it.  Secondly,
she would not have available all  the product now made
within the State.  Consequently, free competition would be hampered
to tho detriment of the consumer and to the benefit, as we see it, of
no one,

Let us now take a State with a population under 1,000,000 persons
and a State today which has no margarine plant, but which permits
the sale of yellow margarine. There are several such States: Maine,
Nevada, and New Mexico, among others.  Such States, or the District
of Columbia, could not economically support a margarine plant
operating under sound technological and sanitary conditions. How-
ever, we feel sure that such a State would have some kind of a marga-
rine plant which probably would produce margarine of an inferior
quality, because of the cost factors of effective quality and sanitary
control. The consumers in sparscly populated States, which now
have the choice of 20 or more brands of quality product, sold in a
highly competitive market, would be restricted to one or two brands
of a product.

That concludes my prepared statement, but I would be very happy
to answer any questions any of you gentlemen may have.
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Senator MiLLikiN, Mr, Chairman, there was testimony yesterday
that the Wiley-Gillette substitute does not put any limitation on
the shipment in bulk of uncolored margarine.

What kind of n set-up, Mr. Slaughter, would be required to color
that after it got to its destination? The simple mixing?

Mer. SnavGnteRr. Senator, that would require considerable study,
but in my judgment it would require almost a duplication of facilitics.
True, a housewife can take a 1-pound print oll margarine and, by
rather exhausting efforts, get the color in.  But that would not applv
in a large mass.

Oil technologists would tell you that the rcheating of a product, of a
fatty oil product, is quite deleterious to its stability. In other words,
it is desirable to reprocess just as little material as possible. In my
judgment, you would have to have facilities for remelting the bulk
roods, which would probably be shipped in drums. Then you would
ﬁavc to recrystallize.  You would have the same packaging facilities
that the white margarine plant in another State wougid have, the
automatic printing, wrapping, and cartoning machinery, which inci-
dentally is a relatively expensive part of a total margarine plant. The
packaging machinery, if they are makiog two-size prints, say quarter-
pound and one-pound, would represent from 12 to 25 percent of the
total cost of a margarine plant if it is automatic machinery.

Senator Minnikin, It is not quite clear to me why you could not
have a cold-mixing process, just like the housewife has a cold-mixing

COCESS.
P Mr. Sravauter. To keep margarine, you would have to ship under
refrigeration, from one State to another.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Yes.

Mr. Svaveurer, And 1 think our engincers or any engineérs familiar
with the industry could design some sort of cumbersome mixing
equipment. But you would have to break it down. If you broke it
down, if you got it in a sufliciently soft consistency to color, you would
change the crystalline structure. Then 1 think you would have to
have the same crystallizing machinery in the other plant.

Senator MiLuikiN, The housewife can do that mixing because,
I assume, she is consuming it promptly.

Mr. Stavcuter. That is right. :

Senator MiLLixiN, Whereas, if you were repackaging it, and havin
to restore it, and go through all of those subscquent commercia
operations, is that what would lead to more complicated processes?

Mr. StauGgHTER. Yes. When I can’t avoid it, I occasionally get
into our own kitchen; and I have scen my wife, before she could get
colored margarine in Kentucky, coloring it and then putting it in a
glass jar and then using it for cooking as she needed it. But it wasn’t
shaped. It wouldn’t be in a salable shape at that time. That is
all right for the individual user. :

I am quite certain that you would have to have duplicate packaging
and wrapping facilities in both plants; and I am very definitely under
the impression that you would have almost a duplication of facilities.
It would increase the cost to the consumer, in other words.

Senator Lucas. You would have to have a uniform product.

Mr. StavGHTER. You would have to have a uniform product; yes.
And that is one characteristic of margarine as it is made today.

Senator MiLuikiN. Thank you very much.
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Senator Lucas. May I ask one question?

Senator Hoky. Senator Lucas?

Senator Lucas. With respect to these seven margarine plants in
Texas, do I understand you to say that they make yellow margarine?

Mr. Suavanter. Yes, sir.  They do. 1t is permissible under the
Texas law.,

Now, bear in mind, too, Senator, that those seven plants in Texas
arce not just serving Texas, because the margarine business is national
distribution and regional.

Senator Lucas. That is my next question. Where do they ship
outside the State?

Mr. SuavaHTER. T know of a good many plants that ship from Texas
to California, and I would say that some of the plants there ship all
over the country. There is one company that I have in mind, Mr,
Tucker’s Foods, in Sherman, Tex., that 1 believe may have national
distribution,

Senator Lucas. Is there anything in any of the State laws that
prohibits that ycllow margarine from coming in?

Mr. Stavanrer. Oh, some States prohibit it; yes, sir.

Senator Lucas. What about your Federal law?  Is that permissible
under the pure food and drug regulations?

Mr. Sravceurer. Oh, yes.  There is no Federal prohibition, There
is an imposition of the 10-cent tax on yellow margarine.

Senator Lucas. Some States have not only the tax; they also
have a prohibition on coloring.

Mr, Suavanrer. Yes, sir, they do. Let me sce. I have a list
here, T think. Here, for example, your own State of Illinois does not
permit the sale of yellow margarine. You can manufacture it and
ship it into other States that don’t have the prohibition.

Ohio has four plants, and they don’t permit the sale of yellow
margarine.  In faet, I believe—and this is only an impression—that
Ohio has a prohibition against the manufacture.

Scnator Lucas. You mean we make it in Illinois, but we will not let
our constimers use it?

Mr. StavaHTER, You won't let your own consumers use it; no, sir.

Senator Lucas. T did not know that.

If the States of the Union, then, all the States of the Union, had
no prohibition against the receiving of yellow margarine, and the tax
was eliminated, there would be no problem then with respect to color?

Mr. Sraventir. I believe that is right, sir.

Senator Livcas. Let me ask you this: When you ship this yellow
margarine from Texas to California

Mr. StaveHTER. Wait a minute, please. I am wrong there. They
are currently shipping white margarine, but California does not
permit the sale of yellow margarine.

Senator Lucas. Give me one State.

Mr. SraveHTER. Texas can ship to Oklahoma, or Louisiana, or
Kentucky, for that matter.

Senator Lucas. When the yellow margarine is shipped from Texas
to Missouri, it is permissible under both State laws?

Mr. StavaenTeR. That is right, sir.

Senator Liucas. Is there any law in Missouri which impels the seller
of the product in Missouri to notify the customers that it is margarine
that they are eating rather than butter?
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Mr. Suavaurer. Well, the package is clearly identified.

“Senator Lucas. I am talking about after it gets out of the package
and gets into the restaurant or the hotel.

Mr. SLavanTER. As far as I know, there is no such law in Missouri;
no, sir.  So I think the provision in the bill which passed in tho House
:be week before last takes care of that, because it requires identifica-

ion.

Senator Lucas. I know it requires identification. We are requiring
identification. But I am just now trying to contrast that and find out
whether or not under this given sct of circumstances there is any
identification.

Mr. StavanTer. No, sir; there is not.

Senator Lucas. You tell me that there is not. If we pass this law
ag it is, and your statement is correct, then those in Missouri who have
been selling the yellow margarine shipped from Texas would be
comf)ellod to identify it from there on.

Mr. StaveuTER. That is right, sir.

Senator Lucas. If there is any question about that, T wish you
would check that and put it in the record. It just occurred to me
as I was sitting here.

Mr. SraveaTER. I could defer, on that, to Mr. Truitt, who could
answer that question, I am sure.  But I think I am right, sir.

Senator BurLer. Mr. Chairman?

Senator Hory. Senator Butler.

Senator BurLer. Mr. Slaughter, as I came in, you were speaking
of the number of manufacturing plants that there are in the State
of Texas.

Mr. SLauGHTER. Yes, sir.

Senator ButLer. Have you made any study as to the valuation,
perhaps, of the total number of oleomargarine plants and the creamery
plants in the State of Texas and other States?

Mr. StaugHTER. No sir; I have not.

Senator ButLegr. It would be rather interesting if you could make
that comparison.

Mr. SuaveuTer. It would. I have not made that, though.

Senator Lucas. May I make one further observation, Mr. Chairman?

It does scem to me that if your statement of facts is correct, again
referring to Texas and Missouri, those two great States, there ought
to be some prohibition in this bill which would permit Missouri to
continue to operate as she is at the present time, as far as the identifica-
tion of margarine is concerned. In other words, if the State laws of
Missouri do not compel the user of margarine in the hotel of restaurant
to identify it, I doubt the advisability of the Federal Government
stepping in and saying that you should do it.

Mr. SLavenTer. Well, that is a matter of opinion. I think I
would approve identification. I would have no quarrel with that.

Senator Lucas. I am not having any quarrel with it, either. But I
am just wondering whether or not we should tell Missouri that, under
those circumstances.  We are not doing it now. -

Mr. SuavgHTER. But that would be done under the bill as it passed
the House. And I agree with that.

Senator Liucas. That is right. And when they are not compelled
to identify it now, I raise the question whether or not they should be

compelled to.
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Senator MiLuikiN. Mr. Chairman?

Senator Hoky. Senator Millikin.

Senator MiLLiIKIN. Is this not correct: That with the Gillette-Wiley
substitute, or without it, so far as the interstate shipment of oleo-
margarine is concerned, you are subject to whatever the State law
may be, so far as selling the colored product is concerned.

Mr. Sr.avanTeER. That is right. |

Senator Hory. Any further questions?

Thank you, Mr. Slaughter.

We wileut in the record a statement from Mr. Lewis G. Hines,
national legislative representative of the Amecrican Federation of
Labor, which he wished to make with reference to this subject.

(The statement of Mr. Hines follows:)

.

StaTEMENT OF LiEwis G. HiNes, NaTIONAL LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LARBOR

In accordance with the action taken by the American Federation of Labor
regarding the repeal of taxes on colored olcomargarine, 1 desire to call the commit-
tee’s attention to the fact that the 1944 convention of the American Federation
of Labor held at New Orleans, La., adopted unanimously a report of the executive
council, dealing with this subject as follows:

‘“‘Hearings were held upon 8. 1744 and H. R. 2400, both proposing the repeal
of the 10-cent-per-pound tax on colored margarine, A representative of the
American Federation of Labor appeared hefore the Senate Committee on Agrieul-
ture and the House Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and presented its
attitude, which was in favor of the bill.

“Margarine is a wholesome, nutritious, inexpensive table fat manufactured
from agricultural commodities and, as such, is necessary to low-income groups
who cannot afford to purchase butter. The 10-cent-per-pound tax on margarine
results in an unnecessary, unjustifiable price increase which is inflicted upen the
low-paid masses, and the exccutive council recommends that efforts to eliminate
this objcetional tax be continued.”

Again in 1948, at the convention held at Cincinnati, Ohio, the following report
of the executive council was adopted unanimously:

“Since the first application of the tax on olcomargarine, the American Federa-
tion of Labor has opposed it because it takes the place of batter in many house-
holds where the income is low. During the present period of extremely high

rices, this product has been in use by families in higher-income groups, H. %{.

245 repealing this tax was forced out of the House on Aprit 28, 1948, Hearings
were held in the Senate, where we again testified, and the bill was reported favor-
ably to the Senate on June 1, 1948. However, in the closing days of the session,
the dairy interests with their powerful lobbying, aided by the jam of legislation in
the closing days of the session, prevented its passage by the Senate. Up until
the last hours of the Congress we were very optimistic in regard to the repeal of
this tax and, in failing to do so, we were greatly disappointed. However, we
shall continue our opposition to this obnoxious tax.

“Under the caption ‘Olcomargarine’ the exacutive council reports its efforts to
have the oleomargarine tax repealed. We have opposed taxing oleomargarine
because such tax imposes hardship to low-income groups. We see no reason for
changing our attitude on this question and recommend the council’s continued
opposition to same.”

think the action of the American Federation of Labor delegates in convention,
representing the entire membership, clearly indicates the position that the
American Federation of Labor desires to tak: on H. R, 2023,

Senator Hory. The next witness is Merritt Nash.
Mr. Nash, will you give you full name and identify yourself to the
reporter?

89843—40——12
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STATEMENT OF MERRITT M. NASH, DAIRY FARMER, FALL CITY,
WASH.

Mr. Nasi. Fam Merritt Nash, dairy farmer, from Fall City, Wash,,
and [ have a statement here for the record, but with the permission of
you gentlemen, I would just like to talk with you rather than to read a
cumbersome statement. I would like to talk with you in just the
way | would talk with you if you came out to my daivy furm, if you
saw me milking and saw my good herd of cows.

1 am a cow milker, have been one all my life out in the Pacific
Northwest, and I never have been here and had the opportunity to
speak with Senators of my United States Government. i don’t want
to be looking dowa here at a sheet of paper while 1 am doing it.

I make my entire living from milking cows, and I have all my life,
and my father has before ine, and 1 have a son that proposes to con-
tinue making his living milking cows,

Semator Hory., How many cows do you have in your herd?

Mr. NasH. 1 have bad as high as 150 milking head. My herd is
down below that number now, but [ have milked for years 150 head of
fine, pure-bred Jerseys, and if you will permit me to say so, Hhave mado
some world records, my brother and 1, and we have good Jerseys,

Senator Mitikiy, Where is Fall City?

Mr, Nasn. IFall City is 25 miles from Seattle, toward the Caseades,
It is in the great dairying section of the Pacific Northwest, and it is
a great place to live,

Senntor Lucas, Is Seattle your market?

Mr. Nasu. Seattle is our market, yes. We are in the Seattle
milk shed.

You know, yvesterday morning I milked my cows, and I.got on the
plane, and 1 was here Jast night, and am talking with you gentlemen
this morning.  That is o wonderful thing. 1t is particularly impres-
sive to me, because I seldom get off the farm,

When I stop to think of how we have been ablo to overcome these
great difliculties in transportation and communieation, and so forth,
it impresses me that it isn’t any great problem that we have facing us
to overcome the difficulty of marketing in fair and free competition
another American product, colored margarine. .

I was impressed as I rode on that plane with the story of little
Kathy out in San Francisco, and how the people in this country around
there and all over the country went into that situation with such
wholchearted enthusiasm and cooperation, and spent their valuable
time and efforts and money to protect the life of a little child. And
that is wonderful cooperation, and it is a wonderful spirit, and that
is the reason why we all would be glad o0 die for this country and this
Government that we have, And I think, 1 know, that I as a dairy-
man do not need any of the protection, the co-called protection, that
we have had for the past 60 years through restrictive legislation and
taxation and color restrictions and things of that nature,

Senator Lucas. Have you ever run for Congress?

Mr. Nasu. I have never done it. I have never done anything but
milk cows.

Senator Luvcas, You had better run for public office.

Mr. Nasu. Well, thank you, Senator. I appreciate that very much.
And what I say to you gontfomcu today is with great respect and
sincerity.
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I don’t look like T need any help, do 1?7 1 admit that [ sucewmbed
to this virus that got out as fur as the Pacific Northwest -1 don’t
know how that virus lived out there in that great climate that wo
have --and 1 huve a blister and cold sore to show for it, but 1 feel that
T need no proteetion as fur as being able to conduet my business in
fair, free democeratic competition with any other praduet on the face
of the earth, beenuse 1 have such unbounded faith and confidence
in my dairy industry, which 1 think is the greatest in the country. [
have such unbounded fuith and conlidence in the thing that 1" pro-
duee, good, fine fluid milk, that 1 believe that in o fair and free com-
petitive society T will get along 100 percent. And 1 don’t want to
unpose on anybody any restrietions,

Ve dairy people say - and I say “we,” beenuse [ o a dairy person,
and I don’t want to ever dissociate myself from the duiry people-—-
we say we have o God-given right to the color yellow,  ‘That is a big
statement.  When you go ont and say that you have a right to a color
in the spectrum, you are making quite a statement,

But you know, we are a little hesitant, 1 notiee, in following that up,
and shouldering the responsibility of making 30,000,000 housewives in
this country perform the needless and unnecessary and burdensome
task of getting in that Kitchen and getting ont a bowl and mixing up
all that margarine. We don't want to assume that responsibility.

Senator Lrceas. Have you ever seen them do that?

M. Nasu, I have seen them do it,

Senator Lucas. In your home?

Mr. Nasu. In my home.  And T am a dairyman,

May [ tell vou another story? It is Senator Lueas, isn't it?

Senator Lvcas. What is left of e,

Mr. Nasu, You scem to he doing very well,

We have lots of good neighbors,  There is a lady that has lots
of children. They arve like little stairs, and they run from 1 to 10
years of age. We have two children, which has fy)(-vn quite a burden
for us, but she has cight.  She has to perform all of the labor in
conneetion with those eight children, snd her husband works in
Seattle and commutes 25 miles back and forth and is not home to
help her very much. So we have a few extra clothes, after the children
have outgrown them, and my wife Helen says, “Suppose we take
them down there.” T won’t name the lady, if that is all right. I will
just sy “Nrs. Jones,”

So she says, “Suppose we take them down and give them to Mrs,
Jones.” T said, “When I go down, T have a couple of pounds of butter
here, and T would like to give them to Mrs, Jones as a token of my
industry and the good product that we produce.”

We went down there. But Mrs, Jones is a proud woman, and you
have to be careful, but giving away clothes that your children have
outgrown is all right. I put these two pounds of butter on the table
when we were done and ready to walk out, and I said, “Here is some-
thing that we grow up there on the farm.”

She looked at it, and she looked at me, and she said to me, “Mr.
Nash, you people are good neighbors of ours, and I appreciate this.
But there is something I wish you would tell me. Why is it that you
dairy people require me, in my busy day—over a course of a ycar to
take a lot of hours ¢f my busy time—to mold and to color this mar-
arine into a form that my family likes? Now, we cat butter on
unday. It is sort of a Sunday treat to us, and a pound of butter
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doesn’t last us any more than 1 duy. The rest of our week wo have
to watch our budget and spend our dollars in the way which roturns
the greatest to us in the way of a standard of living and health, and
80 on and so0 forth. And will you telt me why it is you peoplo requiro
me to do that work?”

Well, say, what could I tell her? I looked at the floor, and 1 looked
at her, and I said, “Mrs. Jones, 1 can’t tell you, 1 am sorry, but I
can’t tell you.”

And by jove, that is a hard position to put anybody in, too. 1t is
hard to explain why we have to do that. 1 don’t look like I need any
help, and Mrs, Jones knows [ don’t need any help.  You see?  And
I can’t explain away that sort of thing, and it is a mighty hard thing,
I would think, for any dairyman to be able to explain why it is that
we make these impositions on people. My ancestors eame out there,
nmy grandfather and grandmother, to the Pacific Northwest,  They
died just a fow years ago, and we are living on those smne farms now.
And { still have enough of the pride and enough of the drive that was
theirs; enough that 1 don’t want to have to rely upon this eruteh,
this restrietive legislation, these inwarranted taxes, these color restric-
tions, that we are imposing against a competitor, a legitimate com-
lwlil'm' who is producing and distributing an American farm product.

don’t need that cruteh. As-a matter of fact, 1 believe sineerely
that it is proving to be, it has proved to be, a detriment to my industry.
That is why 1 am here today, more than anything else.  Beeause 1
believe it will be far better in the long run, if we take this plaster enst,
if you want to call it that, off our legs, and let ourselves get healthy
and strong in the promotion of the most vital dairy product that
we have, fluid milk,

Butter is a byproduct with us. If I had to produce butter for a
living, T wouldn’t be here today. I would be broke. Beeause I
can’t produce butter at the cost of production and sell it, you know,
on the market today, and meet the costs of production, even, T just
can’t do it.

Senator MiruikiN. Mr. Chairman?

Senator Hory. Senator Millikin,

Senator MiLukiN. Do you produce butter?

Mr. Nasu. I produco it all the time.

Senator MiLLikiN. Do you produce it for sale?

Mr. NasH. No, I produce fluid milk, which goes into tho grade A
milk, and I think you will find, Senator Millikin, that practically all
real 100 percent dairymen are producing not for the butter markot
but for the fluid-milk market, you see. %L is only when we have sur-
pluses that it goes into biitter and the byproducts. And these sur-
pluses, I maintain, would not be nccessary if we devoted these energies
that we are treating in such a niggardgr fashion, fighting the mar-
garine people, to promoting the sale, to merchandising in a good, for-
ward-looking energetic business fashion, our good fluid milk, and put
the butter fat that we produce into that bottle, into the product in
which we have our most favorable market, a product which cannot
be duplicated, and which is certainly the greatest beverage known to
humankind. If we would promote the sale of that product with the
same fervor with which we fight in a negative fashion, you see, to
proteet one of our byproducts, I think we would not have the surplus
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problem that we have, and we would not have the worry that we have
regarding hutter,

In other words, T would like to see the dairy industry take a positive
appronch to this matter, instead of a negative approach.  Let’s not
fight the other fellow, but let’s promote that part of our industry
which is profitable to us.

Senator Mineikin, Mr, Chairman, may [ ask the witness a ques-
tion, please?

Senntor Hory. Senantor Millikin,

Senntor MiLLikin. There has been a lot of testimony here in part
confirming what you are saying, Mr. Nash, that there is o group of
dairymen who are in a position (o dispose of all of their fluid milk,
where you have a large city to absorh it.  But there also has been
testimony that in other parts of the conntry there is a surplus of fluid
milk within the natural distributing territory.  In other words, the
large concuming centers will not absorb it. It will be too expensive
to ship it to those centers,

What are your observations on that?

Mr. Nasu. My observation and feeling is this; Those people have a
great spread and o grent product, and they ean promote the sale of
that without having to demote the sale of something else.

Those people for the most part, it has been my observation, are not
100 pereent dairymen, but are doing that on the side; and they have
some hogs and some corn and some other things. They are not 100
sercent. relinnt upon the income from that butterfat that goes into
’mttm'. And it is my observation that if we were able to increase our
fluid-milk market enough, we could encourage even some of those
yeople to go into the production of grade A milk in order that we would
wve a sufficient supply the year around to accommodate the milk
consumption that we could work up.  Beecsuse we are only consuming
50 percent of the fluid milk now that we should consume 1o have a
healthful standard in this country,

Senator MiLuikiN. Your point, then, is that as to those particular
areas, the answer is to increase the consumption of fluid milk within
the natural distributing radius of that particular kind of an area. Is
that correct?

Mr. Nasu. That is correet, Senator. That is what I believe is the
best solution to the problem.

Of course, there are always going to be surpluses here and there,
and there is always giong to be butter, I hope. Because certainly
butter is a wonderful product, and certainly there is a real need for it
in this country, and those of us who are able to afford it, and those
of us who want that extra flavor that we think comes from butter are

oing to be able to obtain it. There is always going to be a market
or it, and we can use a great deal of it.  As a matter of fact, our
present policy of restricting the other fellow has not increased our sales
of butter, but our sales of butter have actually been going down.

Senator Lucas. It has increased the sale of margarine.

Mr. Nasn. Yes, it has increased the sale of margarine, Sepator.

Senator Lucas. In other words, this is the situation as it seems
to me. 1 have margarine and dairy people, both, in my State, as
you well know.

Mr. Nasu. Yes.
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Senator Lucas. But it scems to me that the fight that has been
made here over a period of 30 years, and especially during the last
2 or 3 yoears, has centered the attention of the entire Nation on
margarine, 1 think it has been the greatest advertisement for mar-
garino_that 1 know of, this fight that has been made.  Everybody
18 talking about. oleomargarine.

Mr. Nasu. Isn't that the truth?

Scenator Lucas. People never heard of olcomargarine hefore until
this highly controversial question was raised heve in Congress during
the last few years.  And every timoe we would have these long hearings,
wo would get more advertising for margarine.

I told my dairy people in Hlinois that very thing, that in my
opinion they ought to stop fighting margarine and get behind some
sort of & program, here, upon which they could agree. 1 kinow as a
result of the statistics that have come to my attention that what we
have done here has given to the margarine produet a Nation-wide
advertisement that it could not have gotten otherwise, and I think
definitely it has been a detriment to the (’Tnirymuu who produces butter:

Mr. Nasu. @certainly think that is a very astute statement.  There
is no question about it.  If we had been ubfo to promote in a construe-
tive manner the sale of our butter in the way that we have promoted
the sale of margarine through our fighting, our senseless fighting, we
really would have done something for ourselves,  Instead, to the
contrary, we have ereated a very poor publie relation.  And the butter
people actually are in a very, bad public position right now. Thou-
sands of housewives are looking at us with a little anger in their eyes.
And I don’t like that. Because we have a great industry, and wo
shouldn’t do as you have just said we have been doing.  And certainly
we have been doing just that.

Senator Hoky. Rm there any further questions?

Senator Burner. Mr. Nash, T may display my ignorance of the
industry, but I was wondering if there is a synthetic substitute for
milk and cream, like there is for butter.  That appears to be all right;
you seem to think the oleo is a good substitute for butter. Is there
such a substitute for milk?

Mr. NasH. As yet there has been nothing that has got on the market.
in any sort of commereial fashion whatever to substitute for milk.

Senator Burier. If there was such a thing as filled milk, or some
other kind of milk that had all the appearance and the taste, would
you advise that there should be no protection whatseover, then, for
the regular milk producer, like yourself?

Mr. Nasu. Senator, that is a very good question, and T am ready
to answer it, because I have thought about it.

I will say this: I will never stand in the road of progress, not if it
puts me out of business. You know, my grandfather, among other
things, manufactured carriages, buggies, horse buggies. And when
my father bought a Ford, back in 1909, my grandfather disowned him
and cut him off with a dollar in his will. “Because,” he said, “this is
Eoing to be the ruination of this country. It is putting me out of

usiness, and it is putting 25 people who work for me out of business.”

But do vou think, over the long pull, it was a bad thing to have the
automobile industry come in? Kvery time there 'is an economic
change or a phase of development in this country, it means that a
certain segmeont of our society will be damaged or hurt while we are
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making that transformation. If we were, Senator, ever able to pro-
duce a synthetic product that had all of the wonderful quulities of
fiuid milk and could promote the health of our Nation in the way that
fluid milk and butter ean, 1 would be among the first to say, “ Mister,
if you cun produce it with less effort and less cost than T ean produce
nulk, tomorrow 1 will sell every cow 1 have got and get into your
business or some other one.”

Senator Burngn, 1s there not some such article produced now?

Mr. Nasn. There is one in a pilot stage, I understand. I cannot
give you any dotails about it.  But [ say this: Let it come, if it is
progress. I will never stand in the road of progress.

Senator Hoxv. Do you have other questions?

Thank you very much, Mr. Nash,

Mr. Nasu. Thank you, sir. It has been a real privilege,

(The prepared statement of Mr. Nash is as follows:)

StarEMENT oF MERRTTT M. Nasn or Fann Crry, Wasn,

I am a dairy farmer. My entire income for the support of my family comes
from the production of a herd of dairy cows. My father before me was a dairy-
man and farmer, and y son after me plans to follow the dairy business, My
remarks here today are the result of my firm conviction of what is best, over the
long run, for the great dairy industry,

For 60 long years the dairy industry has fought against the encroachment of
margarine, colored or otherwise.  Mont of its promotional, political, and fighting
energies have been spent along this line.  Very little has heen done, on the other
hand, to encrgetically promote the sale of our basic product: fluid milk. We
have been fighting a defensive battle for one of the byproducts of the dairy
industry: butter. Thix has not helped us by increasing the consumption of hutter.
We are selling less butter each year under these unwise policies.

History shows that progress is not made by such negative methods of doing
business as throwing restrictive legislation and taxation blocks in the path of a
competitor’s product. To use the advantage of sheer nunbers and political
power to restrict a competitor is not my idea of the way to do business in a free
and competitive democratic socicty. History is repeating itselfl in our instance.
The overwhelming consensus of public opinion is forcing the dairy industry to
abandon the old procedure of restrictive legislation through taxation, and the
aroused public is not feeling kindly toward us for our long delay.

At a time when dairy industry needs more than ever before the good will of the
American publie, wo find ourselves in a state of very poor public relations. Only
an indisuy a9 great as ours could have so long survived such an extended era
o1 poor busines: poliey.

am not thinking so much today of what a few of my fellow dairymen will think

of me. Today our course should first consider what the country will think of us
25 years from no'v for what we do at this time.

‘he great Pacific Northwest is my home. Barely a hundred ycars ago our
randparents first plodded their hazardous way to the farms on which we now live.
snough of the proud spirit of my parents and grandparents has carried over to

me that 1 rehel, and I have for years, at the thought of employing legislative force
to restrict a legitimate competitor who is merchandising another farm product in
the same free and democratic country. I have unbounded faith and confidence in
my chosen ficld of work, the dairy industry, and I know its products to bx: of such
?uality and desirability and sheer necessity for the welfare of all humankind that

look with disdain, and regard as being of little faith, those in my field who
would employ such negative tactics against a competitor.

Anything, whatever its color, will forever hbe but a substitute or imitation of
pure butter, There is always room for different grades and forms and qualities
of any product. There is a very real need in millions of homes for a more reason-
ably priced spread. It is desirable and proper that every strata of our society
should be permitted a choice of the spread that they use, a choice free from the
restrictions imposed b?' any competing industry.

With proper attention to the quality and unequaled flavor of natural butter,
while using proper techniques of merchandising it, the dairy industry will, under
any circumstance of fair competition, enjoy greater and greater usage of its product.



178 OLEO TAX KEPEAL

Innumerable examples of this fact can be found in all the ficlds of merchandisable
0ods. .
¥ Why, then, should we continue 1o hamper our industry, devote our energies in
a niggardly fashion, and arouse precious publie opinion against us in these growing
hours of need by pursuing our past aud present policies of restriction? Too
many of us have grown to depend upon these restrietive measures,  They have
falsely become to be regarded as something that will not only protect us but take
care of our growth. Like a cruteh, or & plaster cast on a broken arm, these meas-
ures have weakened us through long usage until we feel we are ecompletely de-
pendeut upon them.  The health and future progress of our dairy industry
depends upon our throwing off these heedless and restrictive measures and going
?br‘)l'u our l\msim-ss of promoting the dairy industry in a vigorous and less negative
ashion,

Our Nation has waxed strong and great on the poliey of free competition.
Certainly there are no produets in all the world that stand @ better ehance in a
ficld of free competition than those of the dairy industry, l)mvi(liug we employ the
np]mrtunitin-c available to all of exploiting our unequaled produets.

I'rue, it is always necessary to guard against the improper business {)nw(ircﬂ
of those unseruptfous operators that crop up in any ficld of endeavor.  We must
commit our existing Government ageneies, such as the Federal Food and Drug
Administration, to the task of exercising eternal vigilance over the production
and distribution of all the brands of margarine, or butter.  Our Government
agencies must be properly financed to continue the practice of guarding our pre-
cious heritage of free and fair competition,  Properly controlled, there is nothing
to fear as regards improper labeling and sale of margarine anywhere.  ‘The laws
of supply and demand, under normal competition, will always tend to control the
price of any product, including colored margarine.  If it doesn’t, there is nothing
to prevent the dairy industry from going into the business of manufacturing and
distributing margarine, a procedure which I recommend,

On the other hand, it is when we have chaotie conditions, varying from one
State to another, such as is the case now, that we have troubles,  These “bootleg”
circumstances permit unserupulons operators to exact unwarranted prices at
cortain times in certain places.  This is only a greater argument for completely
wiping the slate clean of all restrictions regarding taxes and color,

am convinced, from talking with hundreds of my fellow dairymen, that the
time is ripe for repeal, nay, overripe.  Who is fighting repeal?  If the people who
actually milk the cows were aroused on this point you would be fairly swamped
with millions of letters and telegrams.,  But great numbers of us are ashamed of
our position,  We feel, bevond that, that we have been hampering our progress
and the proper promotion of our more profitable and basie items, particularly
fluid milk in the bottle, by devoting so mueh time to this problem before us today.
We want to be rid of this matter.  We must start a program of merchandising
our great product, fluid milk, and employing every possible ounce of our butter-
fat in this channel where it stands unequaled and unchallenged as the greatest,
of all beverages.  We want our dairy pnhlimt ions, politicians, creamery, managers,
dairy association managers and dealers in butter, who always stand to make a set
margin of profit or hold a job on the strength of butter sales (while the dairy farmer
seldom is able even to meet the cosis of production from his proceeds of selling
butterfat to be used solely for manufacturing into butter) to carn their keep by
doing a real merchandising job on fluid milk, where lies the greatest future for our
dairy industry.

The dairy industry is claiming a God-given right to the color yellow. But,
we are by various means trying to avoid the unpleasant responsibility for requiring
30,000,000 housewives all over America to roll up their s‘eoves and perform the
needless extra task of coloring their margarine? The housewife is not forgetting
this. It seems obvious to me that we are pursuing a policy that will certainly
backfire against us. '

I am convinced that the repeal of all restrictions on margarine is a jolt that is
necessary to wake the dairy industry to the necessity of merchandising our fluid
milk and inereasing consumption, from its present 50 percent of necessity level
to the point where the vast majority of all the butterfat we produce will be needed
to fill our milk bottles. In this direction lies a great future for a great industry,
This is constructive business procedure. Let's get at it.

Senator Hoey. Mrs. Kathryn H. Stone will be the next witness.
Will you identify yourself, please, for the record, Mrs. Stone?
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STATEMENT OF MRS. KATHRYN H. STONE, FIRST VICE PRESIDENT,
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES,
WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mirs. Svonk. I am Mis, Kathryn H. Stone, viee president of the
League of Women Voters of the United States.

For a number of years the League of Women Voters has been urging
favorable action on legislation repealing the Federal taxes and fees on
the manufacture, distribution, and sale of margarine. We were
heartened by the favorable vote which this issue received in this
committee last year. We hope that during the life of the present
Congress we shall see o bill such as H. R. 2023 passed by both Houses.

In our opinion, the present law is unjust and diseriminatory.  The
imposition of Federal taxes and fees increases the cost of margarine to
the consumer and, perhaps even more important, involves paper work
and risk of penalties which discourage its handling by wholesalers and
retailers.  Thus & wholesome and nutritious food ts made unneees-
sarily difficult to buy, affeeting particularly seriously the low-income
families who are most in need of a more adequate dict,

We in the League of Women Voters have no quarrel with the
dairy industry. And [ might say that 1 am a native of lIowa and have
been around farms a good deal of my life. Many of our members
live in dairy communities, and some of them are farmers.  Neverthe-
less, it is contrary to our concept of & vigorous competitive econom
to have one industry protected from a substitute product througi;
Federal taxation. We believe this situation is unique in the American
cconomy. Those who want to buy butter and can afford it should be
able to do so; those who would like to buy margarine, either colored
or white, should likewise be permitted to do so without arbitrary
interference from the Federal Government.

Margarine sold in stores is required by Federal and State food
and drug laws to be clearly labeled; the housewife knows what she
is buying.* Under H. R. 2023, even the 3 percent of margarine which
is sold for serving in public eating places must be clearly identified.
By requiring that the patrons be notitied by sign or on the menu
that margarine is being served, and that each individual serving of
margarine be identified, the bill gives every possible protection to the
consumer. We can see no justification for the contention that this
legislation is intended to enable margarine to be sold as butter.

Let me assure the members of this committee that the members of
the League of Women Voters have given heart-felt support to this
legislation. Morcover, as one of the groups active in behalf of tax-
free margarine, we have had many unsolicited expressions of good
will from outside the league. There is no question in our minds but
that there is very great support throughout the country for the re-
moval of these unjustifiable taxes and fees, and we urge your favorable
consideration of this bill.

Senator Hoey. Any questions, Senator?

Senator MILLIKIN. No.

Senator Hoky. Thank you very much.

Mrs. StoNe. Thank you.

Senator Hory. The next witness is Mrs. O. S. Gibbs.

You may proceed, Mrs. Gibbs. .
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STATEMENT OF MRS, 0. S. GIBBS, CHAIRMAN, CONSUMERS'
ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF MEMPHIS, TENN,

Mrs. Gisns, I am Mrs. O. S, Gibbs from Memphis, Tenn,  Be-
cause my aceent does not ring true, may 1 explain that T brought it
with me 16 years ago from Switzerland. 1 am now a citizen of this
country, truly devoted to its principles of democracy, and deeply
respectful for its form of government.

I am chairman of the Consumers’ Advisory Committee of Memphis.
This is a nonpolitical, nonpartisan, and nonconynereial organization
of volunteer workers who work for the interests and the protection of
the consumers,

1 am also State chairman of consumer relations for the Tennessee
Federation of Women’s Clubs, The two organizations represent a
large number of women'’s clubs in all parts of Tennessee, and several
State branches of national organizations.  All of them have repeatedly
gone on record during the last years asking for repeal of all unfuir and
antiquated margarine legislation.  The women’s elubs, the two organi-
zations, were largely responsible recently for the repeal of the Tennes-
see State legislation on masgarine, or rather agninst margarine, in-
cluding the 10-cent State tax per pound on yellow margarine. Now
the women in Tennessee can buy yellow margarine, subject, of course,
to the 10-cent tax under Federal legislation, which remains a thorn in
their flesh.

Many States besides Tennessee have repealed their margarine laws!
ichigan this year; Maine, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Maryland,
and Missouri last year, and there are prospects for similar action in
several more States,

This proves the insistent and steadily increasing public demand
throughout the Nation for repeal of these unfair and antiquated Inws,
Volumes of testimony to this effect have been presented before Con-
gress, this year and last year and many vears before.  The reasons
why consumers and housewives across the Nation feel entitled to get
untaxed and unrestricted white and yellow margarine have been so
conclusively established that they need no further substantiation.
Just as well established in the public’s mind, however, is the fact that
Federal antimargarine laws have been kept on the books until now
it is clear that they are not for the protection of the consumers, who
are entirely satisfied with the protection provided by the Federal
Pure Food and Drug Administration and the Federal Trade Com-
mission, but for the protection of the butter producers from unwanted
competition,

Today the margarine issue is no longer a fight between butter
producers and the margarine industry. 1t is a fight of the consumers
for the right to buy a sound, wholesome American product in the
most attractive form and at the most economical price possible.

The Poage bill, as it was recently approved by the House of Repre-
sentatives, does justice to the demands of the consumers. It repeals
all Federal taxes and license fees, both on white and colored margarine.
9 The Wiley bill, which would prohibit the interstate shipment of
yellow margarine, is unfair to the consumers, and continues to give
the butter interests an unjustified competitive advantage. It is
against the American tradition of free enterprise, which is indispensa-
bi to the economic freedom of democracy.

.
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Thirty States and the District of Columbia permit at present the
‘sale of yellow margarine.  About half of these States and the District
of Columbia have no margarine plants.  If the ban on interstate ship-
ment is enacted, consumers here and in the States without plants can
no longer buy yellow margarine; in other words, they would be worse
off than they are now, when they can buy it at the additional expense
of 10 cents for Federal tax.

If you have ever colored a pound of margarinc—and T hope you
have—you will readily admit that you, too, would ratherspend the 10
cents of tax than do the messy job.

To my knowledge not a single other popular food product except
perhaps “filled milk” is harnessed with such a ban.  So why create o
dangerous precedent with margarine?  Wouldn’t there be as much
justification to ban artificially colored butter from interstate shipment?
It might also be demanded that artificially colored butter be so &In-lv(l.
The old argument—whether or not and why the butter industry should
have a monopoly on the yellow color—is still unanswered, A previous
witness stated that the butter people have the right to the color
yellow. They do, but they have not the only right. I would like to
go a step further and ask whether the dairy people have a monopoly
on the word “butter”? Webster’'s Dictionary defines butter as
k% any substance resembling butter in consistency.”

We have peanut butter, apple butter, cocoa butter.  Why don’t
we call margarine “vegetable butter” and ask that the dairy product
be called “ereamery butter” or “dairy butter”?

Another disadvantage of the ban from interstate shipment would
be that the Government would lose the power to enforce quality
standards for yellow margarine, Furthermore, with competition clim-
inated in States with only one margarine plant, the price would prob-
ably go up before long.  Another possibility, of course, is that large
planty would ship white margarine to be colored und packed in the
States where it is to be sold, which, us another witness stated, would
demand expensive reorganization and needless overhead, for which,
of course, the consumer would finally foot the bill,

The fight for repeal of margavine legislation has been fought and
lost many times in the past. But today the women are more then
ever determined to fight for complete victory. Inflation is partly
responsible for their current revolution.  The struggle with the high
cost of living sharpened the interest in margarine, with the result that
today the majority of the consumers are not only familiar with the
many merits of the product, but also with its legislative shackles and
the reasons for them. :

We have heard and studied every argument that the opposition
uses to fight repeal, and we have yet to find one that convinces us
and that should convince you that it is fair to single out one old
established product against the competition of a newer invention of
our progressive age. Why is rayon cloth not penalized with a tax or
a ban from interstate shipment because it is printed with the same
colors as cotton cloth? Or why can we buy tax-free nylon hose which
compete very efficiently with rayons and silk hose? Perhaps televi-
gion might be taxed because it threatens radio, and so on.

Consumers’ organizations such as ours are comparatively young.
‘They have neither the financial nor the political power of long-
aasta{lished business combines like the butter producers. Consumers
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depend entirely on the fairness and the justice of the Government.
Fifty million housewives are asking for tax-free yellow margarine,
Defeat will be much more significant to them than the continuation of
the coloring chore or the needless expense of a 10-cent tax. It will
mean that a small group of politically wise business people can defeat
them, and that ther pleas to the Government are falling on deaf ears.

But women do not give up casily.  If margarine is not freed now
from all Federal taxations and vestrictions, including the proposed
interstate ban on yellow margarine, Congress will inevitably face the
same situation again next year. You will have to go on spending
valuable time at the taxpayers’ expense on this needless legal battle,
listening to the same stale arguments on an issue which is so trans-
lucent that the dullest housewife in the Nation could settle it with a
cooking spoon.

Never before have so many Americans from all walks of life watched
the outcome of a single legislative issue with such intense interest.
Millions will be disappointed if margarine legislation continues to
favor the interests of a small group to the obvious disadvantage of an
overwhelming majority of the people. In our troubled times, the
people need to have the utmost confidence in the wisdoin and the
fairness of their Government. Is a piece of biased margarine-legis-
lation worth jeopardizing even a fraction of it?

In conelusion, T express my sincere hope and the hope of millions
of consumers that this committee will recommend repeal of all taxa-
tions and restrictions on both white and yellow margarine, and will
refuse to approve a ban from interstate shipment which would con-
tinue to discriminate in favor of the butter industry.

Senator Hoey. Any questions?

Thank you very much.

Mrs, Gisss. Thank you.

Senator Hoky. The next witness is Mr. Stvayer of the American
Soybean Associntion.

ill you give your full name and identification to the report,
Me. Strayee?

STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. STRAYER, SECRETARY, AMERICAN
SOYBEAN ASSOCIATION

Mr. Straver. Mr. Chairman, my name is George M. Strayer,
I come from Hudson, Towa, where I am a farmer, a sced producer,
and I serve as Sceretary of the American Soybean Association, which
is the nation-wide organization of growers, producers, of soybeans.

As a farmer, I feel I know some of the problems of the dairgyman,
for I have been a dairyman, I grew up on a farm, and I milked cows
twice a day for years and years. On that farm today we maintain
& herd of about 20 cows. Wae sell our butterfat for butter purposes.
So I feel I know what the problems of the dairyman who is producing
for butter purposes are.

A year ago, it was my privilege to appear before this committee,
at the time H. R. 2245 was under consideration. At that time I
told you that the expansion of the soybean acreage and the expansion
of the soybean industry since Pearl Harbor constitutes one of the
outstanding achievements in the whole history of man’s efforts to
feed himself. Without cost to the Government, through private
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.enterprise and the good old American way, our midwestern farmers
made this Nation for the first time in recent history self-sufficient. in
edible fats and oils. At the same time, soybeans made possible the
extra protein feed which was so vitally essential to our wartime and
our postwar food programs,

The American Soybean Association, which is the growers’ organiza-
tion, favors and asks only the right to exist in a free domestic economy.
In 1941, and annually since that date, it has gone on record as favoring
the repeal of all Federal and State taxes and restrictions which burden
the manufacture, distribution, or sale of colored margarine, provided
that margarine is made from domestically produced fats and oils,
the product of the American farms.

Our way of life is based upon the supplying to the consamers of the
products which they want in the form in which they want them.  This
practice has contributed to our economie progress.  Our achievement,
of a relatively high standard of living is due to that.

Approximately 82 percent of our population is urban, lives in the
towns and cities, and approximately 18 percent is rural, and lives on
the farms.  That 18 percent, or any segment thereof, cannot for any
li)nglh of time dictate. It must please the consumers, and it should
do so.

The Ameriean housewife and her family want yellow tablespread,
butter or margarine, as they prefer. Our eating habits and food
desives are deep-scated.  We like yellow spread on white bread.  We
are pleased with a spread m‘tiﬁ(-ir.ﬁy colored, and a bread made from
flour artificially bleached.

From the richest to the poorest, we Americans want in our foods
color or lack of color, natural or artificial, as best suits our eye and
taste.  We believe the will of the people will prevail, over a period of
time, in this matter,

1t is the belief of the American Soybean Association that yellow mar-
garine made from domestically produced fats and oils should be
allowed to sell for what it is, on the basis of its true value, without
Federal or State taxes or discrimination.  We believe that butter has
a right to a free market, and that soybean.oil in the form of margarine
has a similar right.  We consider the present discrimination unfair.
We believe that the immediate removal of Federal taxes and color
restrictions on margarine will benefit not only the producer of soy-
beans, cottonseed, peanuts and corn, but also the producer of dairy
products, including butterfat.

A population increase in the United States the past 9 years, an in-
crease cqual to the total population of Canada, has created a tremen-
dous drain on our food resources. Experts expect this population in-
crease to continue with a total increase of 18 to 20 millions from 1939
to 1950. The oncoming generation of Americans is “nutrition con-
scious,” creating a definite demand for larger quantities of meat and
animal products.  Continued production of large quantities of efficient
low-cost vegetable protein meal is essential to the adequate supply of
meat, milk and eggs necessary to the proper feeding of our increased
population. .

Currently the annual per capita consumption of table spread is 15
or 16 pounds, of which butter supplics approximately two-thirds and
ma.garine one-third. We believe this per capita annual consumption
can be increased not only to the prewar rate of over 20 pounds por
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person but eventually to somewhat the nutritional standards recom--
mended by the United States Department of Agriculture of 30 to 35.
pounds per person.

Many soybean growers also produce cream for butter. We believe
that yellow butter and yellow margarine are complementary and both
necessary and that the market for clean quality %uttcr and clean nu-
tritious margarine can be oxpended constructively and fairly without
confusion or misrcpresentation and without tax on color.

Margarine is the second largest user of soybean oil in America today.
Only vegetable shortening uses more. About 20 percent or one-fifth
of our soybean oil goes into margarine, but that one-fifth wields great
influence on the price received for the entire production because it is
a high-value usage and tends to raise with it the price structuve of the
entire industry.

From every bushel of soybeans the processor makes two com-
modities, One is soybean oil, of which he extracts from 8 to 10
pounds per bushel. The other is soybean-oil meal, of which he
obtains about 45 pounds per bushel. The prices which the processor
obtains for the oil and the meal determine the price which he can pay
for soybeans. When the processor must take a lower price for his
soybean oil he must cither raise the price of meal or lower the price
which he can pay for soybecans. He has no alternative.

A high valne for soybean oil, such as margarine, enables the dairy
farmer to buy soybean meal at a lower price and still maintain ade-
quate suppliecs. Without that higher price for the oil the production
of soybeans would go down and the meal would not be available for
livestock feeding. Vo must make a choice. If the range country of
the West wants protein, if tho poultry producer of the Northwest
wants protein, if the swine producer of Illinois or Iowa wants protcin,
then we must provide high-value uses for a major portion of the soy-
bean oil. 1f we do not, then we will not have the protein. High-
value usage means food usage. Margarine is the logical field for
expansion, for the per capita consumption of table spreads in the
United States is at an all-time low, and the mere return to former
consumption levels would require millions of pounds of soybean oil.
Butter 1s not available according to tablo fat needs. Margarine is.
the alternative.

Only 14 percent of the income of the dairy industry of the United
States comes from the sale of butter.

Neither butter nor margarine nor any other commodity has a mo-
nopoly on yellow color. The same artificial coloring is used in butter as
is used in ycllow margarine. Soybean oil in its natural state is a golden
yollow color, just as June butter is a natural yellow. Standardization
of butter necessitates the use of artificial coloring the major portion of
the year. Standardization of the color of margarine would require a
similar coloring agent. One product has the same right to that
coloring agent as the other.

The producers of butter and margarine have a joint problem. The
per capita consumption of table spreads in the United States in 1935
was 20.1 pounds. In 1945 and again in 1946 it fell below 15 pounds
per person. Correct nutritional standards specify a minimum of 35

unds per person, or over twice the 1946 rate of consumption.

utter production, on a per capita basis sank froon 18.2 pounds in
1934 to 10 pounds in 1948. The consumption of table spreads in
America should be increased, and that is our joint problem.

v
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The American Soybean Association recommends to this committee
immediate action on H. R. 2023 to make available to the consumers
of the United States yellow margarine on a tax-free and fair competi-
tion basis. We strenuoulsy object to the Gillette-Wiley amendment
which has been proposed. It would be unworkable, unenforceable,
and extremely unjust.

Gentlemen, in our estimation, H. R. 2023 is the best of the many
bills for margarine relief that the Congress has considered. It pro-
vides adequate and positive identification for margarine in public
cating places. It does not repeal or impair any of the present pro-
tective margarine legislation. It gives the dairy industry more pro-
tection of butter as butter than any previously existing law has
afforded, and much more than the Gillette-Wiley amendment.  The
passage of I1. R. 2023, as it stands, is long overdue.

We urge, therefore, that it recetve your immediate attention and
recommendation to the floor.

Mr. Gregory, Mr. Wing, and Mr. Calland, who will {ollow me,
will further reiterate the long-held position of the American Soybean
Association in this respect.

In closing, let me say that we do suggest that the consumer has
the right to buy yellow margarine on a tax-free and discrimination-free
basis.  We do not ask for special privilege.  'We do not ask for restric-
tions on other commodities. We do not suggest substitution nor
curtnilment of the production and distribution of other commodities.
We ask that you report, and the Senate pass, the bill . R. 2023
without delay. !

Senutor oy, Any questions?

Thank you.

Some question was raised the other day about the law in North
Carolina, and I asked the attorney general to give me a statement.
I wish to place in the record a toﬁ'\gram from the attorney general,
in which he says:

Sale of oleomargarine permitted in restaurants, ete., if properly identified,
Aunnual tax on wholesalers and distributors $25 as provided by new act.

I arry McMuLLaN, Altorney General.

That act was just passed by the legislature now in session.
The next witness is Mr. C. M. Gregory.
Have a seat, sir, and give you full name and identification.

STATEMENT OF C. M. GREGORY, DIKE, IOWA, MANAGER, FARMERS
COOPERATIVE CO., APPEARING AT REQUEST OF AMERICAN
SOYBEAN ASSOCIATION

Mr. GreGgory. My name is Clifford M. Gregory. 1 live at Dike,
Towa, where I am manager of the Farmers Cooperative Co. The
company which I manage buys and sells grains and farm produce
and also operates a smnﬁ expeller type soybean processing plant. 1
am here at the request of the American Soybean Association.

At the outset of the war, it appeared that there were insufficient
soybean processing facilitics in the State of fowa to handle the beans
which were produced in that State. At the same time it was im-
possible for farmers to obtain sufficient amounts of soybean-oil meal
for livestock production purposes. Our small soybean-processin,
plant was installed to lmnd{)e the beans produced in our territory an
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return the soybean meal to the farms withoul. paying transportation
both ways on it.

I also represent today seven other small cooperative soyhean-
processing plants seattered throughout the soybean-production areas
of the State of lowa. All these plants were built at about the same
time, and for the purpose expressed above,

At this time, Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to submit as a part of the
record, a wire received from the chaivman of our group at home relative
to the support of this program.

Senator Hoky. The telegram will be included in the record.

(The telegram is as follows:)

C. M. GRreaony
Care of Iotel Washington.

Cooperative processors urge you use all influence to obtain repeal of margarine
rostrictions,  Please speak for us,

FarMERS COOPERATIVE ABSOCIATION,

Mr. Gredgony. As a processor of soybeans, my company produces
two commodities. One is soybean oil, of which we extract from 8 to
10 pounds per bushel of soybeans.  The other is soybean-oil meal, of
which we produece about 50 pounds for each bushel of soybheans
processed.  The price which we as processors of soybeans obtain for
the oil and the meal determine the price which we can pay to the
farmer for his soybeans. When we must take a lower price for
soybean oil we must either raise the price of soybean meal or lower
the price which we pay to the farmer for soybeans. There is no
alternative.

We consider as somewhere near normal a situation when the value
of the soybean oil equals the value of the soybean meal.  Today, the
value of soybean meal is greater by approximately 50 percent than
that of soybean oil.

Mr. Chairman, 1 might add that that evaluation there is based on
a bushelage yield of the bean itself; not on a per pound basis.

Over a period of years we have not produced a suflicient quantity
of edible oil in the United States to fill our own needs.  During the
war years the production of soybeans was doubled and redoubled in
order that we might be self-suflicient in fats and oils. Today mar-
garine is the second largest user of soybean oil in America. Only
vegetable shortening uses more.  About 20 percent or one-fifth of
our soyhean oil goes into margarine. However, that one-fifth wields
great influence on the price received for the entire production, because
it is a high-value usage and tends to raise with it the price structure
of the entire fats-and-oils industry.

I am in an industry which was greatly expanded during the war
years, Millions of dollars have been put into soybean-processing
facilities. 1t is my contention that we cannot at this time afford to
place the United States in the position of depending on other parts of
the world for our fats and oils.  The soybean processors have facilities
for handling the crop, and it is important that we have beans to
process. Unless we can have satisfactory value uses for the end
products of those beans we will find the production shrinking under us.

Approximately 40 percent of the protein feed of our Nation is
derived from soybeans.  About 60 percent of the protein derived from
the crushing of oilsecds originates from soybeans. 1n order to supply
the protein necded for our livestock economy we must grow large
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quantities of soybeans. The oil resulting therefrom must be marketed
to the consumer in a manner pleasing and agreeable to them if farmers
are to obtain a fair price for their crops.

As a processor of soybeans located in Jowa, as a manager of co-
operative eclevator owned and operated by a group of farmers in
Grundy County, Towa, 1 feel that we have a right to market our
soybean oil in a wholesome nutritious form without taxation and
without color restrictions. Neither butter nor margarine nor any
other commodity has a monopoly on yellow color. The same artificial
coloring is used in butter that is used in yellow meargarine. Soybean
oil in its natural state is a golden yellow color just as June bhutter is
a natural yellow. Standardization of butter necessitates the use of
artificial coloring the major portion of the year. Standardization
of the color of margarine would require a similar coloring agent.
One product has the same right to that coloring agent as the other.
Neither can justify taxation nor restrictions of the other as a means
of market monopoly.

As manager 0} a grain elevator located in the dairy section of Iowa,
it appears to me that the producers of butter and margarine have
a joint problem. The consumption of table spreads in America
should be increased. 1t cannot be increased by butter alone when
the production of butter in my secction of Iowa, the largest butter
producing State in the Nation, is declining cach ycar.

We must recognize that the agriculture and the industry of our
Nation are changing. We must recognize that the consumers of
America are not going to take one portion of their table spread
colored yellow and be forced to take trm other portion of that table
spread colored white. |

We suggest that the consumer has a right to buy and the soybean
producer has a-right to sell margarine made from soybean oil on a
yellow basis without the extractioh of the 10-cent tax by government,
and without governmental ban on the color of a commodity which is
naturally yellow,

In asking that this committce take favorable action toward the
repeal of the present taxes and restrictions on the sale of yellow
margarine, we are not asking for special privilege; we do not ask
for restrictions on other commodities; we do not suggest substitution
nor curtailment of the production of other commodities.

Gentlemen, the implication of the present Federal 10-cent a pound
penalty tax on yellow margarine is astonishing when analyzed. -

If all the margarine now made of soybean oil were colored yellow
to meet the consumer’s preference, the Federal tax thus imposed would
amount to 25 or 30 million dollars a year. This would be the equi-
valent of $2.50 or $3 an acre for each acre of soybeans grown in the
United States, or $12.50 to $15 per acre for that portion of the crop
of oil production which goes into margarine.

This intolerable situation will not be cured by the repeal of the
tax if that repeal carries with it the absolute prohibition against
yellow margarine in interstate commerce. The soybean industry
18 too important to our agricultural ecomomy to tolerate such an
artificial barrier between it and the desires of one of its important
consumers, the housewife, who wants a yellow table spread.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Senator Hoey. Thank you very much.

898434918
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The committee will take a recess until 2 o’clock. Senator George
hopes to return at that time, and hear the balance of the witnesses
scheduled for today.

(Whereupon, the committee recessed to reconvene at 2 p. m, of
the same day.)

AFTERNOON BESSION

(The committeo resumed at 2 p. my, at the expiration of tho recess.)

The Cuairman. The hour for the reconvoning of the committeo
having arrived, wo find it necessary to proceed. ‘There may be other
Scenators on the committee that will come in lnter.  The Sehate being
in session, of course, it interferes with the committee hearings,

Our first, witness this afternoon is Mrs. Sarah Kigan,

STATEMENT OF MRS, SARAH EIGAN, LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
CHAIRMAN OF THE ARLINGTON, VA., BRANCH, ON BEHALF
OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN,
ARLINGTON, VA.

Tho Cnamman, I understand that it is agreeable with Mr. Wing
that you be heard at this time?

Mrs. Eiaan. Yes.

1 have a statement here, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the American
Associntion of University Women, which i would like to read.

The Cuamman. You may proceed.

Mrs. Eraan. The American Association of University Women, liko
many other organizations, has been appearing before congressional
committees for the lnst 2 years to urge support of legislation removing
discriminatory taxes and other limitations on the sale of olcomargarine.

Opposition to these diseriminations has been carried by our mem-
bers to the State legislatures in Wiseonsin, Kansas, 1linois, and other
States.  In Wisconsin, one of the country’s largest dairy States, the
AAUW State division has opposed diseriminatory taxes on oleomar-
garine continuously since 1942, and in 1948 and 1949 passed a resolu-
tion stating its opposition at the national level.

This association, representing many consumers, is weary of hearing
the arguments of two special interests pitted against cach other in
Congress, in the press and over the radio.  The issue is not whether
such legislation as that being considered by this committeo will wipe
out the dairy industry, or whether failure to pass the legislation will
wipe out the margarine industry.  The issue is whether the consumer
should be deprived of his right to buy a nutritious product at & reason-
able price because of unjust legislative protection granted the dairy
interests at the State and National level. The consumer is being
used by both sides in arguments both for and against this legislation.

The American Associntion of University Women urges this com-
mittee to recognize its responsibility to the individual citizen, the
consummer, and end the protection of the long-established butter indus-
try against competitors at the expense of the consumer. The expend-
iture of time and money on this issue to date is 8 disgrace, especially
in the light of other eritical issues needing immediate attention.

Tlxc? uainMAN. Thank you very much. Is your home in Wis~
consin
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Mzrs. E1aan. Tam originally from Illinois, but I represent the Arling-
ton branch of the American Association of University Women.

Thoe Cuainman. I sce. Thank you very, very much,

Mprs. B1ean. Thank you. And’I wish to thank Mr. Wing, also.

The Cratrman. Our next witness is Mr, David G. Wing., Will
you identify yourself to the reporter?

STATEMENT OF DAVID G. WING, PRESIDENT AND DIRECTOR,
AMERICAN SOYBEAN ASSOCIATION, MECHANICSBURG, OHIO

Mr. Wina. My namo is David G. Wing, of Mechaniesburg, Ohio,
1 am a farmer, born and reared on an Ohio furmi. 1 have beer both
hast president and a director of the Amerienn Soybean Assov oz,
i operate one farm of 310 acres mysell and another of 1,300 ncres in
cooperntion with a partner on the shares,

1 think that 1 am a good farmer with a fnir degree of intelligenee,
These farms are not show places but I am always glad to show them
to any of my friends who come around.

On three previous ocensions 1 have testified on margarine bills in
Washington and 1 just finished a hearing before the Olio Legislature
where o similar bill is pending, My experience dates back to tho
depression of the thirties when we had a domestie fats and oils con-
ference here in Washington and were all working together to try and
stop the importation of tropical oils which had ereated a surplus in the
United States of several billion pounds.  You all remember what this
surplus, along with low-buying power by our American publie, did to
fat and oil prices.

Coconut oil at 2% cents per pound was in surplus, thus forcing soy-
bean oil down to 2.9 conts, cottonseed oil to 4% cents, lard to 3 cents,
and butterfat to 17 cents.  Then the war eame op and all these prices
of domestic fats raised up to a point where we farmers could sce
daylight again. But remember, imported coconut and palm oils were
shut off completely by our encmices,

Now lets go back to my Ohio farms. We raise corn, soybeans,
wheat, and alfalfa. In one ficld of alfalfa our dairy cows graze, in
the next field soybeans are grown, a profitable crop in the l)m'h plains
of central Ohio,  Just over the fence are our spotted hogs,  Of course,
the corn is fed to the bogs and dairy cows unJ the wheat is sold at tho
clevator.

All these crops competo with each other for the consumer’s market,
and yet both tlw hogs and cows need the alfalfa, soybeans, and corn.
Without thinking, you say that I would not need to grow the soybeans
but how would I get any milk production without soybean oi meal?
In the days gone by hogs were fed straight corn or alfalfa, and they
made a fair gain until hog supplement was developed and we found
out that wo could not get along profitably without soybean meal,
which is the main ingredient of dairy and hog supplement.

Soybeans have another byproduct besides soybean meal, that is,
soybean oil. Hogs also have another byproduct besides pork chops
and ham; that is, lard. Ever since the day of vegetable shoitening
lard has been in surplus and most of the time has sold below the price
of hogs. Last week hogs on foot brought me $20.25 per hundred-
weight in Columbus, Ohio, and yet lard is around 10 cents per pound.
This has been going on for over 20 years and yet the hog raisers have
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never asked that vegetable shortening bo colored green or that a tax
be placed on it to protect lard.

I have a big stake in this Jersey herd of ours and yet I do not worry
in the least that the soybean oif which we raise just over the fence
from the cows and the hogs will ever put either one out of business,
and I hope to live to prove to some of my friends in Ohio and Wash-
ington that we will not kill 2,000,000 dairy cows if margarine is colored
and made tax free.

I have though about this proposition for ycars and I can figure no
way to build my fences high cnough to tax my soybeans against iy
dairy cows or my hogs. Since soybeans have 17 to 20 percent oil
content we get around 10 pounds of oil from u bushel of beans. At
10 cents per pound this oil is worth $1 per bushel but at 20 cents per

ound it is worth $2 per bushel. The same illustration could be used
in dozens of other farm products which are competitive but there is
no time for them.

It is casy to see that the higher the prico of oil the cheaper soybean
oil meal can be sold to the dairy farmer, thus reducing his feed cost,
As T have said, lard is now in surplus and 1 wager to say that its low
prico has just as much or more to do with the price of butterfat as
margarine has since any fat or oil in surplus will tend to depress the
market.

In closing, let me say that the dairy cow needs soybean meal and
the food industry needs soybean oil.  1s there any more logic in taxing
soybean oil which goes into margarine than there would be to tax soy-
bean meal which my dairy cows make into milk and butter? 1Is there
any more reason why margarine made from yellow soybean oil should
be banned in interstate shipment than for butter artificially colored to
be banned? When both are wholesome food products from American
farms?

I thank you.

The CraikMaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Wing, we appreciate
your appearance here before the committee.

The CuairMan. Our next witness this afternoon is Mr. J. W.
Calland. Will you identify yourself for the record, ploase?

STATEMENT OF J. W. CALLAND, MANAGING DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL SOYBEAN CROP IMPROVEMENT COUNCIL,
DECATUR, IND.

Mr, CaLranp. Mr. Chairman, and members of the Finance Com-
mittee, my name is J. W. Calland. My home is Decatur, Ind. I am
an agronomist, a member of the American Society of Agronomists,
and of the Soil Science Society of America. I am here at the request
of the American Soybean Association of which I am a.member. ~Be-
‘cause of the charges that have been made that the soybean ch is
ruining or agriculture and destroying our soil I have been asked to
present to this committee the effect of the soybean on the soil end its
relationship to erosion.

For the past 12 years—first as agronomist for the Central Soya
and Central Sugar Cos. of Decatur, Ind., and now as agronomist and
managing director o1 the National Soybean Crop Improvement Coun-
‘¢il—I have been engagod in agronomic research concerning the pro-
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duction problems of the soybean crop. For 8 years, beginning in
1936, we grew annually some 1,200 to 1,500 acres each of soybeans
and sugar beets on our company-owned experimental and demonstra-
tion farms located in Indiana and Ghio.

Purdue Agricultural Experiment Station collaborated with us from
the beginning in our research work on both of these crops, and I have
the honor at the present time of being « member of the board of
trustees of Purdue University. I have served as chaivman of the
agronomy scetion of the American Society of Sugar Beet Technologists,
which has its headquarters at Salt Lake City.,

During the past few years I have attempted to determine the avail-
able and pertinent agronomic facts about the soybean crop and its
effect on Corn Belt farming, To do this, T have had the help and
cooperation of the county agents and some 8,700 soybean growers in
50 selected soybean counties.  Also, 1 have had the f)wlpful assistance
of the agronomy stafls, soil conservationists, and others whio are work-
ing with the soybean crop at the various State agricultural experiment
atations,

A booklet entitled “Soybean Farming” and a poster entitled *“ What
Crops Remove From the Soil” has been placed in your hands.  In this
booklet we have attempted to summarizo the results of research work
done on the soybean crop by the agricultural colleges and experiment
stations of Ohio, Indiana ﬁlinois. [owa, and Missouri,

The statements in this booklet have helped to answer the questions
of soybean growers and others about this new crop— its relation to
soil productivity, to other crops in the rotation, to soil conservation,
and the place soybeans should occupy in their farming scheme.  The
information given in these booklets is not made up of my opinions,
1 have attempted to relate the results of soybean crop research that
has been carried on by the State experiment stations.

Morcover, the stafl members at each station not only approved the
material to be included, but also assisted in the preparation of these
statements.

Crop authorities classify crops generally into “soil improving” and
“soil depleting” crops, according to their over-all effect on soil pro-
ductivity. The clovers and alfalfa, deep-rooted legumes, and sod
crops are the principal “soil improving”’ crops when properly handled.
The nonlegume crops such as corn, wheat, oats, and other small grains
arc_ the main “soil depleting” crops of the Corn Belt.

First, T wish to refer to the table on page 10 and the chart on page
11 of the report entitled ‘“Soybean Farming.” - This material is
reproduced on this poster entitled “ What Crops Remove From Your
Soil.” This shows that an average crop of soybeans removes less
plant food from the soil than these other typical farm crops. Here
we see that soybeans add some nitrogen to the soil, and from the
standpoint of removing mineral nutrients they rank about average
among the common farm crops.

Ohio agronomists in their table of Soil Productivity Factors for
Crops place the soybean as about neutral or mildly soil depleting.
They rank soybeans as one-half as soil depleting as wheat and oats
and only one-fourth as soil depleting as corn.

Fortunately, only the soybean seed is removed from the land,
The plant nutrients contained in the soybean stems, leaves, and roots
are returned to the soil. Thus, the soybean grower can add to the
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field some of the nitrogen gathered from the air, and as much as
possible of the mineral matter taken from the soil.

Soybeans improve soil tilth and biological activity. The soybean
is one of the annyal crops with outstanding abilit’y to loosen and
mellow the soil and improve its granular structure. _This is especially
beneficial on heavy clay or silty clay loam soils. By improving the
soil structure better aeration is promoted and this creates a favorable
environment for the roots of growing plants. The improved aeration
and the increase in available nitrogen in the soil also have a stimulating
effect on the number of micro-organisms which assist in the decay of
plant tissucs. Soybeans leavo heavy compact soils in much better
physical condition than do corn and small grains.

ﬁxporim(‘nts in many States have shown that soybeans, under a
progressive system of soil management, have a beneficial effect on the
crops that follow. Indiana tests at Purdue, covering 19 years, show
that yields of corn, oats, and wheat were all i)igh(-r f()ﬁowing soybeans
than after any other crop except clover. Also, that on heavy soils
the addition of soybeans to a rotation of corn, wheat, and clover
stepped up the yields of all the crops in the rotation, and gave greater
dollar return for each year of the rotation.

Comparisons of corn yields following corn and the following soy-
beans have been made for several years at Towa. Results show corn
yiclds 8.3 bushels and 9.5 bushels more following soybeans than where
corn follows corn on the Webster and Clarion corn soils of Iowa.
Likewise, oats yields were increased about 25 percent in Iowa when
this crop followed soybeans compared to following corn.

Ohio experiment station tests over a period of 14 years showed that
yiclds of wheat following soybeans averaged 3.4 bushels more than
wheat following oats. Soybeans added to a rotation of corn, oats,
sweet clover on the heavy Ohio soils such as Paulding clay definitely
raised the yield of both the corn and oats.

The beneficial effects of soybeans on the yields of other crops in the
rotation have been roporto(f’l)y many other States and by farmers
throughout the Corn Belt. This increased yicld of following crops
should very definitely be credited to soybeans when the net return
from competing crops is figured.

Experimental results from Corn Belt experiment stations show that
the soybean crop properly handled is definitely more effective in pre=
venting water run-off and soil losses than are the regular cultivated
row crops such as corn.

There are wide differences between crops in their influence on
erosion losses. Cultivated row crops are the least effective in pre-
venting soil losses, small grain crops are intermediate, and sod crops
are most effective. Soybeuns are classified as a cultivated row crop
when planted in rows, or as a close-grown crop like the small grains
if drilled solid. Even on the fairly level lands of the Corn Belt
about 50 percent of the soybeans are planted solid.

" A number of soybean States have recently been conducting tests
where the run-off and soil losses from soybeans and from other crops
have been carefully measured. After several years of checking it
is quite evident that soybeans even when planted in 40-inch rows
will permit less erosion than corn under the same conditions, and
when planted solid will permit less than half as much as corn and other
row crops. Tho tilth-improving action of the soybean crop makes the
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soil loose and granular and increases the water intake, thus reducing
ft‘hislmnount of water available for transporting soil particles off the
ield.

T would like to refer you to table 1 on page 13 of the Soybean
Farming booklet for an éxample of these crosion tests.  Unpublished
data covering similar experiments still in progress at Purdue and
Illinois experiment stations, in cooperation with the Soil Conscrva-
tion Service, have given less run-oft and soil loss from soybeans than
from corn for each year of the tests.

(The table referred to appears on p. 194.)

Fortunately, soybeans can be readily. drilled solid on land subject
to erosion, also on the contour on steeper slopes and thus permit far
less crosion than row crops like corn, which must be grown in wide
rows. The harvested soybean field is an excellent scedbed for a
winter cover crop such as winter wheat, oats or rye, which should
follow on all fields subject to serious erosion,

Therefore, in conclusion T wish to point out to this committee that
in the light of the research work done by the various Coru Belt experi-
ment stations the soybean crop is not hard on the soil when compared
to our other regular farm crops. Also, that contrary to the claims
that have been made that the soybean erop is responsible for much of
our soil erosion, actually this crop by enabling the soil to absorb more
of the rainfall and permitting less run-off, by solid drilling, contour
planting, and a following cover crop, lends itself quite well to erosion
control, which after all is largely a problem of soil management.

Correct soil mangement must be considered in the production of any
crop grown on our soils. Most of the millions of acres of eroded land
in America got that way before we started to grow soybeans. Good
farming practices, proper rotation, and improved soil management will
permit us to conserve our soil resources and still continue to grow such
crops as corn, wheat, oats, and soybeans which are so vital to our
agriculture. -

The Crammman. Thank you very much for your statement.

Mr. Carranp. There is a page of ceferences that I think is attached
to the copy of my statement that you have. 1f not, here is the experi-
ment station report.

(The material referred to follows:)

REFERENCES

Towa State College of Agriculture: Soil Fertility Factors Affecting Soybean
Yield, Soybean Digest Reprint, April 1944.

Ohio State University Lixtension Bulletin 207; Farming With Soybeans.

Illinois University Bulletin 456: Soybeans—Their Effect on Soil Productivity.

Towa State College of Agriculture, F. 8. 63: Do Soybeans Hurt the Soil?

Purdue University Extension Bulletin 231: Soyvbeans in Indiana.

Missouri Agricultural Experiment Station: Progress Report, Missouri Soii Con-
servation Experiment Farm, McCredie, Mo.

University of Missouri Bulletin 469: Sovbeans and Soil Conservation,

Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station: Soybeans Preceding Meadow, Soybean
Digest, January 1947,

Purdue Agricultural Experiment Station: Soybeans and Clover Failures, Bet-
ter Crops with Plant Food—now being printed.

The CrairMaN. You have not carried on any experiments in the
southeast in the softer soils; have you?

Mr. CaLuanp. No; and there have been none that I know of and 1
visited all of the agricultural experiment stations in the Southeast
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TABLE 1

Tho Effect of Contouring on Soil Loss and Run-off from
Corn and Soybeans. Marshall Silt Loam, Page County, lowa,
Soil Conservation Experiment Farm, Jan. 1—Dec. 31, 1944,

6%1),0 and
Yfllage
Method

Corn *listed in
40" rows

Soybeans listed in
40" rows

Soybeans surface
planted in 40" rows

Soybeans drilled solid
in 7" rows

i
[

SOIL LOSSES RUN-OFF
TONS PER ACRE PERCENT
Up &
Cen- 4 Con-
Up & Down Hill '.:'"“ D:"v'v!n “:’".d
LEE D AR
Y Al
51.5tons | 10.2 11,2 5.6
tons | % %
i ¢ p
166 tons | 5.9 791 3.6
tons % %
~ Sl &
188¢tons [127 | 83} 5.2
tons % %
1 1 4
6.8 tons | 5.9 51| 3.6
tons %] %

Total precipitation Janvary 1—December 3V, 1944—39.24 inches
*Uisting is planting in the bottom o{ a furrew mode by a special implement

v
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Inst. fall.  There have been no actual tests comparing the run-off
from soybeans as compared to the other farm crops,

The Cuatuman. | know of none, but my observation has heent from
some experience in growing soybeans that the soybean is not nearly
a8 8oil depleting as most of our row erops in the Southeast.

ﬁw r. Cantanp, That is exactly the story the experiment stations
tell.

The CiatMan, There our corn is usually planted in wider rows,
as we eall them, and of course cotton furming is definitely depletin
and peanut, furming is depleting beeause the removal of the vine with
the nuts from the ﬁm(l, and especinlly in lnte July and August, when
the sun is very hot it leaves the Iand exposed and the bleaching
provess sets in,

Mr, Cantann, The spreading of straw, soyhean straw, on the field,
gome work at Town shows that the soil will absorb three times ag
much moistare with the covering of loose soybean straw,

The Cuamman, | have been using combine gathering and I am
using 1 combine now,  Formerly we bailed the peanut hay but it is
not o good hay, althongh it is usable. I am using the combine now
in gnthoring the peannts and putting the peanut vines back on the
land which gives you some protection and gives you a chance to absorb
the fall raing,

Thank you very much for your appearance, sir.

Mr, Carrann, Thank you, gentlemen,

The Cuairman, Our next. witness is Mr. Tyre Taylor of the
National Association of Retail Grocers.

1 am sorry we do not have the full committee here but the Senators
do read the records.  You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF TYRE TAYLOR, GENERAL COUNSEL, NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF RETAIL GROCERS, WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr, Tavior. My name is Tyre Taylor, my address 1112 Dupont
Circle Building, Washington, ). C. T appear before you on behalf
of the National Association of Retail Grocers, 360 North Michigan
Avenue, Chicago, Ill.  For over half a contury this association has
ropresented the independent retail food merchantsof the United States.
Its 63,000 indivi(lua{ members are distributed throughout the country
and in 1948 their total volume of business was more than $8,-
000,000,000, which, percentagewise, is over half of all independent
retail food sales. Each of these members belongs to his State and
lIocal association, which organization, in turn, some 500 of them in all,
are affiliated with the National Association of Retail Grocers.

Our position on the subject matter of this hearing is the same it
has always been.

We fecl that all Federal taxes on margarine should be removed.

We do not object to any rcasonable and proper safeguards which
}hisdcommittee and tho Congress may deem necessary to prevent
raud,

We think the pending bill, H. R. 2023, taken in conjunction with
existing Federal and Stato pure food laws, would effectively accom-
plish both of these objectives. .



196 OLEO TAX REPEAL

We therefore strongly support the Poage bill and hope it may be
speedily approved by this committee, passed by the Senate, signed by
the l‘rcsi(nnt, and become law,

There are about half a million retail grocers in the country. ‘The
position just outlined has their active, interested, and virtually unani-
mous support. I say this support is virtually unanimous because in
all the ycars our National tm(l State conventions have been passing
resolutions petitioning the Congress to repeal these taxes, I have never
heard of a dissenting vote.

Commenting briefly on the mattor of the taxes, we feel and have long
urged and now reiterate that they should be climinated for four
reasons:

One. They impose an unjus. and unnecessary burden on consumers,

Two. They unfairly penalize independent retail food distributors,

Th]ree. Removal of these taxes will not endanger public health or
morals,

Four. Such taxes are a serious and detrimental contradiction of our
competitive enterprise system.

Apparently this position has now gained practically universal accopt.-
ance. In any event, the House passed the Poage bill on April 1 by a
majority of 3 to 1. And perhaps an even more significant indicition
of the change in thinking on this subject is the fact that, of all the bills
introduced this year by both proponents and opponents of tho amanci-
pation of margarine, not one provides for the retention of theso taxes.
All agree that they are indefensible and must go and for this progress
lnborifotlls as it has been, the food retailers of the country are indee

ateful.
grBut now a new issue has arisen, though how much life remains in it
after the beating it has taken in recent wecks remains to be seen. I
refer to the astounding proposal that colored margarine be entirely
prohibited from moving in interstate commerce.

Of course this is nothing but the same old plea for special privilego.
In arguing against the discriminatory taxes on margarine, we have
maintained that they are a serious and detrimental contradiction of
our competitive-enterprise system. Thoe same might be said of this
proposal. Its aim, frankly avowed by certain of its distinguished
proponents, is to place colored margarine behind an impenetrable iron
curtain of federally imposed interstate trade barriers,

Now it goes without saying that the retailers have nothing against
butter. They want to sell, and will continue to sell, all of it they can.
And if the margarine manufacturers should propose that you legislate
a similar discrimination against butter, the rotailers would stand
shoulder-to-shoulder with the dairy industry in opposing it.

But, gentlemen, this sort of thing is the very antithesis of the
economic system under which this Nation has grown and prospered.
Under our system of free enterprise any person has the right to muke
and sell any product which is not harmful. The exercise of this rignt,
free from discriminatory governmental interference, is the foundation
of our political and economic liberties. To deny a man the right to
make or sell a product for which there is & public demand and social
need, unless he submits to discriminatory regulation or taxation, is a
wrong which no law in this country can justly impose. And when,
a8 in the case of antimargarine laws, such discrimination is made to

.
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protect the market for a competing product, the ovil which results
18 magnified.

But there is no need to labor the obvious. I conclude with the
appeal that you not only report H. R. 2023 favorably, but that you
do this promptly.

This is an oldb,' old controversy. Everything has been said on both
sides, and long ago, that could be said. The issue is clear. The facts
are generally understood. The wishes of an overwhelming majority
of the people are known.  And all this was as true a year ago as it is
todny.  Yet, the whole legislative process was frustrated and repeal
failed becacse of the Jast-minute log-jam attendant upon the adjourn-
ment of Congress.  We hope that wiil not happen again this year and
we are confident it will not if the pending Poage Wil is promptly re-
ported out by this committec.

I thank you.

The CHairMAN. Thank you, sir,

The Cuaimman. Next we have Mrs, Margaret Manger. Will you
identify yourself for the record?

STATEMENT OF MRS. MARGARET MANGER, LEGISLATIVE CHAIR-
MAN, AMERICAN HOME ECONOMICS ASSOCIATION, WASHING-
TON, D. C.

Mrs. ManGer. I am Mrs. Margaret Manger, a homemuker, and
legislative chairman for the American Home Economics Association
wﬁich has a membership of 19,500 home economists in the 48 States
and District of Columbia. I am pleased to present to you and your
committee the attitude of the American Home Economics Association
in support of H. R. 2023 repealing the taxes on margarine, as passed
by the House.

A mujority of our members are professionally engaged in the many
ficlds of home oconomics, such as foods, nutrition, dictetics, family
economics, textiles, clothing design and construction, cafeteria man-
agement, teaching in colleges unﬁ secondary schools, 4-H Club and
home demonstration work and as food consultants for radio, maga-
zines, and newspapers. All fields of home economics are closely allied
with family economics and home life. Home economists work to
improve the nutrition and living conditions of American families.
They assist familics in buying intelligently and utilizing wisely the
resources of our country.

The American Home Economics Association also has a large group
of members who are practicing their professions in carcers as full-time
homemakers. They share the many consumer interests of almost
40,000,000 women, who arc the Nation's largest buyers. Collectively
the consumers of this country spend billions of dollars for essential
family needs, and when they can buy intelligently they help to shape
our markets for hetter prod.icts.

As nutritionists, we recognize the fact that a certain amount of fat
or oil is required daily for an adequate diet. With the present high
cost of living we feel that if fats could be 1produccd for good whole-~
somo table spreads at various price levels, the low- and middle-
income sroups would have more choice in their purchases. This
would aid them in supplying a balanced diet for the family. As home
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economists we appreciate the fine qualities of butter, but butter pro-
duction alone does not supply adequate amounts of fat for table use,
baking, and so forth. With modorn technological improvements being
made in the food industries, we look forward to greater production of
the many edible fats now being used on the Amevican table. In the
revised dietary allowanees for 1948, the recommendation is made that
fat be included in the diet to the extent of at least 20 to 25 percent of
the total calories.

Although we are constantly working toward finding adequate
diets for all income levels, those having %ow incomes are our specific
problem. Many of them do not get an adequate supply of fats in
their diet at the present time. One of the reasons is, of course,
economic: Not all families can afford butter, their food dollar must
also buy the milk and other protective foods so essential to health.
In order that all families may receive the best values possible from their
resources and that the standard of living of the lower-income groups,
in particular, be raised, they must have choice of foods in order to
buy advantageously. We believe that discriminatory taxes, such as
those imposed on margarine b{ the Government, create additional
hardships for these many families.

For many years we have conducted surveys in consumer activities
and find that an increasingly large number of today’s homemakers
are alert and intelligent buyers. In their shopping habits they have
become nutrition-conscious because they realize that this science will
show them how tc achieve better health for their families on their
particular budget.
© Our associaton feels that every possible encouragement should be
given better dissemination of information and more mtelligent buying
of foodstuffs. The basic seven nutrients is the American homemaker’s
guide in purchasing. Our studies indicate an increased interest in
the quality of the product, in labels that give specific information
about what the ingredients of the product are, and in a price within
our purchasing power.

Any obstacles retard rather than accelerate the realization of indi«
vidual choice by the consumer.

You too have been aware of the consumer attitudes through hear-
ings such as these, through personal letters to the members of the
committee and to the individual Congressmen and through public
expression in newspaper and editorial comment. We believe that ,
you will welcome this opportunity to carry out the expressed wishes
of the consumer.

As a group, therefore, we not only favor the repeal of the tax on
margarine, we also urge that this savings be passed on to the con-
sumer, so that fats, which are so necessary in the diet, would be made
agailai)le to more of those families who are otherwise unable to obtain
them.

This is in line with. the policies of the American Home Economics
Association which works to raise the standards of living of American
familics; assisting and advising them on getting the most for their
dollar spent.

- We were extremely pleased to learn that the House so favorably
supported H. R. 2023, as amended, and we urge that this committee
take speedy action and report this bill to the Senate.

Thank you.
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- The CuairmaN, Thank you very much, Mrs. Manger.

Do you have any questions, Senator Butler?

Senator BuTLER. i’ got the point, I think, from your statement
that you favor very much the removal of the tax on the sale of oleo-
margarine articles for the benefit of the people who operate on limited
budgets? -

rs. MANGER. Yes, sir.

Senator BurLer. 1 can appreciate that statement very well, and I
think we all agree with you. But, is it not the same logic that should
be applied and require the sale of oleomargarine to be made in its
native color? Why spoil its advantage by adding the color and then
increasing the price of oleo by as much as you could possibly lower it?
In other words, colored margavine sells at a price pretty close to butter?

Mrs, ManGeR. That is right.

Senator ButrLEr. White margarine will sell considerably under the
price of butter?

Mrs. ManaEeR. If the taxes were removed on all, the pricoe of colored
or white could be similar, could they not?

Senator BurLer. Well, it could be, perhaps, but it probably would
not be because the colored margarine would probably sell at about
the same price as butter.

Mrs, MaNGER. We hope that the taxes can be repealed so that the
price of colored or white, whichever the consumer wants to have,
can be within the price range of all those who need additional fat for
dietary purposes.

Senator BurLer. I am not sure but what those in Congress who
worked to retain the yellow color for butter are working for the
interest of the people with low income as you are. I think they are
making a spread available at the lowest possible price.

Mrs. ManaERr, If the tax were removed, again, the price could be
lowered so that we get a fair market for all products.

Senator BurLEr. I am pretty sure that the taxes are all going to
be removed because even the butter people agree to that.

Mrs. ManGER. We should be very happy.

b Senator BurLer. All they are trying to protect now is the colored
utter, .

Mrs. MANGER. Of course our association has always stood for fair
labeling and if we can buy a product that tells on its label what it is
and as long as it is tax-free we are very happy.

The CuairMaN. Do you have any questions, Senator Fulbright?

Senator FuLsriaar. Mrs. Manger, are you familiar with the price
of butter over the g&st several years and the price of margarine?

Mrs. MANGER. Yes, sir,

Senator Furericur. What is the price of butter now?

Mrs. MANGER. I paid 73 cents for butter Saturday and 34, I believe
it was, for uncolored margarine.

Senator FuLsrigaT. How can you believe that you think it would
be the same price as butter if the restrictions were removed?

Mrs. ManGER. I did not mean to infer that margarine would be
the same price as butter. I meant that if the tax was removed,
colored margarine could sell for the same or similar price.

Senator FuLsrigHT. 1 thought you agreed that you thought mar-
garine would be the same price as butter?
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Men, Manari, 1 meant that then yollow margarine could sell for
a price mm]mmlvlu to the white,

Senator Fernmiane, Cortaindy it does not cost but s slight amount,
to color margarine,  You know that that coloving is oxtremely minuto
and vory inexpensive, '

Mais, MaNaenr, That. is rvight.,

Sanator Fuinsianr, Do you think that most of the housewives
boliove that thore who ave seeking to provent the shipment. of hutter
e interstate commeree ave working (o mnke this available to the poor
|wn|l»|u of this countey?  Is that the impression of your group?

M, Manari, We nee not sure that it in,  We as w group work
on one legishetive progeam in the sunmer when we have oue conven-
tion and lny our standards o stands on logislation which we ave to
take ot that time,  Ax o unit we stand for removal of tax so that we
have free bagaining at all times undeor all types of food,  Ar far as
our people are coneerned, | think wo hope thet, although there is n
wmmni intevest, of course, and onch one i intorested in his own
nwidget, wo hope that the interest of the housewifo is sutliciont to help
the pear peaple too,

Senntor Fevnwane, Porhaps T did aot make myself elonr, The
Butter tnstitute and those who are idontitied with what wo commonly
enll the butter people, wish to remwove the tax, but to put a prohibition
ot the shipment of yellow margavine into any State, 1 your Stato
happens not to have o margarine plant you ennnot gt mugarine from
another State, 1 do not undestand how that could be to the ad-
vantage of the poor people who wish to buy cheapor margarine. 1t
v just another way to prevent yellow mugarine from being made
available, is it not?

Mis, Manarr, That i vight,

Sonator Furnriaer. ! would think that you would be opposed to a
hill which, even though it removed the (axes, still restricted the fres
flow of mmgarine any place in the country just an othor legitimate
articles of food are permitted to low in the normal chaunels of teade,

M, Manarw., But it would at least give the housewife an oppor-
tunity to have o white magarvine without tax at her choico,

Senator Franriaur, Of course the tax on white margarine is very
amall today?

M, Manarr, That is right.,

Senator Frisgianr, The probability of getting cheap, margarine
would depend upon the volume, that is usually so, is it not, in any
kind of artizle?  Ordinarily if there is a large volume the cost of pro-
ducing the article goes down and that is true of automobiles and other
things?

Mrs. MaNnaer, That is true,

Senator Fulbright. So, if you restrict the market for an article, I
think you tend to increase its price and you have a smaller number
with a highev price. 8o, 1 do not think that you would gain very
much if you remove the tax but you then impose a restriction, an
absolute restriction, on the movement in interstate sommerce of
yrllow margarine. There are only 17 States that have margarine

ants,

P Now you say, “Well, we can build a plant in each State,” but if
you restrict the market for each plant to a small area, you are not
likely to achieve the benefits of low cost.
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M, Manawi, That s right, but wo would like to see all taxes
removed,

Senntor Funmoae, All restrictions?

Mun. Manaer. All restrictions,

Senntor Fownmawer, That s what T wanted clear in the record
that you were not just for the remaoval of taxes, but you wanted ulf
restrictions removed,

Muen. Manaei. Wo want. all taxes and restrictions removed so that
wo huve freo llow of yellow nrgarine in interstate commeree,

Senator Fursaaiee, That was veally your position; you were got. in
fuvor of the prohibition of the shipment of yellow margarine in inter-
stde commeree?

Mes. Manasi. T thought | had not made myselfl clear with the
comments you wero making.

Senntor Fogontant, That is all,

Senntor Buresi, Mes, Manger, agnin, you nre very much in favor
of it and the point. that you muke in your statement of making it
possible for the people of low income to get good food ot the lowest
porsible price; is Chat right?

Mrs, MANGER., Yeu, sir,

Senntor Burnen, They will get white margarine inuch cheaper than
they would get colored margarine; you will ndmit, that?

Mus, Mandagn, Kven with the tax removed,

Senutor Bupnse, We will ndmit. that the tax is removed,

Muew, Manarse. At lenst she is free to choose then whichever type
sho wants,

Senstor Burnen, The purpose of the removal is to help theae people
of lower income to he nb‘n to live within o budget, perhaps?

Mis. Manaen, Yes.

Senntor Burner, At lenst come more nearly to living within their
:nulgt-tj than if they had to buy high-priced margarine or high-priced
watter?

Mrs. Manakn, If the tax is not removed on yellow margarine, or
the tariff removed, at least the people in the very low income brackets
ean have o tax-free white margarine,

Senator BurLek., You have eaten white margarine, probably?

Mrs. Manaer. Well, | have usually colored it when Ylmvc eaten it,

Senutor Futsrianr. Why do you color it?

Mrs. Manaen. | guess it is human nature to want something yellow,

Senator Funsriairr. It is a perfectly legitimate reason.  You do
not try to color it to deceive yourself?

Mrs. Manaegr. Not at all, because it tastes exactly the same.

Senator Funsrigur. The same reason for butter?

Mrs, Manaeg. The same reason for bleach in flour.  We are used
to white flour and a bleach is used to make it whiter.

Senator BurrLer. I think you can evoke no argument on the part of
the proponents of butter w?;m you color it yourself, but when it is
permitted to be artifically colored by the producers you are not help-
ing the poor people to live, you are helping the margarine people get
8 Eetter price for their product.

Mrs. ManGer. We would be supremely happy to sce all taxes and
all restrictions removed.

The CHatrMaN. Thank you very much, Mrs. Manger.

Mrs. ManGer. Thank you.
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The Cuareman, M, Gertvude Parka? - Mew, Pache’ stintement,
will be incorporated in the recoed,

SeateMmeNt or Muns Geairneon Panka, Vies Clioassas,  Commerrgr oN
Leamerion, Disoner o Cosvamia Frbreaviion o Women's Coenn,
Wamitinavon, D, €,

A Chatvimnn, nnd members of the Sennte Commdttes on Finnnee, 1 nme here
on hehalf of npprn\hnuh-ly H000 members of the Distriet of Columbin Federntion
of Women's Clula, My pueposxe ixc (o express the enrnest gl anmistnkable wish
of this group that yonr eommittee repoet in fmyvor of 11 12008, 0 bl to sepend
onisting tnaen and veatrietions on margnrine, and thit the ¥ennto paas thin hill
with the fensd possible delay,

s ot wnew reguest, Wo have mnde 8 on severnd enrler ovensions,  We
mnde fEa vear apo lu‘lluh\ thin conunitter,  Last yonr your committen reported
wnanimonsdy wd tvorably a B (o repesl mnegavine restelotions, that was not.
basieally different from the il you now hinve before you, 1, R, 2028, Now, we
repeat onr soquiest for repeal of the antimargarine Inw.,

i priviteged, gentlemen, (o xpenh for oue legistntive ehnfrman, Mes. Hareve

o Wiley, U beliove you all know Meso Wiley ns the widow of the fate Dr.
Harvey W, Wiley, the founder nind iest adimdnistentor of pare foad regualntion
in this countey, Wo are vot (oo elose (o the tliest pure food aets to realize fally,
1 think, the nugndtade of (s aehievoment o aman welfaee and In good govern-
ment,  Nevertheless, the events of the A0.odd venes sinee the fiest ’f-‘c-«lnrul
wre food I e powerfully and irvestatibly shown ue how dependent js our
Nation upon the principle of pure food standaeds nd enforeement,

e very worth while, and quite pertinent to the subjoet st hinnd, to cmphaslzg
apain this fact.  Pave-food regiintion now anderlior our sast and complos sys-
tem of food praduction and distribudon,  Faery brand Ilnbel in testimony to the
conthitence the people bave patted in food grown on n distant fnem, prekaged in
a plant the constmer hax nover seen, sold over s wultitnde of countem, The
honsewife tadays knows no other way of Jife, 8o mast aceept the label and
she does aceept it, beeanse she knows its teath is enforeeable aud enforesd, And,
the food wmerchant and manufacturer depend upon i also, for the cconomies
brought about by mass production and distribution of packnged foods would be
impassible without contidence in the label and in the law behind the bl

Nome years before the fieat pure-fond Iaw, the butter industey siecoeded in
paasing the original Fedoral anti margarine . e contral PUTPORE Was pro-
teetion of one product at the cost of another. "Phis purpose, the very eamenee
of diserimination, was and is conteary (o the freedom of trade that hns made the
foud industey xo effeetive an instenment in bringing good foad 9 the table at
competitive costa, This lnw was n wmistake.

Ve souphit to establish diserimination instend of protection, 1t considored not,
the consutmers  Whose prior interest was involved  but the buttor industry, which
was only a minority interest, - Whatever plea conld be made for the Inw as o
wotective instrument vanished a fow years nter when pure foad legislation began,
W hiatever justification of self-interest oxisted proved groundless when butter pro-
duetion began to drop after the turn of the century and as the natritive values
of whole milk began to be realized and extensively taught by the rising seicnee
of modern nutrition,

Tagislative restrictions on margarine, a modern pure-food produet, have cost
consumers and American farm producers heavily,  But, they have entailed a
greater cost in their dangerous challeage to the prineiple of pure-food enforee-
ment and its corollary, the prineiple of fair and open competition hetween food
products.

A bill resoundingly defeated in the House of Representatives a fow days ago
has been reintroduced in the Senate,  This bill, the Wiley bill, would give lip~
service to the repeal of margarine restrictions by repealing the taxes and license
fees, but wonld institute the curious and unprecedented rule that a pure-food
product may not go from one State to another,

Instead of finding & way of making margarine, a needed pure food, that last
vear accounted for a third of our table spread, more available, the Wiley bill
would simply abolish it in its most desirable form, in interstate commerce. ﬁvery
cow knows her own calf, but the butter interest does not seem to be fully cog-
nizant of its own hill.  The errors of 63 years ago are being repeated and cxcocdcﬁ.

Last year, the butter interests cried for margarine taxes to protect consumers.
Then, it asked for abolition of yellow margarine to protect consumers, Now, it
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agroes that yellow anrgarine is g useful fomld, bt not 0 Q0 erossen 0 Binte line,
The butter o tella me that 4 T el mnrgarine in Silver Bpring, it s gowd for
e bt 4 enrry 10 bloek Into the Diariet, 1 am deeciving myself, But, all
thin repenis the crrors of 88 years ngo,  Vhe hand is the band of Fans, bat. the
volee, gentlemoen, in Ineoh,

The alm of the Wiley propossl, of conrse, e the only consistent thing about,
g dne legisintion through the years, 1 s to proteet the relatively amnnll
wreed sl interest of the bntter snndeers, s conteary 1o nll thst we have lenrned
by medenee and experfencs in the way of food production amd protection,  ‘Foday,
ong problem s not leas foud, bt more food,  Ounr problem tanol to diseriminntes,
but (o conserve,  Amerien ennnot afford the uneonstrnetive tneties of the Wiley
bk Amerlenn farmers eannot afford it Amecienn conspmers ennnol mfford it,
whether they e consumers of butter, matgotine, milk, or anything elge

The Disteiet of Colmmbin Federntion of Womsen's Clubs regnrde puything bt
camplete and hionest repenl of muegarine resteietions, we provided for In h Ik,
2028, ne o tlgrnnt wnd ot hnrmfal weandt upon ane pure food steaetare,

A whimpee of what that would amean i eontatned in the reporte of our Federsl
o um’ Preoge Adbndndstention. “Fhin speney hns reported thid sinee Jaly 1920,
there hnvee beaen 3,081 welznres of Ytter. OF these, 7810 were for filth and eon .
twminntion.  Vpon whnt vietue does butter feed thit 1t s grown ko grent as to
demnnd wholition in Interstnte commeree of margarine?

The buttor mnrket has declined not beepuse of mnrgarine, bt beenonws the
dairy induntry hwc tarned to more profitable markets  and the per enpitas con-
wmption lust year won the loweat o record. Heporte of butter overgrading
and whort weight have filled the e, Buatter does not even tnhed the eoloring that
o ndded wnd that jiapler, by B presencs, s vitsiin A content that does pot,
oxbd,  OF b food prodaete, butter iz the st that shondd come to the bar of this
Committes nnd nak for wpecinl legisiation proteeting it by n blow ot the puee.
food tnws, for legislution contrary 1o the purve-food Inwa.  OF all food induxtries,
the duiey industey should most zealously week the il developanent of prre-food
legialntion, 1o whiel it owen w0 mimeh,

Goentlemen, let thers be no mistake,  The Hill, B, )L 2023, 06 pure-fool bill,
I repard it s snother step in the rensonable growth of onr pure-food Inwa, It
poen vory fur to proteet the consmer; weh fuether than has been proposed for
uny other food, 1 goen very far to proteet botter within the realm of fair com-
petition,  The Wiley bill, on the contrary, would tear down existing protection
of the consimer,  And, it has not heen demonsteated before thia commities that
it would proteet the troe bterests of the daiey industry.

The baekground of the Wiley bill ix itw own condemnntion,  Permit me 1o cite
Kome examples: :

1I'rom the Dinry Record, nodalry trade journa), of July 18, 1941, T guote s para-
wropy. memorable to the millions of consumers who hiuve not been able to afford
butter:

“In short, the dairy industry st set s its gonl the complete extermination of
oleomnrgarine, [ must never rest until the manofacture and sale of oleomargaeine
haw been ontlanwed in this country,” .

From the snne journal, issue of May 13, 19042, speaking of the efforts of the
,Im) wonents of the Wiley hill 1o defent n promargarine rexolution by the General
§

ederntion of Women's Cluabs:

“Phere's room for grave donbt as to whether the activities of o single organiza-
tion could have brought about the defent of the oleomargarine resolition at the
weeting, but the united efforts of the National Diary Union, the National Coopera-
tive Milk Producers Federation, and the United Pairy Committee achicved an
overwhelming victory * % % the not ineonsiderable st necessary to finanee
the joint effort placed no intolerable burden upon any one organization,”

And, finally, from the Milwankee Sentinel of March 24, this year, gquoting one
of those who, contrary to the highly publicized policy of the butter industry,
refused to consider lightening the Wisconsin taxes and fees on margarine for which
the State is notoriouy (reading):

“If the ‘mor people want a cheap spread, they can take Criseo, Spry, or lard and
mix it with butter.”

Need any more be said?

Gentlemen, we beg you to consider the evidence.  If you weigh fairly the facts
that have been and are heing presented to you, we helieve you will report favorably
the hill H. R. 2023. The District of Columbia Federation of Women's Clubs begs
you to do so—not only for its own membership, but for the millions of consumers
who have a right to buy what they choose, under the protection of the pure-food
laws,

89343—-40—14
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The Cuammman, Mrs. William |G, Stuart is not appearing but is
submitting a statement for the record.
(The statement is as follows:)

StaTEMENT 0F Mnra, WiLLiam (., Stuart, Memier, Boarp or DirkceToRs,
Frienpsuip House, Wasuington, D, C

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, T am Mrs. William G, Stuart.
I am a member of the board of directors of Friendship House, and I am repre-
senting today the following Settlement Houses of the Distriet of Columbia:

Christ Child Settlement, Friendship House, Georgetown House, Juanita K.
Nye Councit House, Northwest Settlement House, Southeast Service Honse, and
Southwest Settlement House.

Last mouth, Miss Nancy Holland appeared hefore the House Committen on
Agriculture with a statement which ret forth our reasons for supporting legisla-
tion that would repeat all taxes and restrictions on margarine, T wish at this time
to restate brietly our position in the matter; but, more importantly, T want to
cemphasize our cagerness for the passage of . R. 2023 as passed by the House,

Settlemient Houses thronghout our country are located in vicinities in which
the vast majority of persons are rtruggling with dangerously inadeguate incomes,
Wo constantly see tho bad effects of malnutrition and we are interested in all
legixlative action which may in any way alleviate this condition.

The price of butter makes it prohibitive to most of us.  The taxes and restrie-
tions on margarine seriously limit its distribution and use in our communitics,
Furthermore, we consider it unfair in principle to tax any pure, nutritious food
broduct as margarine is taxed.  We consider it the more unfair when margarine
18 taxed to the detriment of low-income families who are deeply in need of a low-
priced table fat.

The butter industry says, in effeet, that if the price of butter is too high, or if
butter is searce, it is all right to use lower-cost margarine, but it must not be
bought yellow.  Such an attitude on the part of an industry borders on arrogance
and complete disregard for human rights and human taste.

Our settiement houses have been greatly encouraged by the overwhelming vote
in the House to end all Federal taxes on margarine. However, we are disturbed
by what appears to be & new theory in an old controversy, namely, to ban the
movement of yellow margarine in interstate commeree.  People could still secure
colored margarine in their respective States, if margarine factories happened to
be located in their States, but the protection of the Pure Food and Drug Act
would be gone.

It is nothing short of remarkable that the butter people have the temerity
to suggest_that their product, still scarce as it is, be given spgcial legislative pro-
tection. Tot us consider what food buying is today. I hawve here a full-page
advertiscment of an important chain grocery in the Washington Post of last
Friday. Sce how this typical grocery advertisement consists »f scores of food
items, each briefly listed and prices. .

Two or three generations ago, sugar was purchased out of the barrel and butter
out of the tub. Today, labeled packaging and brand names certify to the house-
wife what she is getting, Margarine is advertised by the brand name, behind
which, of course, stands the maker's and the retailer’s reputation. No fuller
description in the advertisement is necessary, because the housewife knows what
she is getting,

And, if she wishes to check, she will look at the labeling on the package right at
the counter. But, this did not just happen. This highly efficient system of
food distribution that labeled packaging represents is hased on confidence, an
that confidence goes right back to the pure food laws that safeguard labele

ackaging in the mutual interest of the consumer, the dealer, and the maker.

his is the system under which most groceries are sold. This has all superseded

the idea behind the 1886 antimargarine legislation, that you can protect by taxing.

We have gone far be{ond that crude concept of food control. But the butter

reo le have fallen behind even the thinking of 1886. They want to abolish a
, yellow margarine, to protect, they say, the consumer.

Of course, as this advertisement shows, the proposal has no bearing at all on
modern food distributiou and protection. The proposal to bar yellow margarine
from interstate commerce is reactionary in the worst economic sense of the word.

Then, why is it made by supposedly progressive butter manufacturers, who
sell their product in fmckages with the assistance of pure food laws? Because
they wish a monopoly, no other conclusion is possible. Those of us who are .
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concerned with aiding the “itl-fed, ill-housed, and ili-clothed,” are not. Imppy Lo
see that public interest is being sacrificed by an industry that is jockeying for
trade advantage.

Gentlemen, either margarine is a good food, or it is not. If it deserves the
high rating it has under the Pure Food and Drug regulations, and if people are
uatisfied to use it as a table spread, as great masses of us do, then we feel that it
in the duty of Congress to remove restrictive taxes and encourage, not discourage,
the free flow of margarine in interstate commerce.  Therefore, we respectfully
request that the Senate Committece on Finance report out favorably H. R. 2023
as it was passed by the House of Representatives.

The Cuamman. Next we have Mrs. Albert C. Seawell.  Will you
identify yourself for the record, please?

STATEMENT OF MRS, ALBERT C. SEAWELL ON BEHALF OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CONSUMERS, POTTSTOWN, PA.

“Mirs. SeaweLn, Tam Mrs. Albert C. Seawell of Pottstown, Pa., and
I am appearing on behalf of the National Association of Consumers,
of which T am & member. T lived in Texas for most of my life, but
now I am a resident of Pottstown, Pa., an average American housewife.
I guess, with four children, living on a budget, and am keenly inter-
ested in the welfare of my family and good management of my home.
1 am also interested in the local chapter of the National Association of
Clonsumers in my town and am proud to appear on behalf of the Na-
tional Association of Consumers.

I apprecinte this opportunity to present to the committee the views
of the National Association of Consumers on the legislation proposed
to repeal the Federal taxes, license fees, and restrictions on the manu-
facture, distribution, and sale of yellow margarine.

Our organization is a politically nonpartisan and nonprofit organiza-
tion devoted to the protection of the economic welfare of Americans as
consumers through education and action. Its board of directors, mem-
bers, chapters, and subseription groups represent a fair cross section
of the consumer interest of the country. Its monthly publication
Consumers on the March, goes to readers in 970 communities and in
every State in the Union.

This is not the first time that the NAC has presented its case on
margarine legislation before committees of the Congress. We have
constantly urged removal of discriminatory legislation on margarine.
In our statement before this committee last year, we developed the
reasons why NAC opposed the imposition of taxes on margarine and
the discriminatory prohibitions on the manufacture and sale of yellow
margarine. We are pleased to see this year that the House has passed
legislation to free margarine from these antiquated restrictions and
we hope that the Senate will do likewise.

Of all the taxes levied against a commodity, that on margarine has
been the most unfair and discriminatory. The forces responsible for
these taxes and license fees have perpetuated a burden on American
consumers in which they, the consumers, have had no voice. Since
these taxes and fees have little revenue significance and no longer
serve their original purpose, we urge that these taxes and license fees
be repealed. Morcover, we urge that precolored margarine be per-
mitted to be manufactured and sold without further prohibitions.

Margarine has the same right to be freely manufactured and sold
as any other legitimate product. Alternatively, consumers have the
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samo right to buy margarine, colored as they prefer it, as they have
to buy any other product in the form in which they prefer such
product.  Other considerations must not. divert attention from this
central fact. The trite contention that margarine would be mis-
represented as butter has been refuted by experience.  Margarine is
sold and labeled for what it is.  When it is colored, the colored
matter is no more artificial than that used in butter, and is more
honest, for colored butter is not so labeled.

1 am convineed that there is no danger that such misrepresentation
will develop on anything more than a trivial seale.  The greater dangers
are two in number; first, that in attempting to prevent such nisrep-
resentation (he cure will prove worse than the disense and will defeat
the main objective of this legislation; second, that this matter will be
magnified heyond the minor place which it deserves to hold.

Consumers are aware that legislation to ban the interstate shipmont,
of vellow margarine is designed to discourago stores from stocking and
distributing the product, to limit or climinate the consumption of
margarine. To prevent the sale of precolored margarine means that
consumers will continue to pay penalty prices for butter,

The so-called compromise “proposal, ns the Washington Post’s
editorial recently pointed ont—
is in reatity a move to impose mueh more hampering restrictions upon the margn-
rine industry than those resulting from the present Federal tax,  To forbid the
sale of the eolored product would be equivalent to imposing n prohibitive tax on
colored margarine that would inerease the competitive handicaps to which the
industry is subjected,

Morcover, the use of such prohibitions to distort the normal develop-
ment of competing industries and to deprive them of the full benefit
of the free enterprise system conflicts with the public interest and, in
the absence of compelling consideration, should be avoided. In
general, the use of the taxing or police power to affect the competitive
position of industries interferes with the full utilization of national
resources.

As far as possible, trade should be on a nondiscriminatory basis, This
principle is embodied in most of our legislation regarding trade. We
}mvo always believed that legislation should afford equal treatment
to each competing industry operating in the interest of the publie.
The antimargarine discriminatory legislation distorts normal rela-
tions and prevents consumers from the purchase of a desired and
healthful commodity. Such measures tend to perpetuate themselves
by canalizing trade and establishing vested interests and, finally, give
rise to irritation and ill will. For these rcasons, we are opposed to
such preferential trade systems and discriminatory legislation.  Dis-
crimination begets unfair competition as unfair competition begets
discrimination. If we are to rid oursclves of either of them, we must
rid ourselves of both, '

We urge that the Congress'set an example for the States by now
crasing the obsolete Federal antimargarine laws and prevent the
monopoly which has tried to fasten itself upon the country over the
years. It is an impelling necessity that this action be taken by the
Congress so that the consumer may freely purchase a spread in the
form that he likes and at the price he can afford to pay. It is intoler-
able that legislation should make it harder for the consumer to use a.
cheaper and equally nutritive substitute for butter.
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The laws discriminating against margarine fall hardest on the low-
and fixed-income groups.  Antimargarine legistation hus foreed these
grou'])s to pay highvr prices for one of the essential foods, when it is to
the best interest of this country to keep unncecessary prices down,
Theroe is no valid reason to penalize the consumer so that one industry
can continue to use Federnl legislntion for the marketing of its product,

Likewise, there is no valid renson to penalize one Jegitimate (‘mm-slric
produet for the benefit of another legitimate domestic product.  We
see no reason why consumers should be foreed to lose time and food
by having to mix color into margarine. It is unjust to make
margarine as havd to get as possible.

The alleged danger that margarine might be passed off as butter
does not. worry us. Consumers want yellow margarine to meet
consumer preference; they want yellow butter for the same reason,
To elaim that the butter industty has an unending right to prevent
margarine from meeting consumer preference, from the use ()J yellow
margarine, is unfair, is unjust, and imposes hardships upon the con-
sumer's timo and pocketbook,  We should promote progress by aiding
the development of pure foods, not by restricting them,

Margarine is probably the most closely regulated product on the
grocery market and will remain so, as long as we have the Pure Food
and Drug Administration and Federal Trade Commission. By giving
these two agencies adequate funds and personnel to provide for the
protection against fruu({ and promote fair trade practices, butter and
margarine, a8 well as other foods, will he protected. We want
margarine to be manufactured and sold in accordance with the rules
and regulations set up by these agencies of the Government.

Since margarine has to be wrapped and labeled as such, fraudulent
sales of the product as butter are not likely to be widespread  There
is always a certain amount of fraud connected with the sale of any
substitute article closely resembling the product it replaces But
there is no convincing cvidence that such Irauds constitute a severe
menace to the producers of butter. -

If restrictions are to be imposed on margarine, there should be
restrictions imposed on butter. As it is, butter, cheese, and ice
cream have special and unique legislative privileges in the matter of
labeling of artificial coloring. Labeling requircments for margarine
are set out in the greatest detail, as should be the case for all foods using
artificial coloring,

The Federal pure-food laws, the pure-food laws in 47 of 48 States,
and criminal statutes in every State against fraud and misrepresenta-
tion would still be in effect.  The penalty for violation of these laws
is severe and is considered adequate for the protection of the consumer
in the case of almost every other food product.

No law was ever written which could not be violated. Federal
and State agents are on the lookout for any possible misrepresenta-
tion. Moreover, if the consumer is fooled by misrepresentation, he
would be the first one to repudiate and penalize a business practicing
such frauds. We see no great danger that consumers will be victims
of fraudulent packaging of margarine as butter, if adequate support
is given to the agencies entrusted with the administration of the pure
food laws and fair trade practices.

The margarine industry is too competitive and has too much at
stake to permit unscrupulous practices. There is not the slightest
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danger that they intontionally will docoive the public, and if they did,
such deception obviously would destroy the im{ustvrv.

As for the clnim that fraud and decoption would be practiced in
public eating places, State laws requiring that a notice be posted tellin
consuimers ‘ﬁmt margarine is served should tnke care of this loca
requirement.  1f the Federal Government imposes requirements that
notices bo posted, we wholcheartedly approve of auc&n Inboling pro-
vided similar notices be required that other substitute products are
served in public muinf places.  This could bo accomplished by extend-
ing thoe jurisdiction of the Food and Drug Administration to cover all
products which are misbranded.

Even if tho law required notices, an unscrupulous propriotor of a
restaurant who would be willing to risk fraudulent substitution of
colored margavine for butter could carry on this practice by introduc-
ing coloring matter into the uncolored margarine even if the salo of
precolored margarine was banned.  The freedom to use and purchase
margarine is not likely to increase fraud, for margarine has become
increasingly popular and is much cheaper than butter. It would
profit the restaurant to use colored margarine openly. Moveover,
88 has been pointed out by others if & customer does not know which
he is eating 1t makes little difference, since margarine is nutritionally
the equal of butter or superior to butter.

1t is really immaterial whother the purpoese of colored margarine
is to make it look like butter; the opponents of the free production
and sale of margarvine are simply trying to confuse the issue and
are not trying to give the consumer margarine relief. The plain
fact is that the opponents of margarine want to discourage the con-
sumption of margarine by restricting its sale and by compelling the
consumer to buy margarine in a form much less attractive to him
than the manufacturer could make it without additional cost.

Wo urge tho repeal of theso antimargarine laws so that the millions
of families who are pinched by the high cost of living will bo free to
purchase and use a commodity which thiey desire and can afford.
All consumers should bo able to sceure an adequate snd wholesome
diet at the lowest possible cost. The average family living under the
impact of the high cost of living, spends about 40 percent of its income
for food, the lnrgost, single item in the budget. Millions of families
desperately neod protection against high prices. They are increas-
ingly confronted with developments which darken their future.

Ve have witnessed few important developments in which consumers
have been given adequate protection against high prices. We see no
reason why further unnecessary hardships should be imposed upon
the consumer by continuing outmoded and antiquated regulations
on margarine. The prospect of the freeing of margarine is tho first
and only clear ray of hope of immediate relief that we have before us.

The needs of low-income consumers are of paramount importance,
These are the people who from a nutritional point of view require more
table fats. ith milk at such fantastic prices, many consumors have
cut down their consumption of this essential food. Many mothers
have to manage their families with less of the protective foods, and
they have felt outraged and helpless as they have seen their living
standards going steadily downward because of high prices. They
are not butter consumers at today’s butter prices. As margarine
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consumers, they are confronted with the nuisance of home coloring and
with the limited distribution which regulations entail.

We need more murgarine, and we need it at the lowest possible price,
The way to achieve these objectives is to open every phase of manu-
fucturing, distribution, and sale of margerine to free competition,
Only then will every grocer know that theee is n demand for margarine
in volume, that his price must be right if he is to keep his customors,
Only then will the full potentialities of eflicient manufacturing and
distribution bo realized,

It is unfortunate that the interest of the consumers has heen
ropeatedly snerificed to vroteet the interest of one industry.  Here is
an important opportunity, long overdue, to correet a bad situation,
We urge that margarine be given its freedom so that the consumers
may have the opportunity to purchase this basic food without restrie-
tions,

The Ciamman. Thank you very much for your statement. Are
there any questions?

Senator Burtenr, You come from a pretty good butter State, Penn-
sylvania?

Mnrs. SeawrLL, Yes; I do.

Senator Burnrn, Does you budget permit you to use butter or do
you use margarine?

Mrs. SeaweLL, My budget would permit me to use butter, but I
Brof(sr margarine. In my particular section there are a lot of dairies,

ut they do not make butter because they do not find it profitable.
M{ milkman buys margarine. He told me that yesterday.

Senator Bururr, Do you buy it white or yellow?

Mrs. SEawsLL, I have to buy it white in Pennsylvania, although T
bought it yellow in Texas,

Senator BurLer. Your statement, as Senator (George says, is a very
splendid statement but it is mixed a little bit, 1 cannot figure out
whether you want the people with low budgets to be able to buy at
the cheapest possible price or whether you are interested in making it

ossible for the margarine dealers to sell their cheaper article at a
righer price? If you succeed in doing that you eliminate the advan-

0. .

8. SEAWELL. It is our opinion, and I base it upon some personal
experience, having been able to buy the colored margarine in Texas,
that it was still way under the price of butter. At the time I could
buy colored margarine it was about 8 cents a pound higher than the
white margarine there, but it was 25 or 30 cents a pound under the
price of butter there at the time. My own personal hope, and I am
sure I speak the opinion of the National Association of Consumers also,
is that all of the taxes and restrictions will be taken away so that the
price of colored margarine can come down within the reach of any
income group.

Senator BurLER. I could agree with you 100 percent if I was sure
that colored margarine would sell close to the price of white margarine
instead of the price of butter. -~

Mrs. SEAwWELL. Well, you probably have other statistics than I do,
but the ones that I can get show that it is not the cost of the little
thing of coloring, it is the tax. It is my opinion that the margarine
manufacturer will sell yellow margarine close to the price of the white, -
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In other words, when you go to the store to buy margarine colored in
the States where you can got it colored, they say that if were not for
the tax, you could get it so many cents per pound cheaper.

Senator BurLer. That is true and the tax is undoubtedly going to
be removed because I do not know of anybody that is advocating
retention of the taxes. But, the butter people would like to retain
their yellow coloring which is natural.

Mrs, SeawgLL. 1 know they would. 1 have colored many a pound
of it and I figured out on the way over here that 1 have spent 167 hours
and :1317 minutes coloring margarino and I would like very much to buy
it yellow. :

Senator BurrLer. Well, if it is that much of a job to color it, it will
gorhnps not injure the butter industry as somo may be anticipating

ecause undoubtedly the colored margarine will sell around the price
of butter and I am certain that the people believe in getting what they
want.

Thoe CHarMAN. Senator Fulbright?

Senator Funsrigur. 1 first would like to compliment Mrs. Scawell
on hor statement; it is an excellent one.

I might comment, Mrs. Seawell, that when it is said that no one
advocates retention of the tax any longer that that is the attitude that
has arisen only since the last Congress. 1t is perfectly evident that
this change in tax is purely one of tactics and is designed to prevent the
margarine industry from making it available. Can you understand
how, with the tax at 10 cents a pound and yellow margarine is 30 cents
under the price of butter, that Y)y taking the tax off the oleo that will
make the price go up?

Mrs. SeawgLL. I certainly cannot. .

Senator Fuisriaur. You are a good economist on food. Do you
kuow of any analogy which leads you to believe that if you remove the
tax and lower the price that therefore the cost increases?

Mrs, SeawrLL. I cannot,

Senator FuLsriauTt. In fact, you think that is completely untrue,
do you not?

Mrs, SEaAweLL. Absolutely.

Senator BurLeR. If you remove the tax and do not add the color,
it is undoubtedly true.

Senator FuLsriguT. I think your statement covered every point,
However, there is only one point that the Butter Institute is relying
on now and that is this question of fraud, deception, and I think you
covered it very well. I hope you realize that the bifl as now pending
before the committee strengthens actually the protection against any
deception in that it extends the protection of the pure food laws as
pertains to margarine entering into intrastate movement because it
declares that the sale of misbranded or nonbranded, we will say,
margarine affects interstate commerce in margarine and that, there-
fore, all traffic in margarine is subject to the pure food laws which I
tako it is entirely in accord with yorr views,

In other words, you are not seeking to encourage butter deception
but you simply want to free margarine from artificial restrictions in
either movement or by taxation?

Mrs. SEaweLL. That is right.

. Senator FuLsrieut. I do not really believe I can add much to your
statement; it is better than I could have made anyway.

.
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Mrs. SeawkLn. Thank you.

The Cuaraman. Thank you very much, Mrs. Scawell.

The CHafrmMAN. At this time we will hear from Miss Catherine M,
Carter.  Will you identify yourself for the record, please?

STATEMENT OF CATHERINE M. CARTER, ON BEHALF OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF VOTERS FOR YELLOW MARGARINE IN THE
STATE OF OHIO, CINCINNATI, OHIO

Miss Cawrrer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my
name is Catherine M. Carter. T am representing today the Asso-
cintion of Voters for Yellow Margarine, a nonprofit organization
which was spontaneously initiated by a group of women from over
the State who were interested in an organized effort to secure yellow
margarine in the State of Ohio. The association has an enrolled
membership of approximately 32,000, the majority of whom are
women,

I might also add that a large proportion of our members reside in
rursl arcas as opposed to the prevalent conception that proponents of
yellow margarine are most frequently city dwellers. I am also a
charter member, past president, and the present State budget chair-
man of the Federated Democratic Women of Ohio. I might say that
I am an attorney and was admitted to the bar in the State of Ohio.
I am further a member of the Democratic State Executive Committee.

Before discussing the legislation being considered by this committee,
I should first like to tell you that the (§hio Senate has passed a bill to
permit the manufacture and sale of yellow margarine in our State.
Similar action is expected daily in the house. This will represent
something of a triumph for the women of Ohio, for they have worked
long and earnestly to sccure the right of free choice in selecting an
essential food for a variety of uses. It will mean that the housewives
in our State will be free to enjoy the nutritional benefits and economy
of margarine colored yellow as they want it, and that they may do
su_without the time-consuming nuisance of coloring it at home.

I know several who have appeared before this committee and
have talked about the nuisance o?colored margarine. Iam a business-
woman, and I also maintain a home. And that is one of the reasons
that I would like to have the yellow margarine. I do not know if
any of you have ever colored margarine yourselves, especially the
margarine that comes in the little sack. 1 had the experience one
evening in coloring margarine of pinching the little bean, and I cut
too much into the sack, with the result that as I was trying to color
this margarine it camo out of the sack from all parts and I had as
much margarine on my hands as in the sack. I had to wind up
ﬁnallgr (futting it into a bowl and coloring it.

I did not try to compute the number of hours, as the previous
witness did, spent in coloring margarine, but I think there are many
business people who are in the same situation that I am where we
are away from our homes for 10 hours a day, including transportation,
and we do our shopping mostly during the noon hour and after working
hours and then have the problem of coloring the margarine on arriving
at home. T might say that in Ohio we do not have colored margarine.

Senator FuLBRIGHT. I can assure you that the Senators opposiug
this bill have not had any experience in coloring margarine,



212 OLEO TAX REPEAL

Miss Carrer. Then you have something to look forward to because
it is & messy business whether you do it in the bag walking around
the room or whether you do it in a bowl, making sure that it is a
smooth bowl because i¥it is not you have to dig it out with a knife.

Senator FuLsrianr. I said those who oppose it.

Miss CarTeR. Yes.

Senator FuLsricHT. 1 have colored some.

Miss Carrer. Then you know what it is.

Senator BurLer. There is another way to miss all of that and that
is to use butter. '

Miss CARTER. A good many of us have been priced out of the butter
market, and that is why we use margarine. .

There is one thing more, though, and that is why I am here today.
There are Federal taxes and license fees which, even if Ohio becomes a
frec-margarine State, would still cripple the manufacture, sale, and
distribution of this product.

The women of our State are equally united in asking the Senate of
the United States to uphold the action of the House in its overwhelm-
ing vote to remove restrictive Federal taxes on margarine, They
have become increasingly aware that these taxes are out of all accord
with sound revenue or equity. And ncither are they unaware that
these taxes were levied, more than a half a century ago, to protect the
butter industry against fair competition.

I am confident that, had the women of the country been as well in-
formed in 1886 and in subsequent years as they are today, there would
be no Foderal taxes or restrictions on margarine. I am equally con-
fident that if the housewives of the country had been as aware in the
past, as they are today, of the political maneuverings that affect the
family budget, there would be no reason for these hearings now under -
way.

n some of the contacts which I have made among the women of
Ohio, I have asked them especially now that the bill is before the
House, if they would contact the people of the legislature and give
them the opinion that they have, and very recently a woman wrote me
that she had contacted her State representative and they had quite a
discussion pro and con on the question of yellow margarine, and she
told him that from all of the contacts she had made and the many or-
ganizations for whom she had spoken that the demand was very strong
and that the women really wanted it and that in her opinion, if Ohio
did not get it in 1949 in the present session of the legislature, that the
sentiment was §rowin s0 that she felt there would be a good many of
them who would pledge that they would not use butter unless they
could get yellow margarine and that they felt sorry for some of the
men in the legislature.

Senator FuLsricHT. How about the Congress?

Miss CARTER. I think the Congress too. :

__ Last fall during the campaign in Ohio, one of the Members of the
Senate whose senatorial district took in five counties said that as she
went from place to place meeting with the different groups of wonien
she wondered at the time if the women were as interested in the elec-
tion of the Governor of Ohio and the State officials and the legislature
as they were on the margarine question. I do not know if you are
familiar with it, but at liat, time a petition had been initiated and
was being circulated throughout Ohio asking our legislature to make
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it the first order of business to consider the question of yellow marga-
rine and more than 200,000 people, men and women, signed those
petitions, and she said that in many of the groups that she went to
she wondered which was really the most important thing. The women
were so determined that they were going to get these signatories that
she wondered whether they cared so much as to whom they were go-
ing to elect.

- We hope that this committee will approve, and that the Senate will
approve, the Poage bill (H. R. 2023) as it was passed by the House of
Representatives. The Wiley bill serves only one purpose. It gives
formal declaration by legislative spokesmen that the antimargarine
forces finally recognize that the unwise Federal taxes, or domestic
tariffs, as these taxes should be called, have no place in our present-
da'ylv ccononiy.

‘he proposal to prohibit the interstate movement of yellow marga-
rine, but permit intrastate manufacture and use, is particularly
unsound. It simply says to the housewives of the country that they
can have yellow margarine, but they must take it without the safe-
guards of the Pure Food and Drug Act. This would truly be an
unwarranted and regrettable retrogression.

Women today, including the housewives, are not only better
organized than ever before, but they are better shoppers, are better
trained in domestic science, and are considerably more aware of the
economic relationship between conditions and prices. They know
that Federal taxes on margarine are unfair and they are convinced
that the family budget is being squeezed by the self-interests of the
dairy industry without due regard for the public welfare.

In his statement to the Congress last week, Secretary of Agriculture

Brannan again stated the familiar point that the country could use
150,000,000,000 pounds of milk, contrasted to the 120,000,000,000
pounds now produced. Nutritionists have made that fact as notori-
ous as it is familiar by pointing out how our national diet could
benefit from increased consumiption of whole milk and whole-milk
products. A few ycars ago, the Department of Agriculture recom-
mended per person consumption of about 660 pounds of whole-milk
products. This, of course, has never been achieved.
- At this point I would like to say that over & number of the years a
group from our office went to a particular farm in Hamilton County
and would buy butter from this farm woman. She was not making
it and selling 1t in large quantities, but she made 50 or 75 pounds of
butter a week and sol(f it to groups of people like ours. But we found
that as the price of cream kept getting higher and higher that each
time, cach week when someone would go for the butter, there was less
butter being made because she said that the price of cream was so much
higher that it did not pay her to make butter. Of course, you know
Ohio is not a butter State, and we import many millions of pounds of
butter yearly.

In 1946, the peak year so far, the per capita use of whole milk
products was only 602 pounds. In the past several weeks, the Bureau
of Human Nutrition has been issuing reports of food consumption
surveys made during the winter of 1948.

So far, reports on four metropolitan centers—Birmingham, San
Francisco, Minneapolis-St. Paul, and Buffalo—have been issued. The
average usage per family per week of fluid milk in these cities, all in-
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come classes considered, ranged from 5.3 quarts to 13.7 quarts.  But
what about butter? s average use per week ranged from three-
tenths of a pound to 1% pounds, while margarine ranged from four-
tonths of a pound to 1 pound. The data show that, to get any
quantity of butter, you must live in a big butter State, of which there
are very few,

Now, if you take the savings created by margarine purchases as
an alternate to high-priced and relatively searce butter, you will find
that in every city these savings, if applied to fluid milk, would have
purchased w'sizable additional quantity of that product.

And, that is precisely what more and more families are doing. For
various reasons, they are taking their table fat in the form of mar-
garine, n'v[orubiy yellow margarine.  And they are applying as much
as possible of their family food budget to the purchase of bottle milk
and other whole-milk products, hat better promotion for the
dairy industry, for which whole milk is by far the most profitable
market? : .

Gentlemen, the women whom I represent are united in their strong
appeal to this honoruble committee, and to the Senate as a whole, to
approve unnnimously H. R. 2023 and end once and for all this tired
controversy.  The time has come when we feel justified in asking the
Congress to stop trying to substitute the sclfish interest of the butter
industry for the judgment of the housewives who use 93 percent of
the mnrgurine produced in this country.

The Cuamman. We thank you for your most excellent statement.
Are there any questions?

Senator BurLir. I would just like to ask Miss Carter, you have
quito an organization, apparently, This is the first time I have heard
of it, how old is it?

Miss CarrER. Since January of this year.

Senator BurLer. 1t is a new organization?

Miss Canrrrr. Yes, sir. .

Senator ButLer. Did they have a State or district convention?

Miss Carter, No; we hu({ no district or State convention, but what
we did is that a group of women who are very much interested in
this margarine question met in Columbus, Ohio, and talked about
different ways and means that we could get other women aroused,
and that is Kow the association was formed. We have an exccutive
women's division of which I happen to be one of the members.

Senator BurLer. Do you have State officers?

Miss CarTer. No; we have no State officers. We are a very
loosely formed voluntary organization. We secured our membership
by the different members of - the executive committee going about
with petitions addressed to the Members of the House and Members
of the Senate. .

Senator ButLER. You do not speak then after having taken action
as an organization, passing resolutions, and so forth? :

Miss Carter. No,sir. No; we are just 8 group of women through-
out the State of Ohio interested in the question of yellow margarine.

Senator FuLerigHT. Miss Carter, as I understand it, it was formed
for this sole purpose? You do not have a lot of other business that
you carry on?

Miss CarTER. No, sir,

Senator FuLBrigHT. YouJare not seeking pensions from Congress?
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Miss Carter. Heavens no.

Senator FuLsrigut. All you want is the frecdorn to purchase?

Miss Carter. We want the freedom so that when we go into the
store wo can purchase yellow margarine just as much as we can buy
other products.

Senator Fursrianr. When that happens, your organization will be
disbanded?

Miss Canrtrr. It will be dishanded.  We will not ask for a pension
for the women who had been coloring margarine for the last half
<century.

Senator FuLsriant. I think you deserve one. 1 think one of your
best points is that you believe this would not in any way injure the
butter industry oven if we pass this act.

Miss Carter. 1t would not do so in the State of Ohio, because we
are not a butter State.

Senator FuLpriaur, That is a point that we made last year, but
for some reason we were unable to convince the hutter people that
that is true. I think the butter producer—that is, the milk producer—
can see that as your friend did; she could make more money out of
selling it in any other form than butter.

Miss Canrer. Yes.

Senator Furnrianr. Of course, there is the manufacturer of the
butter himself, and he has the plant and cannot convert to the pro-
duction of milk. Of course, he must lose, assuming that butter de-
creases in its sale. That cannot be converted, but your opinion is
that the person who produces the milk will not be injured; the farmer?

Miss Canrrer. Yes.

Senator FuLsricuT. I think you are entirely correct; there is such
a demand for fluid milk and other products that it is far from satis-
fying the demand today. It would not make any difference today
as far as the demand for the milk in the future. I think that is a very
important point.

ell me, you are not at all worried about the deception of the public
from the passage of this act?

Miss Carter. No; I do not believe there will be. One of the
women wrote me and said, and I think it was one of our own Senators
who talked about this deception. She said that in every household
using margarine, the housewife is not deceiving anyone. When she
goes to the store, she asks for it; and, when it is colored, it comes in a
case and she asks for it. 5o, she knows what she is buying.

Senator Funnrigut. There would be no greater opportunity for
deception?

Miss Carter. That is right.

Senator FuLsriaurt. Did you ever hear or know of any organization
of consumers or women who are in favor of the retention of restrictions
on margarine?

Miss CarTeR. No, I never have heard of any. T think the women
throughout the United States and everywhere want yellow margarine.

Senator Fuuprieur. It has never come to your notice that any
orﬁanization of consumers or women’s clubs or groups of that kind
did take such a position?

Miss CARTER. There may be, but T have had no contact with any.

Senator FuLprigut. Did you ever hear of a law comparable to
this—you said you were a lawyer—where there was a tax to arbi-
trarily hold back an industry?
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Miss Canren. No,

Senator Fuemuant, Do you know of any comparable ense to this
in the legal system of the country?

Miss Canven. 1 do not profess to know all about the logal system
of the country,

Senator Furswianr. You are a lawyer and have you ever heard of
anything like this?

Miss Canreie. No,

Senntor Furnnriaur. That is all,

Senntor Buruer, You have oexpressed an interest and it has heen
stressed by the distinguished Senntor from Arkansas that you are
quite concerned about the welfuro of the dairy industry of Amerien,
but apparently you think that they should make their money from
the salo of whole milk and turn the spread industrey, if wo ean refer
to it as such, over to the margarine people, the margarine industry.
Now on the assumption that there is no fraud thero, that the people
who buy it want it and can ot along with it just as well as they
would on butter, if it is pnuailhu to make a substitute for one of the
milk products like butter, it is perhaps possible to make a substituto
for the whole milk and in fact it is, and it wan testified to this morning
by one of the witnesses that there in o substitute for whole milk.

Will you be just as ardent in the advoeation of the sale of filled
milk or substitute milk as you ave for substitute butter?

Miss Cavrven. I iCis nutritious and meots the needs of the people,
yos,

Senator Funnrianr, If it is just as geod, why not?  1If you could
et milk as good as cow's milk, why would you not?

Miss Canrer. 1 think the pure food laws would step in and see
that evervthing was observed and, if it was nutritious, 1 think that is
one of the main questions.  You should have the right te buy it and
there should not be restrictive legislation telling you that you should
not buy it, and there should not be rvestrietive legislation telling you
that you cannot. buy it.

Senator Brrier. Do you bake cakes at home?

Miss Canrrer. Yes,

Senator Brrren. Do you use margarine?

Miss Canrrr. Yes, I do, entirely,

Scenator Burner., You ave apparently more successful than some of
my friends.

Miss Carrer. Perhaps 1 am not a good cook. 1 do make cakes
and 1 use margarine; in fact, 1 went on a butter strike § years ago
when it reached 98 cents a pound in Cincinnati and 1 decided that I
would not buy butter and I have not bought any.

Senator BurL.er. Are you ono of the principal organizers of this
organization of yours that started in January and now numboers
32,000? : o

Miss CARTER. Yes.

Senator BuriLer. Did you have any plan like this pyramid club
that has been going around lately to get more members?

Miss Carter. Heavens, no.  We had no plan.

a Senator BurLer. You must have had one that worked better than
nat.

Miss Carter. That may be. We will have to check up on that.

Senator FuLsrigaT. You had a good cause?
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Missn Caren. We had n good enuso and the women wanted it

Senator Foraane. ‘The swme way that Ford wells more enars than
Cudillne?

Mins Clareern. That s right; it comes more within the ability of
pm,vl« to buy.

"The Coamman, Thank you, Miss Carter,

Miss Carsn, Thank you, gentlomen,

The Cnareman, Next. wo have Mise Mary Streator, Will you
please identify youwrself for the record?

STATEMENT OF MARY ALICE STREATOR, ON BEHALF OF [HE
KANSAS DIETETIU ASSOOCIATION, TOPEKA, KANS.

Minn Stusaron. My nae is Mary Alice Strentor, nnd | reside in
Topokn, Kans. [ am the dictitinn for the Atchison, Topekn, &
Sunte Fe Hospital Association, and | am here representing  the
Kannaw Dictotie Associntion to voieo our support of 1. R, 2023 an
passed by the Houee,

At the outset, et me uny that just recently w bill was introduced
in the Kensns Legislature to prohibit the sale, in our State, of yellow
margarine, I was rushed through the House before the people
roully knew about it.  However, by the time it got to the Senate,
numerons groups and individunds, including our own Kansas Dictetie
Association, on hehalf of the consnmers of the State, voiced their
opposition to the Senate committee, and [ am glad to sy that the
Senato committee killed the bill nnd that was the end of that attempt
by selfish interests to deprive the people of our State of o good, necded
food, in the form in which they want it.,

The Kansas Dietetic Associntion is an organization of dietitiana,
nutritionists, and home cconomists who are devoted to the advance-
ment. and improvement of the health and welfare of our people by
way of educntion and instruction, hrough work in hospitals, schools,
colleges, and public-health programs, ‘il, is only natural, therefore,
that wo should be netive in connection with matters affecting the diet,
and welfare of our people.

I suppose that in this day and age it is not necessary to go into the
nutritive phases of olcomargarine, a8 a food.  Seience recognizes,
without, contradiction from any competent sourcee, that margarine is
a wholesome, nutritions food, and that if you want to compare it to
butter, it is nutritionally equivalent to butter,

Your committee heard fnst year testimony on this subject from
the eminent physiologist. and nutrition aunthority, Dr. Anton J.
Carlson, of the University of Chicago. In order not to encumber
the record, 1 would merely [minl. out that Dr. Carlson’s testimony
appears in the printed record of the hearings last year, beginning at
page 101, .

Iso, in the printed record of the House Agriculture Committee
hearings .ast year, you will find the testimony of Dr. H. J. Deuel, Jr.,
of the school of medicine, University of Southern California, beginning
at page 47. In recent years, Dr. Deuel has probably pesforme. more
experiments on the nutritive phases of margarine than any other
rescarch scientist, and in his testimony before the House last yoar
he reviewed the scientific data on this subject.
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It is roally inconceivable that in view of the svientific data available
today anyone would think of saying that margarine and butter have
any nutritional differences. Yot, T am told that last Saturday, beforo
this committee, u Senator did say something to the offect that your
mouth eannot toll the differenco between margarine and butter, but
your stomach can,

From this, you would assume that tho Senator meant that there
is some differenco in digestibility botween the two products.  Actu-
ally, the digestibility phases of these two produets were conclusively
cstablished muny years ago and have been confirmed from timo to
time.

Thoe United States Doparttuent of Agriculture, based on work done
by several scientists, published o statement many years ago that
margerino and butter are equally digestible.  Dr. Deuel, in his tosti-
mony last year before the House Agriculture Committee (pp. 48 and
49) summarized the work in this field and I quote from two sentences
of his testimony,

In more recent tests earried on at the University of Southera Califorula, it
was found that the modern type of margarine made out of hydrogenated vegetable
olls was digeated on an averago of 98,7 porcont, which was exactly the same figure
obtaiund for butter.  Wo must thon conelude that on the basis of availability
matgarine and butter are shintlarly utilized as in faoct is the case of most animal
and vegotablo fata which melt under 50° ¢,

This equality of digestibility has been so firmly established for so
many years that there ean bo no doubt on thoe subject.  However, if
the Scenator so testified last Saturday, or if anyone clve, still has any
doubt, 1 could respectfully vefor him to such outdtanding seientifie
organizationas as the American Modieal Associntion or tho National
Research Counceil,

Furthermore, 1 submit that it is important to keep in mind, in
considering legislation dealing with the discriminatory taxes on
margarine, that margarine is not. an unwholesome or deloterious food.
It does not come within the classifiention of articles Congress has
banned from interstate commeree, liko narcoties.  Margarine, recog-
nized and standardized by ¢he Food and Deug Administration, is o
fine food, needed by countless low economic groups.

The point 1 would like to bring out, if I may, is that physiologically
and psychologically, the color of food is an important factor.

Dr. Carlson filed before the House Committee on Agriculture this
year, and 1 would like to read from that, just two sentences on a
point which is often overlooked.  Dr. Carlson said:

The vellow coloring of oleomargarine (as in the easo of butter) is important

vehologieally, as our people are used to and prefer that color in their spread on
bread,  Mental satisfaction is an important factor in cating, in digestion, and in
nutrition,

1 have noticed that the butter people, in opposing legislation like
H. R. 2023, constantly say that the purpose of making the margarine
yellow in color is to imitate butter. Rot there be no misunderstanding
about this. It is true that butter was on the market in this country
before margarine, although, in passing, I must point out that being
first in time gives a product no preeinptive rights.

Furthermore, a cortain amount of guit,er that is produced here is
naturally yellow, while a good part of the butter on our markets is
artificially colored yellow.
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On the other hand, 1 want to emphnasize the fact that when mar-
garinoe is yellow in color, as furnished and sold to the consumer, the
Yollow is not there in order to make the consumer think she is gotting
witter.  The consumer, in buying margarine, gets it. only when sho
asks for margarine.

Furthermore, onch package of the article is very clearly labeled, in
large conspicuous letters, with the word “Oleomargarine.”  The
records of the United States Food and Drug Administration show
that for yoears not a single pound of margarine was sold to our con-
sumers without proper label identification. 1 could also, as further
verification of this point, read to you a paragraph from a letter re-
contly sent by the direetor of the Food muf Drug Division of the
Kansas State Board of Health to the seeretary of the ‘Fopeka Grocers
Association, as follows:

Regarding complianee with the Stete and Federal food and drug laws, T know
of no other food the manufecturers of which have been more conreientious in
properly labeling their produet in respeet to the contents of the package and the
presence of the artificinl flavor and eolor,  In no instance have we found any
grocer selling oleomargarine for butter,

The consumer, ns o matter of nctual fact, prefers her bread spread
to be yellow.  She prefers it because she has gotten used to it and
while the natural or artificinl color of butter may have been a factor in
accustoming the consumer to a yellow bread spread, the fact remains
that she prefers her margarine yellow.  That is why the consumers of
this country, every year, spend thousands of hours in coloring white
margatine, losing not only time but valuable food. She certainly
knows it is margarine.  When she colors the margarine yellow, she
still knows that 1t is margarine.  And, if she did buy yellow margarine
from her grocer, because she wants the margarine as she uses it and
serves it to be yellow, she again knows that she is buying and using
margarine.  This is a preference and desire she has. hut let e
emphasize that in allowing the consumer to purchase yellow mar-
garine there is absolutely no deceit being practiced, but you will
merely permit the consumer to have the food she wants in the condi-
tion she wants it,

I'v me, there ean be no objection whatsoever to the provisions of
H. R. 2023 as passed by the House.  In the first place, it repeals the
diseriminatory taxes and license fees on margarine which, this year
for the first time, even the butter interests agree with,

Then, it places all olcomargarine, whether yellow or white, whether
of an intrastate or interstate nature, under the full provisions and
strong control of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.  Of
course, the provisions of the various State lnws remain fully applicable.

Finally, it would require very positive identification when yellow
margarine is served in public cating places.  The State Inws dealing
with identifieation in restaurants, found in many States, would also
remain in full force and ceffect.

How can anyone, who understands what is involved, be opposed to
this bill?

I understand that the only opposition comes in the form of a sub-
stitute that is to be offered for H) R. 2023, which is called the Wiley
bill, and that the fundamental provisions of the Wiley bill were over-
whelmingly vejected by the House of Representatives quite recently.

80343—40——18
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The Wiley bill, like H. R. 2023, would take off all the Federal taxes
and license fees on margarine, However, it would prohibit yellow in
interstate commerce, but allow yellow margarine to be sold, where
permitted by State law, purely on an intrastate basis,

From tho point of view of the consumers of this country, the Wiley
bill is definitely objectionable, and 1 should imagine that this would
be true also in the case of the dairy farmers.  In allowing yellow
margarine in interstate commeree, the Wiley bill would allow the
sale of yellow margarine on an intrastate basis, in all of the States in
the country where it is permitted by State law.  H. R, 2023 would
similarly allow yellow margarine to be sold only in those States where
its sale is permitted by Siate law, although it could go into those
States by interstate commeree,  And, therefore, under both bils
you would have yellow margarine sold in exactly the same State.

However, the Wiley bill would result in taking yellow margarine
away from the jurisdiction of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetie
Act and therefore deprive the consumers of this country of the very
fine regulatory controls of the Federal faw, .

1 would like to elarify the record with respeet to another point

made by the advoeates of the Wiley bill. 1 am told that on Monday
of this week, the representative of the butter-manufacturing indus-
try said that some surveys were made in a fow States, which show
that many restaurants were serving margarine without advising their
vatrons that the product was margarine, This was mentioned to
urnish another reason why the Wiley bill is preferable to H, R,
2023. This butter spokesman said that the States in which these
surveys were made have laws which require restaurant identification
for margarine.

However, if you think for a moment about this, you realize that
here, again, is but another reason why H. R. 2023 is preferable to the
Wilev bill. ' Assuming for the moment that the results of the surveys
mentioned are somewhat accurate, you must remember that under
the Wiley bill you will have yellow oleomargarine in exactly the same
States as under the Poage hill.

Therefore, the Wiley bill will accomplish nothing with regard to
restaurants serving yellow margarine. If any restaurant owners
are not today identifving the yellow margarine they serve, with State
laws requiring sueh identification, they will continue to be able to get
yellow margarine under the Wiley bill and probably will continue
their practices.«. However, under the Poage bill, you will have, in
addition to the State laws, a Federal law which certainly should go
very far toward removing deception at restaurant level,

Personally, T do not feel that there will be any necessity for the
Federal Food and Drug Administration to check every public eating
place at least once a year. The very evidenee of a Federal law on
this subject will be a great. deterrent.,

I am told that today, although the Food and Drug Administration
is concerned with every shipment of every food, drug, cosmetie, and
device, it does not attempt to supervise every shipment or to make
one examination a year of every shipper. T am advised that the aver-
age is ahout one check every 10 years for most shippers.  Yet, it is
a matter of common knowledge that, by and large, there is very good
compliance with the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and that,
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bearing in mind everything that is going on, any violation of that
act is the oceasional excoption.

So, since the Administration does not check every shipper subject
to the Federal Food, Drugs, and Cosmetic Act, (svm'[y year, it is obvious
that based upon knowledge and experience, it will not be necessary
for it to check every public eating place once a year,

Accordingly, the two bills would result in having yellow margarine
sold in the very same places, but H. R. 2023 would give the consumers
of this country considerably more protection.  And, since it does that,
I would imagine that if the dairy farmers of the country knew the
}ncts,| they, wo, would prefer H, R. 2023, It is certainly a better bill
or them.

I understand that the butter people have been saying that if H, R,
2023 is passed, it would havo disastrous effects upon the dairy industry.
This is really ridiculous, It probably ean most readily be shown to be
ridiculous when we bear in mind that this charge of the butter people
is based upon the fact that H. R. 2023 would permit yellow margarine.
However, the Wiley bill would also permit yellow margarine in exactly
the same places as H. R, 2023, um‘ since the butter people advocate
the Wiley bill, they show by their own conduet that yellow margarine
is not going to hurt the dairy industry.

1 might just bring this in, it has been brought up befrs you hy
other witnesses as to the injury to the dairy industry.  ‘That if this
tax was taken off margarine, it would injure the dairy industry. I feel
as these other witnesses have said that this could be devoted, or the
dairy industry could produce, much more whole milk.  As a dietitian
in instrocting patients and people on what are the components of an
adequate diet I very often find that the family is not getting enough
whole milk and we ﬁ,now that the whole milk is our most perfect food
and if in that way by the dairy industry not having to put this amount
of their milk, as you might say, convert it into butter, they would
still have a market for whole milk because people who are abﬂa to get
it at a reasonable price are going to drink more milk and it certainly
is true that they need it.

The Wiley bill, in addition to depriving the consumers of Federal
controls over yellow margarine, would also have other disadvantages
for the consumers of the country. 1f yellow margarine were kept
solely on an intrastate basis, then in many States, it would be economi-
cally impossible for more than one margarine factory to exist. I
think this wus brought out in greater detail this morning when they
were discussing the margarine factories in the various States, but while
T do not have figures, it is apparent that if the output of a factory is
limited to one State, not too large in population, it would be an ex-
pensive matter and the cost must be added to the price of the margarine
sold in that State,

Furthermore, by reducing materially competition within a State,
the consumer would be deprived of her choice of brands.  The elimina-
tion or reduction of competition on a State-by-State basis must result
in hurting the consumers’ interests,

Accordingly, T certainly trust that his committee will favorably
report I1. R. 2023 in the form in which it was passed by the House,

The Cuairman. Thank you very much.

Miss StrEaTor. Thank you.
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The Cuairman. Any questions?

Senator Burner. Miss Streator, you give here the name of the
organization which you represent, the Kansas City Dictetic Asso-
ciation?

Miss StrEaTon. That is right.

Senator Burner. Did they hold some meetings and pass any
resolutions?

Miss StrEATOR. No, .

Senator Burner. Did they give you any instructions?

Miss Srrearon. No; none whatever. 1 am just representing it as
a whole, there had been no resolutions put in writing.

Senator Funnrianr, Miss Streator, this bill that was introduced
tho Kansas Legislature, is that. this present session?

Miss StreaTOR. Yos,

Senator Fuusnianr. Are there any restrictions in the laws of
Kansas?

Miss STrraronr. Al State institutions must use butter,

Senator Funsricur. And eannot use margarine?

Miss StrEATOR. And cannot use margatine,

Senator Furnuianr., But otherwise it is free?

Miss Strearvon. They have signs.  For instance, in restaurants
they have signs saying that oleo is used but State institutions do use
butter.

Senator FuLsmianr. Is it your experience in Kansas that tho ves-
taurants do put up signs?

Miss StreEaror. I have been in restaurants where signs have heen
osted. T do not know whether it is a widespread practice, but 1
have seen them just by observing. '

Senator Frnsrianr. Do you happen to know anything about
the so-called survey that was made by the Butter Institute about that
practice?

Miss Strearor. No; 1 am not familiar with that.

Senator Futnriant. 1 read the account in the paper. 1 believe
they testified that they made a survey and that o very large per
centage did not earry the cards.  Would you say that if & restaurant
does earry a card to the effeet that it is using margarine that that would
in any way injure its business? :

Miss Strearor. 1 do not see that at all.

Senator Funsricut, As o matter of fact, it would reassure the
cugtomers?

Miss Streator. 1 think the ones that [ noticed just by observation,
the restaurants that do have this sign posted, their business is good and
they are class A restaurants.

Senator Funnrigut. There is no motive on the part of the restau-
rant owner to deceive?

Miss StreaTor. Not at all.

Senator FurLsriont. As a professional dietitinn, you have no doubt
about the quality of its nutritional value?

Miss Streator. Not at all, I serve margarine in my particular
hospital and use it in cooking.

Senator FuLemiaur. You do?

Miss STrEATOR. Yes.

Senator Fuunriaut. Your reference to that former testimony was
very good, and 1 recall it.  We can refer to that for our authority in
these hearings. 1 thank you very much for your excellent statement.,

.
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The Cuawman. Thank you, Miss Streator, ) )
The Cuameman. Mr. John Moloney.  Will you identify yourself
for the record, please?

STATEMENT OF JOHN F. MOLONEY, ECONOMIST, NATIONAL
COTTONSEED PRODUCTS ASSOCIATION, MEMPHIS, TENN,

M. Movoney. My name is John F. Moloney and 1 live in Mem-
piis, Tenn., where T am employed as cconomist by the National
Cottonsced  Produets  Associntion.  That organization is s trade
aszociation representing the cottonseed erushing industry of the
United States. We have as members 314 of the 346 operating cotton-
seed oil mills, 0 number of which erush soybeans and peanuts.  Theso
mills are loeated throughout the Cotton Belt from North Carolina to
Californin.  We also have as members 66 vefiners of cottonseed oil,
27 dealers and 38 brokers handling cottonseed produets, and 31
chemistas who serve the industry by analysis of cottonseed and
cottonsced products.

Senator Funumienr. Your organization represents the cottonseed
people; is there n comparable association that represents the soyhean
mdustry in the Midwest?

Mr. Movoney. Yes, sivs it is ealled the Nationa) Soybean Processors
Association.

Seaator Funsrienr. Do you happen to know its size and extent?
Can you give something comparable about it?

Mre. Movronky. T am afraid 1 eannot. There may be one or two
gentlemen in the room who could answer that for vers

Senator Funpnianr. My purpose was to merely show that that
uspect of the business spreads out a very large part over the Midwest
and northern part of the country and that this is not simply a sectionsl

thing.

\/ﬁ Morongky. This is simply regional.

Senator Funsrtawr. The cottonseed?

Mr. Movoney. The cottonseed.

Senator FuLsriaur., But the soybean complements it and presents
a similar product?

Mr. Moroney. That is correct and particularly in the Midwest.

The Cuairman. We had a witness this afternoon, Senator Ful-
bright, on soybean farming.

Senator FuLsrienr. 1 see. ..

Mr. MoLoNEY. Qur members are strongly in favor of H. R. 2023
as passed by the House and now before your committee. That bill
would remove Federal tuxes and other restrictions upon the sale of
rvoporly identified yellow margarine.  Our members favor this legis-

ation because margarine, even with the existing restrictions, provides
a market for better than one-third of the total output of cottonseed
oil. In 1948, 453,000,000 pounds of cottonseed oil were used in the
manufacture of margarine. This represented 38 percent of the total
consumption of cottonseed oil and was equivalent to 1.55 million tons
of cottonseed.

The effect which this very substantial market has upon the price of
‘cottonseed oil cannot be measured statistically. However, as sellers
of cottonseed oil, our industry knows that we are in a much better
position because the margarine industry is in the market for a large
volume of oil. Sixteen or seventeen yecars ago, 80 percent of our



224 OLEO TAX REPFAL

cottonseed oil was used in the manufacture of vegotable shortening.
At that time, wo were in the position of having all our eggs in one
basket.  Whenever the shortening market went bed, it was imme-
dintely and very forcibly reflected in the price of cottonseed oil,
Today, our position is much stronger.  About 27 percent of our oil
goes mtn shortening; 88 pereent is used in margarine, and 35 pereent
18 used in other edible produets such as salad and cooking oils, mayon-
naise and salad dressing.  In other words, our market today is diver-
sified.  Weare not primarily dependent upon o single finished produet.
Thus, if shortening sales slacken, we may bo able to sell more oil to
the margarine manufacturers, or vice versn, We know that this
diversitication has placed our industry in a much sounder position.
It should probably be pointed out that the volume of oil going into
margarine has a favorable effeet upon the price of every pound of
cottonseed oil,

This favorable effeet which the margavine market has upon the price
of cottonseed oil is, of course, refleeted in the price which the cotton
woducer reeeives for his cottonseed.  On the avernge, oil accounts
}m‘ 55 percent of the value of a ton of cottonseed, nnd the United
States Department of Agriculture is authority for the statement that
“changes in the price of oil usually sre accompanied by corvesponding
changes in the price of cottonseed.”

1t should perhaps be emphasized that, sinee cottonseed and cotton-
seed oil are standardized commodities, the price of the entire output,
not just a part of it, is affected by the volume of cottonsced oil going
into margarine, ‘

Cottonseed are sometimes referred to as a byproduct and of littlo
importanee.  Actually, seed account {or about 17.5 pereent of the
farmers’ gross cash income from the cotton crop; that is, lint and seed
combined. It is hardly necessary to point out that 17.5 pereent of
the income of any business enterprise can mean the difference betweon
a profit and a loss, .

Ar producers of cottonseed oil, we are particularly concerned with
market outlets,  As you gentlemen know, the United States is
traditionally an exporter of edible fats and oils. During the 1920's
we exported large volumes of lard: as much as 1,000,000 pounds
annunlly,  Many of vou will remember what happened dwring the
1930°s when that lard export. market practically disappeared.  Cotton-
seed oil dropped to as low as 3 cents a pound,

During the 1930°s also, another factor entered our domestic oils-
and-fats picture; namely, the development of large-scale production
of soybeans with a consequently increasing supply of soybean oil.
From a negligible quantity 20 years ago, soybean-oil production bas
increased to the point where it equals or exceeds in volume the pro-
duction of cottonseed oil, 1.25 to 1.50 billion pounds annually.

This season, 1948-49, we have had a record production of soybeans
a near-record crop of cottonseed, and we are now moving into a period
of increasing lard production. Cousumption of the edible fats has not
increased proportionately, with the result that stocks have accumu-
lated and prices have declined. ‘The export market does not look too
encouraging, especially over the long run, since our exports appear to
be primarilg dependent upon our own financing. Wo, therefore, need
every possible (Poemestic market, and we are convinced that margarine
is one of the most promising of those markets.
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Incidentally, during debate on this legislation in the House, state-
ments were made that, if the sale of tax-freo yellow margarine were
permitted, margarine manufacturers would sharply inerease thoe prico
of the product so that consumers would have to pay more.  Our ex-
perience in Tenmessee this yenr is quite the opposite,  Our legislature
repealed the Stato tax of 10 cents per pound on yellow margarine.
After soveral months we have had no price inerease. ~ On the contrary,
with the decline in oil prices, yellow margarine is selling in Tennessee
toduy at less than white margarine did a year ago.

have here a grocery advertisement. from the Memphis Commercial
Appeal of Friday, April 8. The identical brand of margarine is
advertised: White at 21% cents a pound, yellow at 33 cents a pound,
a difference of 11% cents. Ten conts of this difference you will
recognize as the Federal tax. The remaining 1% conts, T would
assume, is due to the fact that the yellow margarine is puckaged in
quarter-pound sticks and that Federal wholesale and retail license
taxes of $480 and $48, respectively, are required for the privilege of
selling it.

From my experience in the fats-and-oils industries, T am convineed
that competition will effectively protect the consumer from any
unjustified price inereases in the finished product.

¢ believe that passage of H, R. 2023 would materially improve
the domestic market outlook for the producers of fats and oils, and
we hope your committee will report it favorably.

The Cuateman, Thank you very much for your statement.

Mr. Moloney, ¢an you tell us, using an average, of course, what
quantity of oil you get out of a ton of cottonseed?

Mr, Moroney. An average, Senator, of 313 pounds,

The Cuammman, Three hundred and thirteen pounds out of a ton?

Mr, Mounonky. That is correet, sir.

The Cuateman. Thank you, sir,

Any questions?

Senator Burrer. 1 just want to compliment. Mr. Moloney on mak-
ing a very frank statement,

Mr. Moronky. Thank you, sir,

Senator Burnek, It is completely enclosed in your last sentence
that you believe, in the passage of H. R, 2023, the result would be to
materinlly improve the domestic market outlook for the producers
of fats and oils.  Most of the witnesses who have testified have said
they thought it was going to improve the market for the consumers of
the country. .

Mvr. Movoney. Well, sir, I think it would do that, but I do not
feel qualified to speak for the consumers, since 1 am representing a
producing group.

Senator FuLsriaur. Mr. Moloney, do you consider that your busi-
ness is just as legitimate as the manufacture of butter?

Mr. Moronkey. We certainly think it is, sir.

Senator FurLsricur. Do you know of any reason why the attitude
should be taken toward your industry that it is in some way illegiti~
mate and must be penalized? .

Mr. MoronEy. No, sir; 1 know of no such reason.

Senator FuLBriagHT. Do you know of any comparable instance in
which a special group has been able to impose upon another group; that
is, a legitimate competitor, in our whole industrial system?
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Mr. Morongy. I am not familiar with any similar instance. The
matter has been brought up at times within the cotton industry of
which we are, of course, a part, of taxing competitors, but il has
always been voted down, I should say, as not being in accord with
our American system.

Senator FULBRIGHT. As a representative of a producer, you natur-
ally feel that it would benefit the market to relieve it of any artificial
restrictions, That is a legitimate attitude to take, it seems to me,
becanse you are not seeking to impose a restriction on a competitor,
you are only seeking to free yourself or any other competitor from an
unreasonable tax, whether it be the soybean- or peanut-oil manu-
facturer, which is a- different attitude from that taken by the butter
group.

Mr. Moroney. I think so.

Senator FuLbrigHT. It is the directly opposite one.  You are not
asking for an affirmative advantage; all you are secking is equality.

Mr. MoLoNEY. A comparable situation would be if we would
advocate taxing soybean oil; and we certainly have never done that,
and I feel sure I can say we never would do that. We recognize them
as competitors and let us compete fairly.

Senator FuLBriGHT. You would be in the same position as the
butter people if you were in here today asking that the interstate
shipment of soybean oil be outlawed?

Mr. MoroxEy. I think we would.

Senator FuLsrigHt. Or otherwise be taxed 10 cents?

Mr. Moronky. That is right.

Senator ButLer. 1 do not think there are many members of the
committee advocating the taxes.

Scnator FuusriguT. This is the first time in 60 years that they
have not violently supported them. It has just been given up as'a
result of the action last year in which it was defeated in the House
and T think it would have been in the Senate. This strategy would
be, it seems to me, to confuse the issue.

Mr. Moloney, do you see any reasonable relationship between the
prohibition in interstate commerce of an article like margarine and
protection from fraud or deception? It scems to me that is a complete
nen sequitur. I eannot see how the prohibition in interstate com-
mercc of yellow margarine has any bearing upon deception in the sale
in a public retail establishment; do you?

Mr. Morongy. No, sir; I believe that the principal effect of pro-
hibiting shipments in interstate commerce would simply be to hold
down the consumption and use of the finished product. I think that
is the only effect that it would have, I believe, and it is my personal
opinion that that was the objective when originally proposed.

Senator FuLsricaT. You think that is the objective and the one
and only effect?

Mr. MovoxEey. I think it would be the only effect.

Senator FuLBriGHT. I cannot see how it has any bearing upon pre-
venting the sale of margarine in a restaurant for butter; that is, the
substitution of it for butter. Do you?

Mr. MovLoneY. I agree with you thoroughly, Senator.

Senator FuLsriGHT. I do not see how there is any relationship
between those two propositions. You agree with that?

Mr. Moroney. That is right, sir.
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Senator FuLsrigur. That is all.

The Cuairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Moloney.

Mr. Moroney. Thank you, sir.

The Cuamrman. Next we have Mr. Albert Russell.

Senator FuLnsrigar. Mr. Chairman, did you get the statistics on
the cost of margarine plants and oil refineries the other day, or should
we get it at this time?

The CuairMAN. It is already in the record.

(The information will be found on pp. 122 and 164.)

Senator FuLsrigaT. Fine.

The CHairmax. We have some of them in the record, at least, 1
remember.

All right, Mr. Russell, you may have a seat.

STATEMENT OF ALBERT R. RUSSELL, ASSISTANT TO EXECUTIVE
VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL COTTON COUNCIL OF AMERICA,
MEMPHIS, TENN.

The Cuairman. You are appearing for the National Cotton Council
of America?

Mr. RusstLL. Yes, sir.

My name is Albert Russell, and T am assistant to the executive vice
president of the National Cotton Council of America, with head-
quarters at Memphis, Tenn.

The council is a delegate body, representing all six segments of the
raw-cotton industry: cotton producers, cotton ginners, cotton ware-
housemen and compressmen, cotton merchants, cotton spinners, and
cottonseed crushers. Anv position taken by the council on any matter
is done so only on the affirmative vote of at léast two-thirds of each
segment. It follows that one more than one-third of any one interest
voting against any proposal would prevent the council from taking a
position on that proposal.

The organization which I represent has but one purpose: to increase
the consumption of cotton and cottonseed products. From its incep-
tion in 1938 one of our major programs in furtherance of this objective
has been the removal of Federal and State restrictions which serve to
discriminate against the manufacture and sale of margarine—yellow
or white. Whenever an occasion presents itself in hearings before
committees of both the Senate and the House of Representatives on
this matter, the council, as you know, has represented the raw-cotton
industry. We do so once again here today. )

Our statement will be very brief, however, for several reasons.
First of all, wo are aware of the time limitation involved and of your
desire to hear all interested groups. Also our position and the im-
portance of margarine to the cotton industry were explored fully in
statements presented before this committee and the Agriculture
Committee of the House last year.

We are most appreciative for the opportunity accorded us in these
hearin%s to reaflirm cotton’s position and state briefly the views of
the millions of Americans, from Virginia to California, who are de-
pendent upon cotton for their livelihoods.

The Federal antimargarine law affects the 18 cotton-producing
States in a very serious way. It strikes deep at the heart of cotton-
seed oil’s largest commodity market. Of interest to you is the fact
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that, of the four cottonseed produets, the oil accounts for more than
60 pereent of the value, A&ao margarine is the largest market for
cottonseed oil, consuming nearly one-half billicn pounds in 1948, or
more than one-thivd of the total produetion.  Of ull the oils that went,
into margarine last year, 60 pereent was cottonseed oil,

Obviously the margarvine market is tremendously importunt to the
cotton farmer, and to the cotton industry gencreally, not only in direet
income biit in the influenee it exerts on the entire cottonseed market.
At n time when surplus produetion problems are receiving attontion
of Government and industey alike, it is very important that every
effort be made to expnidd existing markets as’well as eresto new mar-
kets for agricaltueal produets. We have every veason to believe that
margarine is of moch greater importance potentinlly as our No. 1 oil
market than it is today for the reason that the greatest possible
inerease in cottonseed-oil consumption appavently will he in this
market. This is true in a period when returns from cottonseed
products are accounting for an cever-inereasing share of the cotton
dollar.

As was stated before this committee last year, from the average
cotion farmer’s point of view, income from cottonseed is very oiten
the difference between low income and no income. It is customary in
most sections of the Belt for the farmer to mortgage his lint cotton to
pay for his furnish and the necessary loun to produce the erop.  The
seed money, however, by custom, remning free in the hands of the
man who produced it. It is on the seed money that most cotton
farmers depend to tide them over from the end of one crop year to
the beginning of another.

Members of the cotton industry have never understood why they
have been penalized with taxes and nuisance regulutions, the purpose
of which is to restrict the sale of margarine to benefit a competitor.
As consumers, they have not understood why they have been penalized
a second time by having to pay a tremendous tribute, in expense and
time, to use yellow margarine.  As Amerienns they have never under-
atood a law that is so foreign to American ideals of fair play and
justice.

We do not believe for one instant that the proposed repeal of the
antimargarine laws will do any real damage to the dairy industry.
Even so, we do not see how the butter industry ean refuse to competo
on even terms with margarine on the grounds of prospeetive damage to
butter. What about the damage done the cotton, soybean, and pea-
nut producers all these years, damage for which there is no justifica-
tion?

In this connection, let me point out that the cotton industry has
very real and very dangerous competition from rayon, paper, and other
competitors, The rayon and other synthetics used in this country
annually approximates 2,500,000 bales of cotton. Rayon alone now
produces annually the equivalent of 2% million bales of cotton,

Yot cotton has never asked for legislation against this competition,
even though it would have as much justification as butter has to ask
for protection against margarine. Cotton has and will continue to
compete squarely and fairly in the open market, asking no favors,

Almost everyone now admits the tax is wrong. Opponents of
repeal, after many years of insistence on taxes against margarine, &
few months ago offered their so-called compromise, which would

.

e
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remove the tax on white margarine, but, at the same time, would
bhan the manufacture and sale of yellow margarine, the color the
consumer prefers for her table spread. The extent of public indigna-
tion which followed this proposal is indiested in the hundreds of
unfavorable editorinls and radio commentaries whiech ensied,

More recently we have been faced with a new so-ealled compromise
propusal, one that would restriet yellow margnrine to intrastate com-
meree, The Houso of Representatives only Inst week voted to sub-
atitute for the committea bill, which provided for this restrietion,
o measure which removed all toxes and lieense fees on yellow margarine
andd passed it by a3 to 1 margin, :

The comneil is opposed to both of the so-ealled  compromises,
Adoption of cither would be wdding additionnl insudt to injury aned
would mean in the ease of the latter a complete balkanization of the
miargarine industry.

The measure which passed the House and the one which is hefore
your committee, the so-called Ponge bill, or 11 R. 2023, has the
unqualified endorsement of the cotton industry. It provides protec-
tion agninst any possible deception, and, very important, it allows
the consumer ihe privilege of buying & commodity of her preferenco
in the color she desires it without paying tribute to a competing com-
maodity.

It is the contention of the cotton industry that H. R. 2023, as it
passed the House, should be enacted.  We strongly recommend it wo
this committee for favorable consideration.

The National Cotton Conneil, as most of you gentlemen know, was
founded some 11 years ago with the sole purpose of inereasing the con-
sumption of cotton and cottonseed products. One of the major
objectives of the eouncil since that time has been the removal of all
restrictions and diseriminations against margarine. At our meeting
ut Los Angeles, Calif,, recently, the Cotton Council’'s delegates, for
the tenth steaight year, unanimously resolved a reaffirming of this
position,

1 would like to state to the committee that the couneil's delegates
are 244 in number and that they represent overy segment of the raw-
cotton industry from producer on through. The cotton industry,
gentlemen, is the ]llr‘{('ﬂt industry in America and it has a great stake
m this question.  The cotton industry supports more people, I sup-
pose, by far, than any other industry in Ameriea.  The cotton farmers
themselves number, in families, 1,250,000, and in individuals about
5,000,000 or a little more. ‘There are about 5,000,000 additional
Amerieans who make their livelihood and living directly or indirectly
from cotton,

Now, the Cotton Council, in its program to increase the consump-
tion of cotton and cottonsced products, has attempted to encourage
research, to increase volume of sales pressure, to increase foreign
markets, to increase efficiency in production. We want all of our
commoditics, the commodities of cotton and cottonseed, to sell on
their merits.

Mar zarine has been important for a long time, but it is particularly
important now, we think, it being cottonseed oil’s largest commodity
market, but, more important than that, is that potentially our greatest
increase for u cottonsced-oil market seems to lie in this field.
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Now, there are two reasons for that—our population is increasing,
of course, all the time, but we do not consume nearly cnough table
spreads in this country. I do not think, however, that our interest in
Lﬁis problem, Mr. Chairman, is purely a sclfish one.  After all, the
cotton people of the Nation are consumers, too, and we have resented
as individuals and as groups in years past the necessity of paying taxes
in the discrimination against one of our own products.

Senator Funuriour. Do you have competition for cotton itself?

Mr. Russkin., Yes, sir; we have very serious competition.  Rayon,
particularly, in the fiber field has made very serious inroads into the
cotton market. T think the rayon production today is equivalent to
2,250,000 bales of cotton.

As several witnesses have said to this committee, it has never oce-
curred to the cotton industry 1o ask for a prohibition or diserimination
against any of the synthetic fibers which are taking over some of our
markets.  Instead, the cotton people of this Nation have such confi-
denee in their produet and they know that by hard work with the re-
search and the brains of our industry and by inereasing sales pressure,
that some of these days we are going to get back those markets that

rhaps we have lost to some extent in the past and certainly we will
inerease others tremendously.

Mpr. Chairman, several questions were raised this morning, I believe
by Senator Millikin, although perhaps it was not Senator Millikin,
but one of the Senators wnntv(rto know what the increase in dairy
production in the South had been. 1 thought it might be helpful for
the record if 1 got some figures for you. In 13 Southern States in
1940 there were 6,314,000 in round figures of daiy cattle.  In 1945
that had increased about 9 percent to 6,888,000 and in 1048 to
7,182,000, an increase of 13.7 percent over 1940 and a little over 4
pereent over 1945.

The southern people, the cotton people of this Nation, mind you,
are working in the divection of diversifieation,  Dairying has a very
important part, we think, in our southern economy. This does not
mean, however, that the South will go to dairying entirely or to any
other agricultural endeavor.  We have many, many acres in the South
that we believe, confidently, will always be planted to cotton, because
it ean be done most efliciently and this Nation will always have great
demand for much cotton and cottonsced produets.

Mr. Chairman, we favor the adoption of a bill which passed the
House of Representatives recently, a bill which received the approval,
for the most part, of this committee last year; 1 think there is one
amendment that has been added. This bill, 1. R, 2023, has the
support of most supplier and consumer groups in this Nation. To us
it scems that we might be bending over backward in giving support
to such a measure, It might be casy for some people to sce some small
discrimination still in such a measure. However, we are willing to
take that position, we believe in our product, we know that it is going
to sell on its merits. ' We want margarine made out of cottonseed oil
to sell as margarine and not as anything else, and we want the con-
sumers who purchase the product to know that it is margarine and,
of course, we hope that they will continue to use large quantities of
cottonseed oil.

Thank you, sir.

The CnairmMan. We thank you very much.

The Cuarrman. Next we have Mr. Paul T. Truitt.
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STATEMENT OF PAUL T. TRUITT, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASS0-
CIATION OF MARGARINE MANUFACTURERS, MUNSEY BUILD-
ING, WASHINGTON, D. C.

The Cuatrman. You represent the National Association of Mar-
garine Manufacturers, sir?

Mr. Trurer. Yes, sir. 1 am Paul 7. Truitt, president of the Na-
tional Association of Margarine Manufacturers, waich is a nonprofit
1llinois corporation. 1 want to make n very short statement which will
refer to points which have been raised and to what has been put in
the record previously.

The Cuainman. Proceed as you wish,

Mr. Trurre. Yesterday, a vepresentative of the butter manufac-
turers inserted in the record an advertisement which appeared in the
El Paso (Tex.) Times on September 24, 1948, In this advertisement,
a grocery store, which is owned by a cr(-umorfy operator, advertised
for sale an unknown brand of white margarine for 25 cents, nationally
advertised brands of ycllow margarine for 55 cents, and the butter
which the owner of the store makes in his own ereamery, for 55 cents.
Of course, the point in submitting this advertisement was an attempt
to demonstrate that the excess in price of yellow margarine over white
margarine is considerably more than represented by the Federal
taxes and license fees involved,  The intimation was that, based upon
this single advertisement, you can draw your own conclusions as to
what would happen if H, R. 2023, as passed by the House, were to
be enacted.

Furthermore, this witness as well as others made general statements
to the effect that if the Federal taxes and license fees on margarine
were removed, the consumer would not benefit from such removal.

I would like to advise this committee that this very same advertise-
ment was circulated among the Members of the House this year,
before the margarine bills were considered by the House Agriculture
Committee. At the hearings before the House committee, reference
was also made to this advertisement. Furthermore, when we heard
last Thursday that hearings on If. R. 2023 were to begin on Friday,
we thought it would be good to try to get up-to-date figures on what

ellow and white margarine are selling for, and we have done our
Kest within the short time to assemble the most rerent margarine
advertisements.

At the House committee hearings, Congressman Poage pointed out
something that must be borne in mind n looking at any prices for
margarine.  As he pointed out, in order to understand the true pie-
ture, you must not compare the price on just any white margarine
against any yellow margarine.  As in the case of any foods, there is a
variation m the retail prices among different brauds of margarine.
And, as Mr. Poage emphasized, you must compare the prices for the
vellow product and the white prod+-t in the same brand. Congress-
man Poage then put into the record a large number of retail grocery
store advertisements, which appeared in Texas newspapers before
that particular El Paso ad, at tﬁe same time, and subsequent to it.
And, with the pesmission of the committee, I would like to insert in
the record of this hearing a summary of these advertisements as it
appears in the record of the House hearings, beginning on page 71.
I call the committec’s attention to the data shown by these advertise-
ments which, I would like to emphasize, cover a large number of stores
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over a period of time and not just one ad run by one store on 1 duy
in one town by a creamery operator who owns a grocery store,

1 stated before that in considering margarine prices, for the white
and the yellow products, yon shmll(r('nnsidvr the prices for the same
brand, pointing out that, naturally, just as in the ease of other foods,
the prices of different brands of margarine also vary. In this data,
you will notice that in the case of butter this also 18 true, since the
prices for different brands of butter vary considerably.  The one
thing that is difficult to understand in looking at these published
rotail butter prices for different brands is that all of them are con-
siderably in exeess of the 55-cent prices which appeared in the El
Paso advertisement for the brand of buttev sold in that store, and,
as already stated, for the store’s own brand made in the store’s
creamery.

Mr. Chairman, I have marked up copies of the House Committeo
on Agriculture hearings, starting with page 71, and that information
is detailed for the usce of your committee. 1 have taken out and
clipped together one set of that information, which 1 offer for the
record.

The CuamuMan. Very well, you may put it in the record,

(The information is as follows:)

SUMMARY OF Aps

Dallas Times-Herald, June 17, 1948: Top Spred margarine white 39 eents,

yellow 49 cents; Cloverbloom roll butter 87 cents,

Palestine Herald and Press, June 17, 1948: Blue Bonnet yellow margarine 49

cents; Wilson'’s roll butter 79 cents,

Palestine Herald and Press, June 17, 1048 all brands uncolored margarine 39

cents; Brookticld butter 87 cents.

Texarkana Gazette, June 17, 1948: Allsweet margarine 39 cents; Brookfield

butter 87 cents. .
72l,omx\'iew Daily News, June 17, 1948: Durkee’s margarine 37 cents; butter

cents, .

Beeville Bee-Picayune, June 17, 1948: Silver Valley margarine, white 37 cents:

yellow 47 cents; Meadolake margarine, white 39 cents, yellow 49 cents,

Austin Statesman, June 17, 1948: )femlolnkc colored margarine 51 cents,

Dallas Daily Times Herak‘, June 17, 1948: Numaid margarine 42 cents; Ad-

miration yellow, 49 cents; Sunnyland yellow 53 cents.

Waco News Tribune, June 18, 1048; Meadolake margarine, white 39 cents,

vellow 49 cents,

Washington Post, June 25, 1948; Parkay margarine 41 cents; Nutley margarine

39 cents; Sunnyfield butter 80 cents.
Washington Post, June 25, 1948: Parkay and Sunnybrook margarine 41 cents;
Blue Bonuet 45 cents; Mrs. Filbert's 47 cents.

Dallas Times-Herald July 29, 1948: Top Spred white margarine 33 cents,
ellow 45 cents; Cloverbloom butter 91 cents; sweet cream Armour and Clover-
loom patties 89 cents,

Beeville Bee-Picayune, July 29, 1948: Silver Valley and Sun Valley margarine,

white 35 cents, yellow 45 cents,

Austin Statesman, July 29, 1048: All Sweet margarine 41 cents,

Dallas Daily Times, July 29, 1948: Admiration margarine, whitsc 41 cents,

yellow 51 cents.

Lubbock Avalanche, July 30, 1848: Mayflower margarine 37 cents.

Brownwood Bulletin, July 30, 1948; Blue Bonnet colored margarine 52 cents.

Waco Times-Herald August 19, 1948: Blue Bonnet yellow margarine 49 cents.

Fort Worth Star-Telegram, August 17, 1948; Leonard’s butter 73 cents,

Texarkana Gazette, August 19, 1948; Nutley white margarine 36 cents; Meado-

lake yellow 52 cents.

Fort Worth Star-Telegram, August 19, 1948: Blue Plate margarine 39 cents;

Armour Cloverbloom butter 65 cents. X
-Fort Worth Star-Telegram, August 19, 1948: Sunny Bank margarine 39 cents,
Blue Bonnet yellow marganne 49 cents, Meadowood butter 89 cents, butter

85 centa.

i
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Longview Daily News, August 19, 1048; Durkee’s yellow margarine 45 cents,
Brookfield hutter 78 cents,

Beeville Bee-Pienyune, August 19, 1948: Sun Valley white margarine 35 cents,
Admiration yellow 45 cents,

Dadlny “Times Herald, Angust. 19, 1918: Admiration margarine white 37 cents,
yellow 47 cents,

Dallns Fimes Herald, August 19, 1048: Biue Bonnet yellow margarine 49 cents,
Silverbrook butter 85 cents,

San Angelo Evening Standard, October 27, 1048: Wilson roll butter 65 cents,

San Angelo Evening Standard, October 29, 1048: Decker's white margaring
32 cents, Wilson's roll butter 65 vents

San Angelo Evening Standard, October 20, 1048; white margarine 37 cents,
yellow 47 cents; Gandy’s butter 73 cents,

San Angelo Evening Standard, October 20, 1948: Decker's margarine, white
33 centy, yellow 43 cents,

San Angelo Evening Standard, October 29, 1948: Sun Valley margarine 31
cents, ’

Kan Angelo Evening Standard, November 1, 1048: Butter 59 cents.

San Angelo Evening Standard, November 5, 1948: Meadowlake white margarine
35 centw, yellow 45 cents, Gandy's butter 66 centy; Cicarbrook butter 69 cents,

Son Angelo BEvening Standard, November 8, 1948: Allsweet yellow margarine
43 cents; butter 58 cents,

San Angelo Fvening Standard, November 5, 1048: Swift's roll butter 55 cents.

Longview Maorning Journal, November 5, 1948: Brookfield butter 65 conts,

Longview Daily News, November 11, 1948, Durkee's colored 44 cents; Swift's
butter 69 cents.

Houston Chronicle, November 12, 1948: Parkay white margarine 36 cents,

San Angelo Evening Standard, November 17, 1048: Yellow Quick margarine
33 cents.

San Angelo Evening Standard, November 19, 1948; Decker’s white margarine
31 centy, yellow 41 cents; Gandy’s butter 63 cents.

San Angelo Evening Standard, November 19, 1948: Swift's Allsweet white
margarine 29 cents, vellow 39 cents; Swift's butter 59 cent~,

San Angelo Evening Standard, November 22, 1948: Dalewood margarine 29
cents, butter 58 cents,

Waco News-Tribune, November 24, 1948: Meadowlake margarine white 31
cents, yellow 44 cents; Cloverbloom butter 69 cents.

Waco News-Tribune, November 24, 1948: Admiration margarine 33 cents,

San Angelo Evening Standard, November 26, 1048: Dalewood white margarine
20 conts; Sun Valley yellow margarine 3% cents, butter 58 cent.

San Angelo Evening Standard, December 3, 1948: Dalewood white targarine
29 cents, butter H9 cents.

San Angelo Evening Standard, December 3, 1948: Wilkon roll butter 65 cents.

San Angelo Evening Standard, Decemsber 3, 1948: Admiration white margarine
29 cents. .

Longview Daily News, December 9, 1048: Allsweet colored 43 cents; Swift’s
butter 71 cents,

Longvicw Daily News, December 16, 1948: Admiration yellow margarine 30
cents, butter 63 cents.

Longview Daily News, December 16, 1948: Durkee's yellow margarine 42 cents;

2rookficld butter 71 cents.

San  Angelo Evening Standard, December 30, 1948: Decker’s margasine 29
cents; Wilson's roll butter 65 cents.

San Angelo Evening Standard, December 30, 1948: Decker’s margarine 29
cents; Gandy’s butter 69 cents.

Longview Daily News, January 27, 1949: Dailewood white margarine 27 cents,
Sun Valley yellow margarine 37 cents, Blue Bonnet yellow margarine 43 cents,
butter 73 cents, Meadowood butter 77 cents.

Waco News-Tribune, January 28, 1949: Savory margarine 23 cents.

Waco News-Tribune, January 28, 1949: Keyko margarine, white 32 cents,
vellow 43 cents.

Waco News-Tribune, January 28, 1949: Durkee’s white margarine 33 cents.

Waco News-Tribune, January 28, 1949: Dalewood white margarine 27 cents,
Sun Valley vellow margarine 37 cents, Blue Bonnet yellow margarine 43 cents,
Meadowood butter 77 cents, Tasty butter 73 cents.

Waco News-Tribune, January 28, 1949: Admiration yellow margarine 42 cents,
butter 59 cents.

Waco Times-Herald, February 2, 1949: Durkee’s margarine, white 33 cents,
yellow 43 cents,
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Waco Times-Hoerald. February 2, 194%: Meadolake margarine, white 32 cents,
yollow 42 cents, Brooksfield butter 69 cents,
Waco Times-Herald, February 3, 1919: Dalewood margarine 23 centu,
Waco Timea-Herald, February 3, 1949; Silver Bell mavgarine, white 23 conts,
yollow 39 conts, Tucker's butter 68 conts,
Waco News-T'ribune, February 4, 1949: Meadolake margarine, white 32 eents,
yellow 42 cents, Brookfield butter 69 conts,
Waco vaw'i‘rilmno, February 4, 1949: Mceadolake yellow margarine 42 cents,
butter 59 conts,
Longview Daily News, February 10, 1149: White Dalewood margarine 256 conts,
;‘;m Valley yellow margarine 36 conts, Meadowaad butter 77 cents, Tasty butter
3 conta,
Waco News-Tribune, February 11, 1049: Dalewood white margarine 23 conts,
:un Valley yellow margarine 38 conts, Meadow Wood butter 77 cents, butter
) conts. . ’
Longview Daily News, February 10, 1949: Admiration uncolored margarine

25 cents,

Longview Daily News, February 10, 1949: Durkee’s yellow margarine 39 cents,

Waeo Times-Herald, Foebruary 17, 1949 Durkee's margarine, white 31 cents,
yellow 42 eents,

Waco Times-Herald, February 17, 1949: Allsweet margarine 31 cents,

Waco Times-Jerald, Februney 17, 1919: Nutley white margarine 25 cents, Sun
Valley vellow margarine 38 conts,

Waco Times-Hoerald, February 17, 1944 Meadolake yellow inargarine 3% cents,
butter 57 conts. .

Waceo Times-Herald, Februaey 17, 1919: Meadolake margarvine, white 30 cents,
yellow 40 eents, Cloverbloom bhutter 69 cents,

Waco News-Tribune, February 18, 1949: Brookfield butter 69 cents,

Waco News-Tribune, February 18, 1949 Durkee's margavine, white 31 ecents,
yellow 42 contr.

Waco News-Tribune, February 18, 19049: Allsweet margarine 31 cents,

Waco News-Tribune, February 18, 1949 Meadolnke margarine, white 30 cents,
vellow 40 econts, Cloverbloom butter 60 cents,

Mr. Trerrer. Looking at the margarine l»rim-s in this data, brand
by brand, you will notice that in practically all instanees the differ-
ences between the yellow produet and the white producet is 11 cents,
In some eases, it is only 10 cents, and in some cases, it is a penny or
so above 11 eents.  Of course, this difference is casily understood.
There is the Federal tax of 10 cents per pound on the yellow product.
In addition, there are the Federal license fees of $480 and $48 on
wholesalers and retailers and the inereased cost resulting from {mck-
aging the yellow margarine in 4-pound prints, each individually
wrapped.

With respeet to the grocery-store advertisements that have come
in over the week end, T have gone through every one of them, and
here are the figures for cach advertisement which has shown for the
same brand the price for the vellow and the price for the white product.

Senator Fresnwianr, Could you, for the record, insert what prices
were on any particular day?

Mr. Trerer. That is in the record. )

Senator Funericar. On thesheet that 1 have here, there is nothing
indieating the price of butter,

Mr. Trvrerer. 1 see. .

Senator Funsriaur. I thought it would be interesting to show the

4 g
relationship.

Mr. Trurrr. Where butter was advertised, I will check and insert
it in the record.

The CHAIRMAN, Fine.

(The information is as follows:)
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Advertined prices, yellow and while margarine of the same brand, Apr, 7 and 8, 1949

Margarine mlver-
tised prices
City and newspaper Dnte Ntore Brand e e e
White | Yellow
TEXAN Centa Cents
. Rtores Mendolake . L 2 P
DPatlas ‘Tom Thumb Minvesotn . b4l a5
“Fimes-Hernld aneld }AIW" - |[[Sufewny Hunnybank Y- a9
Morning News ‘ y 1'op Rpred 2) $h
Hom-Onil (No hrateh 21 43
CHIT Food Swoet ' Fresh 21 n
Dentson. Herald e - alo Bafewny Sunnybank b a
Han Antonio
Evening News . ... .. .. |..do ‘\' ll.IHh\m-; :‘lnhl\xiilv P 20 ar
N amly-Amly un Valley 21 3
Express ... Aprit K e o Mewlolake ... P s
Evening Express o Plugly-Wigely {l\)::?k"t:'q o b .“2
Hom-Ond Kl-yku' B 22 31
" y Rafewny Kunny ban Fad 3
Kherman. Democrat - o DIl & Griitin .| Mes. Tucker's n a7
MISHOtRE
Kansas Clty: ‘Times April B | Haleway . .. .| Sunnybank 29 42
St Louls .
Ktur Times Aprit l’-mul l(,‘u-nu-r '{E“"\Viﬂll"lwl 21 a5
3 . ‘fom-Boy . uMald . 20 39
Post-Dispateh ... de Foold Center . | Top-Rpred . a 35
NEBRANYA
Owatin: Evening Worll-Herald . ...|.. do Unjtedt Food | Nueona......... 3z 2
sHtores.
.
S - RN R —— - [
Advertised prices of butter, April 7 and 8, 1949
Store Brand Price

City and newspaper

TEVAH

Dalluy: ‘Fimes Herald and Morning News

Denison, Herndd ..ol L .

Han Antonio:
Evening News. ...,

FXProsS. ..ot s
Evening Express ... ...

Shermun: Democerat. ... oo

MINSSOURE

Kansas Cit
8t. Louls:
Star Times .. ...

Post-Dispateh .

STimes. ..o L L

NERRASKA

Omaha: Evening World-Herald............

Bafewny

Ed

~

United

A. G Ntores .
‘Tom ‘Thamb
Safewny

Wyatt.
Hom-0
ClA Foord

. (4, Stores

ﬁ dy-Andy. ...
andy-Andy_ ...
Nnh ¥

Piggly-Wiggly...
Hom-Ond 2.,
Sufewn,

y -
Dial & Griffin

Safeway. ... ...

Food Center. .

Tom Boy.. ...
{l- 0y

‘oo (‘enter. | .

Rtores,

.| Clover Bloom ..

Food

Not ndvertised
«

do
do ..
do

(No brand)
Not wlvertised

Not advertised
Mewdow (ol
Not advertised |
Hom-Ond ..
Not wdvertised

R | 1 .

Not advertised _ .

Swanson....
Not ady
Bwanson

rtised

Not advertised ...

Mr. Trurrr. I might say that butter was not frequently advertised.
Scnator FurnriauT. It is approximatcely twice as much, is it not?

Mr. Turuirt, Yes, sir.

T do not_think we need to read the table, but you can scan it. It
gives the eity, the newspaper, the date, the store, the brand, and the

80843 —40——16
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price of margarine for white and for yellow.* The papers that eame in
to us in that short length of time cover a good representation from
Toxus, Missouri, and one advertisement from Nebraska.,

Senator Fuesiianr, Is it lawful to sell margarine in Nebraska?

Mr. Truirr. Yes, sir,

Senator Funnmanr, I am surprised at that.

Mr. Trurrr. Nebraska is quite o large consumer of margarine,
I believe.

Senator Beruer, We have a manufacturer up there,

Mr. Trurrr, Yes, sir,

Senator BuriLer, A very good friend of mine.

M. Trurer. That is good.

On Saturday 1 was asked by the committee to furnish it with the
statistics showing, by ycars, the total consumption of margarine and
butter on a per eapita basis.  In response to such request, 1 am sub-
mitting to you now, for the record, several copies of a tabulation from
the year 1896 to date. Of course, for 1949, there are really no figures,
although there is a forecast for butter consumption.  The figures speak
for themselves, 1t will be noted that over a period of time the com-
bined consumption of margarine and butter has been decreasing.
1 think, today, that point has been made by others,

Tur Cuamman. This is per eapita consumption?

Mr. Trurrr, Yes, sir.

The Cuamrman. You say that over the whole period there has been
2 downward tendeney?

Mr. ‘T'runrr. Yes, sir; 1 think you will see that back hefore the turn
of the century, the highest figure was 22.8 pounds and then the next
highest figures appear for 1926, 20.5 pounds.

The Cuamrman. That will be made a part of the record,

(The information is as follows:)

Margarine and buller: Per capita domestic consumplion, 1896-1948
[In pounds)

Margarine { - Batter Murgarine | Butter
Year per por Total Yeur fwr per Total
capitn 't | caplita 24 capitat? | capitndt
0.6 02 22.8 3.3 13.8 17.1
N 2.8 2.4 3.4 153 18,7
Lt 108 2.9
1.4 19.6 21.0 2.4 14.8 18,2
2.0 16,2 18.2
1.3 2.1 2.4 1.7 17.0 .7
LG 19.9 215 2.0 17.8 18.8
.9 1.5 18.4 2.0 18.0 2.0
N 18.2 8.8 2.0 18.0 2.0
.6 18.4 19.0 2.0 IR 5 .06
N 10.6 2.2 2.3 18.1 20.4
] 17.7 185 2.6 17.6 20. 1
9 17.56 18.4 2.9 17.4 2.3
1.0 19.7 207
1.2 17.8 19.0 2.6 17.2 10.8
1L 18.0 19.9
1.6 18.3 1.9 1.6 18.1 19.7
11 18,5 18.6G 1.9 17.8 19,7
LS 16.6 18,1 2.1 18.2 20.3
15 16,5 18.0 3.0 17.1 20.1
14 17.0 18.4 3.0 16.4 19.4
14 17.2 18.6 3.1 16.4 19.5
1.8 17.3 10.1 2.9 16.4 19.3
2.7 15.8 18.5 2.3 17.3 19.6

£ee footnotes at end of table, p. 237.
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Margarine and buller: Per capita domestic consumption, 18961048~ Continued

(0 pouneds)

Murgarine | Buiter Muegnrine | Hutter
WT 'r

Yenr per Totud Yenr W M Fotat
capitn 11 | eapliad ¢ oapltn 13 | capitis 394 i
2.4 16,0 W3 4.0 s 148
2.7 19 K 104 14
2.7 1.7 “112 1.2
39 n7 $110.1 16.2
49 12.0

Meomargnrine (August 1834), p. 3; 1000 34, Agricultural Biatistics (1942), p. 24; 163547, [hid. (1M45), 1. 135
(eorrecting years 1930 and 1938); Fats and Oils Bitustion (June July 1945), p. 11, 194%; 1948, Natlona) Food
Sttuation (Junuary -March 1949), p. 4,

T1R00 1908, fiscnl years; 1000 47, ealenidar years.,

3 Hources: Buttor-- 1806-1911, 1", €, Department of Agriculture, Burean of Agricultural Feosnomfies,
Production und Consumption of Manufactured Daley Products (Toch, Bl 722, April 1940), p. 29; 1912 30,
Food Situntlon (April 1044), p. 10; 193143, Agricultumm) Htatistics (1946), p. 104; 194447, Fatsand Olls Situg-
ton (June-July 194%), . 12, 1948 -49, Nationsl Food Bituation (Janunry March 14w, p. 4.

4 1590 1911, unadjusted for butter used in margarine.  Adjustinent inight lower butter peer capits igures,
aml butter and margarine total per caplia fgures, shightly for certaln years In that period,

3 Flighest sine 1869,

8 Prediminary. .

1 Lowest on record for preceding 100 years. 8ee K. E, Vial, Production and Consumption of Manu-
factured Datry Products (U1, H, Department of Agriculture, 1040), table 5, p, 29,

4 Forecus!

Mr. Tururrr. I cannot leave the witness chair without referring, very
briefly, to two additional points that have been made by the witnesses
for the duiry interests at these hearings. You have heard them make
sevoral remarks about the size of Lever Bros. and the possible inten-
tions of this concern in the margarine field. Remarks very much to
the same effect were also made before the House Agriculture Com-
mittee and, when these came to the attention of Lever Bros., that
concern sent o wire to the chaitman of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, which was inserted in the record, page 166. I would like to
read to you that telegram:

Lever Bros, Co,,
Cambridge 39, Mass., March 4, 1949,
Hon. Harowp . Coouky,

House Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Press reports of yesterday’s hearings on mar?srinc legislation before
the Committee on Agriculture quote references to Lever Bros. Co. by a witness,
Louis Bromfield.

I ain writing you so that your committee may have at its disposal a direct and
truthful statement of this company’s position,

Lever Bros. Co. entered the margarine business with the purchase of the John
F, Jelke Co., effective July 1, 1948, Jelke was the first manufacturer in the in-
dustry to adopt the policy of uring 100 percent American-grown vegetable oils
(in 1932), and has pursued this policy steadfastly ever since. We intend to con-
timue this policy. We believe in aupgorting the American market in which we
scll our products, We also believe that our American cottonseed and soybean
oils produce a product of superior quality.

The margarine industry uses very little imported oil, as the statistics show,
g\'e ourselves use none, nor do we import any margarine from outside the United
States.

Our present share of the total United States production of margarine is between
4 and 5 percent. It seems to us rather ridiculous that we should be depicted as
dominating the industry.

I shall greatly appreciate it if you will be kind enough to cause this letter to be
inserted in the record of the current hearings before your committee.

Yours sincerely,
R. F. Eupzr,

Vice President in Charge of Affiliated Companies.
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The other point. to which 1 would like to refer bricfly is the statement,
made by one or more of the withesses for the Wiley proposal that
yvellow in the legal teade-mark of butter. T am sure that at least mosi,
of the committee members will vecall that the very same claim was
made before this committee last year, and that Senntor Luens inserted
in the record a memorandum of law showing that there is no substance
whatsoever to such elnim.  For the convenience of the committee,
1 am submitting here, for the record, a copy of the legnl memorandum
which Senntor fmvns inserted in the record Inst yoar,

(The information in as follows:)

Borern Has No Trave-Manx Rianr vo roe Coron or Yeuuow

(Copy of logal memorandum submitted to the Nenate Finanee Committee Inst
year and inverted in the record by Senator Lueas, beginning on p. 283 of the
printed hearings, regarding H.R. 2245, 80th Cong.)

One or more withesses for the butter interests have atated that butter has
n logal, common-daw trade-mark right in the color of yellow and accordingly
yvollow margarine cannot be wade.,

The chafrman of the Senate Finance Committee has reguested hoth sides to
submit a legal memorandum on this alleged tradeamark right. Pursuant to that
request, this memorandum is boing submitted to show that under the law there
{x no subatanee whatavever to such elaim,

In the fiest place, it iz a wellsostablished prineiple that a trade-mark, when it
oxists, it a propriotary eight and s owned by an individual, be it o porson
ot company, to distinguish his brand from anyhody else’s brand. In other words,
Rodak is the trade-mark of the Fastman Kodak Co. to show that the articles
with this mark are the output of such company.  However, camoeray as o class
of commaoditios eannot undor any circumstances possess any trivdo-mark.

A producer or soller of butter ean have a trade-mark for his brand of butter
to distinguizh his brand from others on the market. However, it needs no logal
citation, bocause the point i s0 elementary, to show that butter as o ('onnnmlfty
on the market cannot possess a trade-mark right.

Furthermore, an imsi\‘idunl butter producer has no right in and to the color
yellow for hiz brand of butter.  Furthermore, all the producers of butter to-

other eannot elaim that jointly, on behalf of the entire output of tho butter
industry, they possess a trade-mark right in the color yellow for a food. ‘Thia
is just latly contrary to overy established principle of law,
furthermore, the law has been long settled that color alone may not be the
subject of a trade-mark.  To be a valld trade-mark, the deviee, dexign, or other
combination sought to be sustained as a trade-mark must be capable of indicating
origin or ownership of the goods.  ‘This is true under both the common law and
the statutes which provide for registration of trade-marks,

The following court decisions are in point:

Leschen Rope Co. v, Broderick (201 U. 8. 166), decided almost half a century
ago by the Supreme Court of the United States, is a leading trade-mark case
where color was depended upon to constitute a valid trade-mark.  Although
some of the expressions by the Court were unneeessary for decision in that case
nevertheless the following views of the Supreme Court have long been followed
by other courts and the adminisirative bodies concerned with the administration
of the trade-mark laws. At page 171, the Court said as follows:

“Whether mere color ean constitute a valid trade-mark may admit of doubt,
Doubtless it may, if it be impressed in a particular design, as a circle, square;
triangle, a cross, or a star. But the authorities do not go further than this,
In the case of Handon's T'rademark (37 Chan, Div, 112), in which a trade-mark
was claimed for a red, white, and blue label, in imitation of the French tricolor,
for French coffee, it was held not entitled to registration under the English
statute, which requires a trade-mark to be distinctive in order to be valid. The
Court remarked as follows:

“‘It is the plain intention of the act that, where the distinction of a mark
depends upon color, that will not do. You may register & mark, which is other-
wise distinctive, in color, and that gives yvou the right to use it in any color you
like: but you cannot register a mark of which the only distinction is the use of a
color, because practically under the terms of the act that would give you a
monopoly of ail the colors of the rainbow.’ . . .
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CHC I annecensnry to express an opinion whether, if the trade-mark had been
rextricted ton wtrand of rope distinetively colored, it would have been valid,  Au
alrendy obsorved, the elaim in much bronder than this, *  * %7

I Green v, Ludford Fruit Products (39 1, Supp, 986), the district. court, xald,
At prges 950- O8T:

*Iho question of the color raives aiother problem, It s difliest 1o understand
how the plaintiifs could elnim s property right, in the color glone, 14 s not sub-
juet to exclusive approprintion,  Red in tha natureal eolor of severad fruit drinks
Hueh an tomato and various berey julees, 1 dx alko uxed extensively in eoloring
artificinlly varioun xoft drinks siuch as strawherry snd cherry soda water, The
color i8 nonfunetional and arbitrary, but the red shade probably possesses a
certain oye appeal not present. in the paler colors,

“Color alone eannot be the subject of o trade-mark.  No one could claim the
right. exelunively to use s certain eolor which was bt one of the many characters
intien of hin produet, and prevent. the use of 1hat, color by others who manu-
fuetired similar articles,”

In Taylor v, Moatich (200 Fed, 282), the const snid, at prge 234, as follows:

“Min o wellesettied general rule of law that a trader may ot monopolize s
particular color, amd that color, alone unnceompanied by any distinguishing
sigh, senl, or symbaol, i+ not soflicient to constitute s trade-mark.”

T Inore WOI, Grant Co, (20 F. (20) 877) the court. snia, at page 878:

YA 1w stated by the Commiksioner that mere color eannot funetion
as on Arndestierk; (hat it s common praetice for manufaciurers and traders to
color their articles of irade, or parts i‘uen-ul’. sny ad all colors which judginent.
or fancy may dictate, for purpose of orngimentation; that the colors in such
enxes do not sageest 1o the |>u’)|ic the ides of origin or ownership, which is the
sole purpose of o trade-msrk; and that it is only when colors are so impressed in
n denign an 1o wuggest to the publie that they are used to distingnish the goods
of one manufacturer or owner from like goods having s different origin or owner~
ship, that they may be xadd to function as trade-imarks,

“In our opinion the Commissioner's conclusions are correct,  In the case of
In re Waterman Co, (34 App. 1. C, 185, 18 Aun, Cis, 1033 this conrt. considered
an applieation for the registration of a color trade-mark for g fountain pen, which
kavo the cotor of the feed bar as red, and the portion of the reservoir or handle
adjneent 1o the feed bar ns blaek,  Registeation was denied upon the gronnd
that n trade-mark ennnot be gequired in the use of color not connected with some
symbol or design, citing le Handon's Trademark (1, R, 37 Ch, Div. 112); A,
Leschen & Sons Rope Co, v, Broderick and B. Rope Co, (201 U, 8. 166: 26 8, Ct,
425; 50 L. Ed, 710); and Diamond Mateh Co, v. Saginaw Match Co, ((C. C. A)
142 1. 727).”

In Iadio Corporation of America v, Decea Becords (51 F. Supp. 493) the court.
snid, at puge 195:

“The color of the label is not functional qua eolor, as hag been held in respeet of
matehes with two colors, one on the head and one on the tip where they are to
!;Slsl;m'k. Cf. Diamond Matrh Co, v. Saginaw Match Co. (6 Cir,, 142 F. 727,

20, 730).

“It seems to me, however, that it cannot properly be contended that a colored
round label, aflixed to the circular center of a cirenlar disk record, is the use of
color in the form of a design, as it must be fo constitute a trade-mark.  Cf,
Leschen & Sons Rope Co. v. DBroderick & Bascom Rope Co. (208 U. S. 166, 17);
26 8, Ct, 425; 50 L. kd. 710). The circular shape of this center is inevcapable.
All that has happened is that a functional part of the record has becn colored,
not that. a design has been achieved,

*This renders void the plaintiff’s trade-marks, for color qua color may not be
a trade-mark.” )

In In re Security Engineering Co., Inc. (113 F. (2d) 494) the Court of Customs
and Patent Appesgls said. at page 495, that:

“Tt is the well-settled law t‘lat for a mark to be entitled to rexistration it should
be one which the law recognizes as being capable of distinguishing the goods of its
owner from those of another,

“It is equally well settled that the validity of a mark and its right to registration
may not depend upon color alone. Color may be an important feature of a valid
and useful trade-mark, but color or ¢olors alone when applied to the article az a
whole, except under circumstances hereinafter particularized, will not constituts
a valid mark.”
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In Imternational Braid Co. v. Thomas French and Sons (150 F, (2d) 142) the
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals said, at page 143, that:

“Furthermore, the law is well settled that a mark, the distinguishing feature
of which is partly identified by the use of a design in color, may be vegistered,
provided, however, that the designated color is distinetive and specifiec. ~ On the
other hand, the law prohibits the registration of a mark which provides for the
use of any color as its distinguishing feature; for the reason not only that such
a mark possesses no defined feature which would tend to identify the origin of
the goods, but also that the registration of such a mark would endow its owner
with an implied monopoly of all the colors of the speetrum. Leschen & Sons
Rope Co. v. Broderick & Bascom Rope Co. (201 U, 8. 166; 26 S, Ct. 425; 50 L. Ed.
710); Lufkin Rule Co. v. Master Kule Mfg. Co. (40 F. 2d 991; 17. C. C. P, A,
Patents, 1227); In re Johns-Manville, Inc. (55 App. D. (', 142; 2 . 2d 844); Sam-
son Cordage Works v. Puritan Cordage Mills (6 Cir,, 211 I, 603: L, R, A, 1915 I,
1107); In re Gotham Silk Hosiery Co., Inc. (57 App. D. C. 266; 20 F, 2d 282).”

In view of the foregoing, it is quite clear that the color yellow or of any other
color is incapable of being a trade-mark unless such color or colors form part of a
distinctive design which otherwise is eapable of registration, It will be noted
that even where registration of a design incorporating colors is permissible, no
exclusive property right in the color is thereby obtained.

It is interesting to note in this connection that butter is not the only yellow
food that is consumed by man. Yellow appears in many foods which man has
consumed for years. For that matter, butter is not the only vellow fat that
man has consumed. While some butter people like to talk about butter heing
mentioned in the Bible, an investigation into the historical facts discloses that
after man domesticated the cow, he consnmed cow's milk, but for some time did
not make of such milk, butter for his own consumption, In fact, there is evi-
dence to show that the first use made of butter was as a grease with which wrest-
lers in ancient times anointed their bodies so as to aid them in their athletic
contests,

However, man did eat yellow fats other than butter, such as beef fats and
chicken fat. These have been the subject of human consumption for many years.
For that matter, when margarine was first made and sold in the 1870's, it was
made exclusively from animal fats, and from such fats the margarine derived
a natural yellow color.

Yellow margarine is not something which is new today. As already stated, it
was first yellow naturally, and over the period of years some yellow margarine
has been made and sold.

The witness from the Food and Drug Administration described very clearly
how naturally yellow margarine was in pretty common use prior to 1931, and
that the oleomargarine tax law was amended in 1931 to impose a 10-cents-per-
pound tax on naturally yellow margarine as well as artificially colored margarine
whichi in turn, reduced the amount of yellow margarine made to a very small
quantity.

Accordingly, history shows that butter has never had any exclusivity for the
color yellow in the food field and not even in the fat field.

Upon consideration, it becomes apparent that this is in no way whatsoever a
trade-mark point or one involving an exclusive right. It is simply a matter of
color in foo«fs which, in turn, automatically means that it comes withir. the pro-
visions of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

As is known, the original Federal law in this field was the food and drug law
of 1906. Starting in the 1930’s, the Congress spent several years in a consideration
of a revision of the food and drug law, which culminated in a very comprehensive
measure enacted in 1938 and called the Federal Food, Drug, and Comestic Act.

"T'his followed very extensive hearings in both Houses, lasting over a period
of many years. The subject of the coloration of foods was fully considered, and
the Congress acted upon it. We find the following provision in this act, being
section 403 (k): :

“Sec. 403. A food shall be deemed to be misbranded—

E ] » L] * ] . *

““(k) If it bears or coutsins any artificial flavoring, artificial coloring, or chem-
ical preservative, unless it bears labeling stating that fact: Provided, That to
the extent that compliance with the requirements of this paragraph is imprac-
ticable, exemptions shall be established by regulations promulgated by the Ad-
ministrator. The provisions of this paragraph and paragraph (g) and (i) with
respect, to artificial coloring shall not apply in the case of butter, cheese, or ice
cream,
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It ix obvious, therefore, that Congress has enacted tnat color may be added
to food—and with no limitations on the use of any particular color for any
particular food—just as long as there is a label declaration that color has been
added. As is obvious from this provixion, the exemption originally procured
from the Congress in 1923 with respect to butter was continued in this act,

Furthermore, under section 401 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act,
the food, oleomargarine, was standardized by the Federal Scecurity Adminis-
trator and, as required by the act, he first conducted lengthy and extensive
hearings.  The oleomargarine standard was promulgated in 1941 and was onc
of the first standards of identity issued under the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act. In the standard, which has the force and effect of law, the Admin-
istrator lists coloring as an optional ingredient. The butter interests were pres-
ent at these hearings and noted their appearance.  Obviously, the fact that
in standardizing oleomargarine under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act, the Administrator lists coloring as a permitted ingredient is very eclear
and conclusive cvidence that there is nothing false and misleading in having
yellow oleomargarine and that it is in keeping with all proper considerations
dealing with the manufacture, selling, and labeling of foods.  Of course, under
the act, as well as under the oleomargarine standard, when color is added to
olcomargarine, tho label must clearly and conspicuously deelare the presence of
added color.

Senator BurrLrr. Mr. Truitt, could you tell us in connection with
that point just why the oil industry wants to make their product the
exact imitation of butter? ) )

Mr. Trurtr. Well, sir, that is just exactly the way the housewife
wants it. The question comes up over and over again and that is
always the answer.

We are processors whose business it is to serve the public.

Senator FuLsrigur. Is that the same reason that butter manu-
facturers color butter, because the housewives want it that way?

Mr. Trurrr. It is. .

Senator FuLsriGHT. Is there any difference in motive?

Mr. Trurrr. I do not sce any difference.

Senator FuLsricur. Exactly the same?

Mr. Trurrr. Exactly the same.

I have no further statement, Senator George. .

The CuairmoN. Any further questions of Mr. Truitt?

Senator Funsiigut. Mr. Truitt, ¢o you have any information about
a so-called survey that the butter pcople made in Arkansas? .

Mr. Truitr. No, sir; except that which I have heard at public
hearings; they did not tell me about that. )

Senator FursrianT. I unfortunately had another committee meet-
ing and was unable to hear that. Do you know of any verification or
any way that we could verify that survey?

r. Trurrr. Well, it could be repeated. .

Senator FuLsriGHT. Do you have any opinion about its accuracy?

Mr. Truirr. No, I think not. I am inclined to believe that
restaurant operators are an honest group of people and that, therefore
there would not be any great amount of so-called fraud Apcrpgtmte(f
in public eating places by not posting notices in conformity with the
State law.

Senator FuLBrigaT. Mr. Truitt, do you know how many new
plants making margarine have been built in the last few years? Do
you have any statistics on that?

Mr. Trutir. There are a few. I can look at my hist of manu-
facturers and give you some idea. I would say that in the past 2, 3,
or 4 years there have been probably four, five, or six. Let us say
half a dozen.
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Senator Fursriantr. Half a dozen?

Mr. Trurrr. Roughly a half dozen; yes, sir.  Of course, you know
that years ago, before the weight of these punitive taxes rested so
h(-nvify on the industry, there were a larger number of manufacturers
in tho business. It has taken a pretty sturdy cheracter and good
business management to survive in this business,

Senator Funsrignr., There were more manufacturers at one time?

Mr. Trurer. Yes, sir, there were; probably twice as many.

Senator Fursrianr. Would it be your judgment that if this bill is

- passed there would be an inerease in the number of manufacturers?

Mr. Truirr. 1 would think, so, perhaps. 1 think there is o trend
pointing that way at present.

Senator Funsriair. I believe two new plants have been built in
Arkaneas in the last 2 years, a State which has not had a margarine
plant, to my knowledge.

Mre. Truirr, That is correct.  Neither is in production at the
moment, but they are in process of completion,

Senator Funsricur. You said that Lever Bros. produced 4 or 5
percent, is that the largest single producer in the business?

Mr. Trurer. T am sure the answer to that question is “No,” they
are not the largest producer in the business.,

Senator Funsricur. Does any one dominate the industry?

Mr. Trurre. 1T would say not.

Senator Funsricur. Is it fairly well distributed among the compet-
ing companies? :

Mr. Trurrr. There are o number of lurger companies of approxi-
mately the same size and then there are a number of middle size com-
panies and then there are a group of smaller manufacturers. T do not
have statistics, however, on the production of these companies so T
can give vou ranking, for example, I do not represent all of the com-
panies in the business.

Senator Funsrienr. What was the production of margarine last
year?

Mr. Trurrr. Nine hundred and eight million pounds,

Senator Frisricur. Nine hundred and cight million?

Mr. Trurrr. That is correct.

Senator Fursrigur, What was the production of butter last year?

Mr. Trurrr. It would be about 1,500,000,000 or 1,550,000,000, in
that range.

Senator FuLBrIGHT. Is it true that in the last 20 years the produe-
tion of butter has been going down?

Mr. Truirt. Yes, sir.

Senator FurBriguT. And margarine up?

Mr. Trurrr. And margarine up; yes, sir.

Senator FursrigHT. Even with the restriction of the taxes?

Mr. Truirr. Yes, sir,

Senator Fursriontr. Would you say that it is fair to say that re-
gardless of the artificial production, the economics of the situation is
such that butter cannot expect to continue to grow or even to maintain
its position whether the taxes are kept or not?

Mr. Trurrr. I think that is a fair statement, yet I do not think
butter is going out of business, by any means.

Senator FuLeriguT. No.



OLEO TAX REPEAL 243

Mr. Trurrr. The point is that there is a great need for more table
fat and there hae been less and less butter and margarine has to some
extent fill the gap.

Senator Funsriaur. Is not the economies of that the fact that the
producers of mitk ean make more money in disposing of thet milk in
nearly any form and make money?

Mr Trurer. Not nearly, but n any other form,

Senator Forsricur. In any form?

M. Trurer. That is correct,

Senator Frersricirr. So that they naturally could dispose of it in
any form. In other words, even with butter at 80 and 90 cents, it i
}u)l ‘;lﬂ profitable as it is to sell it, fluid milk or as eheese, is that the
net?

Mr. Treree. That is the faet,

Semntor Fenuriawr, So that the erving about the competition of
margarine just does not make any sense ubout it heing the element
that is destroying butter, is that true?

Mr, Trveerer, ’Flml is correet,

Senator Frnenicnr, 1t seems to me to be very elear from the
statisties and the experience that it is not margarine that is lessening
the volume of butter but that there are other economie factors, par-
ticularly the desire of people to use it in some other formn for which
they are willing to pay more money?

My, Prurrr. Mr. Slaughter hands me a welcome correction on the
number of new margarine plants,  He tells me that during the years
1948 and 1949, there have been 12 new plants.

Senator Fripricur, Twelve?

My, Truerr. 1 said previously six, but it is double that number.

Senator Furpricur. How many were there in the year preceding,
1946, for example?

Mr. Trurer. T do not know whether he has given me plants or com-
panics.  There are, at the moment 27 companies and 54 producing
plants in the United States.

Senator FuLsrigur. Fifty-four?

Mr. Trurrr. That is correct, Those are owned and operated by
26 companics. One company is not producing yet and that is the
Osceola Co. in your State, however, they are on the official list of
margarine corapanies and plants.

Senator Funsrigur. Twelve new plants?

Mr. Truirr. Take 12 plants from 54 you get 42 plants as of 1946.

Senator Fursrigut. Is that 12 included in the 54 plants you
mentioned?

Mr. Trurrr. They are included.

Scnator FuLBrigHT. It is included?

Mr. Trurrr. That is correct.

Senator Frnericut. Then there are only 36 plants, we will say?

Mr. Truirr. No, 42, 12 from 54 gives you 42.

Senator FurpricuT. An increase of 30 pereent in 2 years?

Mr. Trutrr. T would say roughly 25 or 30 pereent increase.

Senator FrrsriguT. 1 think 1t is important. those figures showing
that in the face of these restrictions you still get this demand for
margarine and the need for it and your statistice showing the decrease
in per capita use of all fats certainly backs that up. All you are
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doing by this restrictive legislation, you are not really helping butter,
you are just depriving the Ametican consumer of an article they want.
T'hat is, vou are tending to deprive, that is the effeet of this legislution?

Mre. Trueer. That is right.,

Senator Fuwnrianr. You are not really achieving the purpose for
which it was designed originally?

Me, Trurer, That is right.,

Senator Funsriant, Do you agree?

Me. Truorree. 1 agree with you,

Senator Fornwianr. 1 asked you whether you knew one company
that dominates the industry. Tt is not a fair charge to say that this
u{oumm-gm"nw industey is wnder the dowinntion of eae great monop-
oly?

"Me. Truerr. 1 think that charge is absolutely absurd, ridieulons,

Senator FyLurianr, Is there any company which has as large o
pereentage of the industry as General Motors has of the motor car
mdustry ?

Me Pwerer. T would say nothing like it. 1 dare say that no
individual company makes as much as 10 pereent of the total product
and 1 understand General Motors makes about a third of the ears, is
that vight?

Senntor Funnwianr. T think so. So that the charge of monopoly
in this industey is completely unfounded?

M. T'rurrr. 1 think so.

Senator Fupuriawr., The offect of removing  these restrictions,
looking at the last 2 years, is making it easier for people to get into
business to further disseminate the manufacturing of margarine?

Me. T'wurre, The present trend illustrates that fact now,

Senator Funswiawr, These two companies in Arkansas are two
companies built by local eapital, as T understand.

Mr. Twueerr. That is correet.

Senator Frusnicur, They ave not a part of a colossus?

Me Truerrr, As a matter of fact, the one over at Wilson is owned
by a number of plantation owners around Wilson,

Senator Fuesrianr, It is a cooperative undertaking?

Mp, Trurrr, It is a cooperative undertaking.  They have a com-
pletely integrated operation, they raise the cottonseed and soybean,
they crush the seeds and beans, they refine the oil, and they manu-
facture the mayonnaise, salad dressing, and margarine, and market
the goods.

Senator Fowsmianr. And it is owned by loeal people?

Mr. Trurrr. That is correet.

Senptor Funnriant. They are both owned by loeal people but
one is in the nature of a cooperative of the producers?

Mr. Truirr. The other is a private corporation.

Scnator Fursriaur, That is my information.

1 think it is fair to say that in a number of States if these restrictions
are removed that same process is likely to take place, not only in the
cotton country but in the soybean country?

Mr. Trurrr. 1 think that'is a fair conclusion, yes, sir.

Senator FuLnrigur. Can you say about what proportion of the
end product comes from soybean and what from cottonseed during
the last ycar?
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Mr. Turvrrr. During the last year, basing it all on oil usage, T would
sy about 60 percent of oil used has been cotton and 40 pereent of the
oil used has been soybean.  There is a smali quantity of other oil used,
3 oor 4 or b pereent, consisting of meat fut required for margarine
sold in two States, Wyoming and Minnesota, and maybe a little
sesamie oil, corn oil, peanut oil, and so forth. That is about the
split up for 1948,

Senator Furmnaur. What percentage of the soybean oil is used for
margarine?  We had 38 pereent of cottonseed oil.

Mr. Trurer, Let me ask Mre. Strayer if he can give us that.

1t is about. 20 pereent, I am told. '

Senator Fensriaier, So it is one of the very large users?

Me. Trueer, The margarine industry is the second largest user of
soyheun,

Senatoe Funprianr, What is the other large user?

Mr, Frurer, Shortening.

Senator Funsriant, 1Uis very important to the price of soybeans?

Mr. Trurer, We have heard the testimony about that.

Senator Fupnrianr, T missed some of that. If 1 ask you some
questions that arve repetitious, it is perfeetly all right to say so.

[ believe that is all for the moment.

Senator Burner. Mre. Chairman, I just want to make one state-
ment, 1 do not know whether Mr, Truitt cares to make any comment
ont,

I listened rather attentively here today, although 1 ain sorry I have
not been able to attend all of the hearings,  The gist of the testimony
here this afternoon, 1 think, amounts to this : These margarine pro-
ducts ave perfeetly safe to eat, may not he quite as good as butter, but
il we get enough fluid milk output from the farms of America, then
the people ean safely eat oleo produets in the place of butter,

My, Prurer, 1 think that leads into the field of nutrition, I am
not a nutritionist and 1 would say that the subject generally has been
adequately covered by the nutritionists at this hearing and at previous
hearings, so 1 do not think, Senator, I am sufficiently qualified to
comment.

Senator Furnricur. 1 have one other question.  The point has
been made that if we repeal this, the price of yellow margarine will
go up to that of butter.  What do you think about that?

Mr. Trurrr, 1f 1 may be eategorieal and blunt about it, I think it
is absurd,  Although my hair is not as gray as some of the gentlemen
on the beneh, T have had 30 years hand running experience in business,

have never seen any situation in merchandising comparable to this
where that dive prophecy ever came true.  Things are sold competi-
tively in this country and you get a price based on value, and so forth,
for your article. It is just not in the cards to expect the price of yellow
margarine to equal that of butter,

1 would like to see anybody who would wants to get rich quickly try
that, because it would be the neatest way to explode that theory.
1 would say that that allegation is loose thinking. People who ac-
curately observe the economic system and the way goods are bought
and sold in this country should rot make statements like that.

The Cuairman. It would not Lie possible unless you had a complete
monopoly?
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Mr. Trurrr. No, sir; it would not.

The Cuairman. You could not maintain a monopoly in the mar-
garine industry very long, could you?

Mr. Trurrr. 1 do not think a monopoly could be maintained for
even a short time,

The Caamvman. And  the rvelatively small cost in putting up
margarine plants; that is, where you do not do the refining in connee-
tion with the plant would be insurance against monopoly?

Mr. Trorer, Yes,

The Cuareman, Thank vou very much, Mr. Truitt,

We will insert in the record at this point three statements that
have been submitted by the spokesmen of organizations that desired
to appear here.

(The statements referred to follow:)

StareMeENT oF HeEneN M. Hannis, Execorive Dirkeror, Usieen NEtGHBOR-
noop Houvsks ok New Youk, Inc,, New Yors, N. Y.

The United Neighborhood Houses is a federation of 53 settiement and neighbor-
hood houses many of whose names have hecome by words beeause of their long and
faithful xervice to the underprivileged.

Our firm opposition to artificial restrictions on the sale of margarine, and our
reasons for taking this position, were recorded before the House Committee on
Agriculture last Mareh.,  Briefly, we stated that for those whom we serve it is
partienlarly important that very limited funds be used as ceffeetively as possible
to buy wholesome and attractive food.  Margarine is potentially a leading ex-
ample of such a food.  Its nutritional excellence and its inexpensiveness require
no elaboration,  The marke for margarine, however, is severely limited by the
fact of its being sold uncolored.  This limitation of demand, together with the
existence of license fees, results in poor distribution, particularly among small
stores typieal of neighborhoods where low income families live and shop.

We wish now to discuss margarine legislation specifically, as it stands hefore
the Senate Finanee Committee.  The bill passed so overwhelmingly by the House
of Representatives has our unqualitied approval. Tt permits the sale of margarine
as everyone wants it, tinted yvellow, without payment of a tax penalty. It wipes
out license fees, which now limit distribution. It preserves surveillance by the
Food and Drug Administration, TFinally, it permits all manufacturers, wherever
located, to compete for the market, and this is an indispensable proteetion for the
consumer. The provisions of the House-approved bill requiring identification of
margarine when served in restaurants are of very secondary significance.  They
are of as little relative importanee as the quantity of restaurant sold margarine is
small compared to the quantity of home consumed gnargarine,

By contrast, the bill decisively rejected by the House of Representatives, com-
monly identified as the Granger bill, would ereate undesirable conditions for the
manufacture and sale of margarine, immediately in the 31 States which have no
local prohibitions and later in any of the 17 States which repeal local probibitions
now in effect. Without question in every such Stete a very strong demand for
colored meargarine would ex That demand could be satisfied only by mar-
garine locally manufactured since interstate shipments would be prohibited,
All of this local margarine would be bevond the reach of the Food and Drug
Administration. This would be a sherp set-back to tbe long and bhard-won
progress of copsumer proteetion sgainst substandard produets.  Furthermore,
margarine is efficiently produced in high capacity plants. If, in a given State,
the local demand were filled by the one or {wo plants required, the seller, or
sellers, would be provided with an environment favorable to monopolistic prac-
tices, and the consimmer would be provided with a limited choice on a take-it-and-
like-it basis, If, alternatively, » pumber of plrnts were operated to fill only the
local demand, the high costs inherent in excess capacity would be suffered, and
the consumer would pay the bill.

The Senate Finance Commiittee is well aware of the variety and formidability
of the obstacles which.have been imposed to free debate and vote on margarive
legislation by the Congress. In the House of Representatives these obstacles
were decisively surmounted both a2 year ago and last March. Last year the
action of the Senate Finance Committee on a bill similar to that now in its hands
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was expeditions, unanimously endorsed, and therefore most heartening.  We
respectiully urge tue committee, by reporting out promptiy the bill passed by the
Howse, to allow the consmmers of the Nation the consideration on the floor of
the Senate which they deserve,

STATEMENT oF THE PraxyinGg Boann, New York Crey Foop aNp Nurririon
Commrrree, New Yourg Hearn Cousen, NEw York, N, Y.

The planning board of the New York City Food and Nutrition Committee, a
division of the New York Health Couneil, respectfully nrges prompt and favorable
action by the United States Senate on the Poage bitl, H. R, 2023, as approved on
April 1 by the House of Representatives.

The measure iz in the consumer interest. [t will free a wholesome and nutri-
tious food produet from burdensome and dixeriminatory taxes, establish adequate
consumer safeguards in publie cating places, and retain margarine under the
stringent labeling and packaging provisions of the Food, Drug and Cosmetic
Aet.

We believe that the Federa) antimargarine laws to be coutrary to the basic
principles of free enterprise, that they thrust an unneeessary burden on the con-
sumer, especially those in low income groups; and that they are entirely without
justifieation,

It is clearly apparent to us that butter, a good and wholesome food product, is
perfeetly eapable of competing with margarine on its own merit.  Butter is not
an inferior product. 1t does not require an unfair advantage accorded it by
artificial restrictions on a competing produet.

With family and institutional budgets strained to the breaking point by spiraling
living costs, there should be giveu a freedome of seleetion bhetween the two table
spreads.  Neither should be unduly penalized.

StareveNT oF Rev, Winniam H, JERNAGIN, NATIONAL FraTerNan Cousern or”
Neanro Chuncues, U, 8. Al

A~ an official representing the National Fraternal Council of Negro Churches,
"8, AL, 1 urge this commitiee to endorse H. R, 2023, the Poage bill, which would
abolish antimargarine taxes and other unfair restrictions,

Qur organization wants the antimargarine laws repealed, because their continu-
ation in force ix a threat to cotton and soybean farmers, to small grocers, and to
consumers,

Among the 11 denominations and 6,000,000 members represented by our or-
ganization are millions of colored farm people in the southern and border States.
They rely heavily on cotton and culmnst-mi as a major source of income.

As vou know, margarine provides an important market outlet for cottonseed
and soybean oils, T understand that last vear, over 100,000,000 pounds of cot-
tonsced oil and nearly 300,000,000 pounds of soybean oil went into the manufac-
ture of margarine,  These amounts would be greatly inereased by the removal of
diseriminatory taxes which throttle the production and distribution of margarine.

Continued  discouragement of margarine consumption is proving a serious
handicap to cotton and soybean farmers.,  With cotton facing stiff competition
from rayon, nylon, and other synthetic fibers, cotton byproducts such as cotton-
seed oil for the manufacture of margarine and other foods are now of vastly in-
creased importance,

Other factors which T trust this committee will take into acecount are the in-
adequate supply of milk and the deficieney of fats and oils.  The per capita con-
sumption of butter and margarine now stands at only 16.3 pounds.  The nutritive
requirement of fats and oils is double that amount.  Assuming that a third comes
from other sources, there is still neced for about six additional pounds of butter
and margarine per capita or an aggregate of close to a billion pounds.

As for the shortage of milk, Seeretary of Agriculture Charles F. Brannan said
before congressional committees last week that the American people should be
producing and consuming 150,000,000,000 pounds of milk annually, instead of
less than 120,000,000,000 pounds as we are doing at present.

Therefore the argument that dairy farmers are threatened by increased produc-
tion of margarine seems without foundation in fact.

Inicreased production of margarine, indivectly, means increased income for
cotton farmers. And it means shoes for ctildren to wear to school and to church.
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T am not the only minister in our conncil who has witnessed the dire needs of
many colored cotton farmers. A large pereentage of council membership is made
up of ministers who rerve rural communities. "'heir work is directly related to
rural welfare,  Awd they know how important the extra cottonseed dollars are
to these low-income farmers,

Aside from the farmers’ needs, more kmall white and colored merchants ought
to have an opportunity to sell margarine in theirstores,  However, the high license
feex make it impractical for many of them to handie this produet.

And, of course, the housewifo’s interest also is vitally affeeted.  In order to goet
this low-cost, nutridous produet, she rometimes must walk blocks and bloeks to
the big stores which can alford to pay the license fees to handle margarine.

Then after she finds it, she hay to pay 10 cents per pound oxtra to get. it alrendy
colored,  Otherwive, she has to take it home uneolored, and then undergo the
unnecessary inconvenfenee of coloring her margarine herself.  And no matter
how careful she is, some of the margarine sticks to the container and is lost, If
one added up all of the margarine that is lost in this manner, 1 imagine it would
total thousands of pounds, beeanse 93 pereent of all margarine is consumed at
home,

The nutritive guatity of margarine is unqguestioned.  In some respeets, according
to meientinty, it ix even auperior to butter,  For example, somo sejentists say that
its vitamin ‘\ content is more consistent than that of butter, beeause the standard
required amount. is artificielly added, while butter's vitamin A content vaties
with the seasons,  And the preammption held by a few that margarine may bo
sold as butter, if the color ban is removed, is not valid, since the labeling provisions
are adequately covered in H. R, 2023,

The bill also guards against miseepresentation of margarine in cafoterias and
other eating places,  As Tunderstand it, all public eating places would bo required
to display a notice saying that the buriness serves margarine,

As we see it, then, there (s no good reason not to repeal all antimargarine laws
and restrictions, while on the other hand, in the interest of consumers, farmers,

and small merehants, the laws should be repealed.  Therefore, we prayerfully
urge this commitice to adopt H. R, 2023 which will relieve the people of the undue
burden implicit in antimargarine laws and regulations,

The Cruarteman. The following statements are submitted for tho
record from representatives who were unabloe to n{)pvnr in person, but
wanted to ba recorded as being in favor of the House-passed version

of H. R. 2023,
(The statements roferred to follow:)

StateMENT oF Munprep Guewrnanae, Cnamman, Commitrer oN CoNSUMER
Proveetien, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF SETTLEMENTS

The position of the National Federation of Settlements with regard to repeat
of Federal tases and resteictions on margarine is alrendy a matter of record with
Cengress,  In March 148, Mrx . G Chamberlain appeared before the Housoe
Committee on Agriculture with a complete statement of our reasons for urging
tha' e Eiphticth Congress remove this Federal lnw which, in our opinion, is
harmful to the welfare of the great majority of our people, from the nutritionad
as well as cconomie standpoint,  Again, in March 1949, this federation filed o
statement with the same committee in the House of Representatives reiterating
its position and emphasizing ity desire for the elimination of any ban or restriction
on the sale of artificially vellow-colored margarine,

It is not our intention at this time to repeat again that which is already a matter
of pub ic record and readily available to this committee.  Instead we wish to
state: First, that we remain firm in our conviction that all antimargarine laws
should be repealed; second, that we thoroughly approve and are completely
satisfied with H. R. 2023 as it was passed by the House of Representatives; and
third, that we urge the Senate Committee on Finance to report this bill as it
reads todav.

We are aware that while this bill bears the number of the former Granger bill,
it was =0 amended on the fioor of the House that it is now essentially the same as
H. R. 3, introduced by Congressmman Poage, whose bill the federation strongly
favored. We are furt her aware that the controversy was virtually narrowed down
to the merits of H. R, 2023 as it now stands versus those of the original Granger
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In considering th e provisions of each, we find that both bills would repeal all
taxes and license feer.  Well and good.  Both bills would permit the manufac-
ture of yellow margarine.  Both bills would permit intrastate commerce in yellow
margarine.,  But—and here is where the joker lies—the original Granger bill
wonid prohibit interstate trade in yellow margarine.  Thus it would deny to the
consumer { he protection now afforded by the pure food and drug law.

Those who favor the prohibition of interstate commeree in yellow margarine can-
not. pussibly maintain that they have the interest of the consuiner at heart when
by this provision, they would take away from him all prot-ction by the Food anc
Drug Administration.

1t ix clear that the dairy interests would eliminate yellow margarine altogether
if it were possible, consumer demand to the contrary notwithstanding.  The fact
that they would complicate and cloud the issue by erecting interstate trade barriers
should not go uncontested as unjust, nnsound, and contrary 1o consnmier interests.

The National Federation of Settlements is not direetly coneerned with the
restaurant provisions of either bill, since few of the families using our facilities
can afford to patronize restanrants,  On prineiple, however, we believe that the
provisions contatued in the Poace bill or those of H. 1. 2023, n« it was referred to
the Senate by the House, furrish adeguate protection and safeguards to consumers
in publie eating places,

Aection of the delegate body of the National Federation of Settlements in April
TR, was reallirmed by the board of dircetors at a meeting in Washington on
Fehruary 5 gnd 6, 1049, as follows:

“The removal of diseriminatory taxes in oleomargarine is in aeceord with the
President's program to bring down the cost of essential foods and i< long overdue,
We urge the immediate passage of legislation to this effeet, with the climination
further of any ban or burdensome restrictions on the sale of artificially eolored
olcomargarine,” .

Accordingly, we respeetfully urge the members of the S8cnate Finanee Committee
to report out favorably H. R. 2023 a< it was refrered by the House of Representa-
tives, without amendments and without delay.

Damny Emrrovees, PLast anp Crericean Locan Uston No, 93,
Los Anyeles, Calif., April 8, 1949,
Senator Wanrer F. Georde,
Chairman, Senale Finance Commilice,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

HoNorasLe Sin: By unanimous action our members urgently request that you
support amended House bill 2023, We believe this bill to be fair, and 1 hope that
you will see fit to support it as a member of the Senate Finance Committee,

Respeetfully yours,
Mank 8 WiTinG,
Secretury-Treasurer.

C1reero, ., April 8, 19.49.
Hon. Warter F. Grorag,
Chairman, Senale Finance Commillee,
Senate Office Building:

Understand your committee will soon hold hearings on H. R. 2023 oleomar-
garine tax-repeal bill. Would like to testify, but my traveling commitmenta
prevent this. [ appeared before your committee last year on this ~ame subjeet
and respectfully refer committee to my testimony which appears beginning on
Ya“(. 101 of printed record. T want to assure your committee that everything

snid lnst year is just as applicable now.  During past year there have been some
further experiments completed also vroving margarine is a fine wholesome
nutritious food. s a scientist vitally interested in proper feeding of our people,
urge committee favorably report bill.  Yellow color of oleomargarine as in the
case of butter important prycholugically sinee our prople are used to and prefer
that color in spread for bread and mental saiisfaction is an important factor in
eating, digestion, and in nutrition. Pleasc insert this telegram in record as my
statement,

A J Carisox,
Departn ent f Physiolcgy.
Uniterzity of Chicago, Il
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Tue Youna WoMeNs CHRISTIAN AssociaTioN oF Ciicaao,
Chicago, 1., April 8, 1947,
Senator Warter F, Grorae,
Senate Finance Committee, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. (',

Dear Si: Members of the health education and public affairs committees of
the Young Women's Christinn Association of Chicago are mueh pleased with the
progress of H. R, 2023, The repeal of Foderal margarine Hoense fees and taxes
and the strengtheniug of the snfeguards against fraudulent serving of margarine
in public eating places seem to us important measures in the interest of thae con-
sumeor.

Wo hope that the Snato committee, after ita careful study of the similar bill
introduced the Eightioth Congress, will not. feel the need of more extensive hear-
ings before taking an athirmative action on this measure,  We aro particularly
concerned that weakening amendments, considered by tho House of Iloprusenu\-
tives and rejected, shall not be addoed to the bilt in the Senato.

Very sincerely yours,
Mrs. L. I3 McCroy,

Chairman, Health Edueation Committee,

y NATIONAL

PEMENT oF Muso Mary MebLron Beraesg, Fousper-Presine
Covnetl oF Neano WosmeN

Our organization, the National Council of Negro Women -with 25 national
orpanizations, 85 chapters and 850,000 members --hax a very real and direet
interest in the repeat of Federal antimargarine laws,

The reasons are obvious,  Unfortunhtely, Negroes, genesally speaking, are
among the low-income gronps in this country.

Margarine is a good food,  Nutritionally speaking, it is as good as butter and
is much cheaper.

Federal and State antimargarine laws have inereased the cost of margarine
and, in many instances, have made this produet unavailable to consumers in the
low-income groups.  Testimony at hearings during the Fightieth  Congress
indicated that only about half the retail grocery stores in the United States sell
margarine,

‘This situation works a grave hardship on many white and colored families all
over the country,  We submit that no legislation should be permitted which,
for no good reason, deprices consumers of a nutritious and cheap food, or inereases
its coxt,

The Federal tax of 10 cents a pound on yellow margarine and State taxes and
restrietions upon the sale of yellow margarine foree most families, who wish to
serve margarine yellow, as most do, to spend extra time in mixing color into
margarine, and furthermore, margarine is wasted in the proeess,

We oppose vigorously any proposal that a ban be placed by this committee on
the manufacture and sale of vellow margarine,

It would perpetuate the hardship referred to above.

There is no danger that stores will sell margarine as butter if antimargarine
legislation is repeated.  There is no danger of such deception now,

Each separate package and stick of margarine is labeled “Oleomargarine.”
There are other legal Inbeling requirements,  The penalties for violation of these
requirenients are sosevere that even the butter interests admit there is little danger
of fraud in this field. -

The labeling requirements would not he changed by repeal of Federal anti-
margarine legislation. -

More than 90 pereent of all margarine sold goes from the stores direct to the
houschelder.

Because it ix elaimed by an interested. group that some small quantity of
margerine might be sold in public eating places as butter, why force the housewife
to continue the burdensome and wasteful process of coloring margarine?  Why not
get 2t this situation, as is proposed in the Poage bill, H. R. 2023, the other repeal
bills pending befere your committee, by legislation which make the serving of
margarine as butter in public eating places a Federal offense? The Federal anti-
margarine laws not only work a herdship on Negro consumers, az well as other
consumers, but they also do great injury to the white and colored farmers who
produce cotton and soybeans., Margarine is made primarily from cottonsced
and soybean oil.
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‘The legal penaltios inflicted upon margarine have lessened *he use of the oils
reforred to, have lowered the price of cottonseed and soybean oils and thereby
have roduced tho already low income of many small white and colored farmers,
Many sharecroppers have only the cottonsced left after paying the exponses of
making their cotton crop.  As you know, Negro sharecroppers make up more than
60 porcent of all croppers in the South,

nything which lessens the value of cottonseed hits dircetly at the Negro
cotton producer, especially tenants and sharccroppers who need every penny
they can get to exist,

As an organization we are opposed to unjustificd and discriminatory legislation
of every kind, whether ity basis is race, class, or economic. We urge this com-
mittee, therefore, to approve H, R, 2023 which would remove the worst aspects of
Foderal legisiation aimed at margarine.  We urge the committee not to substitute
further legal diserimination in its stead,

We think that butter and margarine each should be sold on its own merits and
that the consumers of America should be allowed to make their choice of cach
product in a free and eompetitive market,

STaTeMENT oF H. CorinNg Lownry, Execurive SEcRETARY, NATIONAL Asso-
ciatioN or Cororkn Wosmen, Inc.

The 53,000 members of the National Association of Colored Women strongly
urge the Finanee Committee of the Senate to repeal Federal antimargarine
legislation,

We also strongly urge this committee to reject any proposals to limit the
manufacture, distribution, and sale of yellow margarine.

The eolored people of this country have a direct and vital interest in repeal of
the Federal antimargarine lnws:

First, these lows diseriminate against all low-incotne consumers; a large number
of our people fall into that category.

Second, these laws diseriminate against white and eolored cotton farmers; some
500,000, or 80 percent of all colored (ariers grow cotton.

The diserimination sgainst consufiers is apparent to anyone familiar with the
effeets of the Federal and State antimargarine faws,

The Federal legislation levies a 10 cents a pound tax on yellow margsarine,

As a result, housewives over the country are forced to the burdensome and
onerous task of mixing color into margarine.  The overwhelming majority of
familics prefer their table spread yellow, whether it is butter or margarine.  This is
a matter of food habits and there is no question that a pleasing color in food
adds to its palatability.

Butter freely uses yellow coloring to make the product more pleasing to con-
sumers.  Why doos it seek to deny the same privilege to margarine?

‘The excuse iy given that, otherwise, some margarine might be sold as butter.
This (s."(clusc is without validity in the case of more than 90 percent of all marga-
rine sold.

There is no danger that margarine will be sold as butter to houscholders, who
consume more than 90 percent of all margarine sold.

The labeling laws for margarine, which would not be ehanged by repeal, are
very strict and the penalties for violation severe.

Fach separate package and stick of margarine must be labeled ag such. 1If
artificial coloring is used that fact must be on the label a requirement from which
butter, by law, is exempted.

We can see no justification whatever for legislation which would force the
houscewife to continue henceforth the disagrecable and wasteful process of mix-
ing color into margarine.

’l‘ms dis what the proposed ban on the manufacture and sale of yellow margarine
would do.

Let us emphasize once more: There is no danger whatever that the house-
wife will be sold margarine as butter. B

W hy penalize her because there may be danger that margarine may occasion-
ally be sold as butter in public eating places?

hy not get at this matter directly as is proposed in H. R. 2023 and other
bills pending before this committee?

H. R. 2023, for example, would make the serving of margarine as butter in a
public eating place a Federal offense. Furthermore, each separate serving of
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margarine served in a public eating establishment must be labeled as such under
the terms of H. R, 2023, Furthermore, the bill would require, in addition, that
a public eating place which serves margacine must post a notice to this effect, or
must so atate on the menu,

This goes much further toward climinating the danger of deception in the very
small area where any such danger exixts than the unjustified proposal for a ban
on vellow margarine.

‘e necd not tell you again that the colored people of this country are among
the very lowest-incomne groups,

The Federal and State antimargarine laws increase the cost of margarine, a
food product as good and nutritious as butter.  In many instances, due to these
discriminatory laws, families cannot buy margarine.  As we have stated, when it
is purchared, the diseriminatory Inws foree themn to spend extra time in the kitchen,
mixing color into margarine and wasting margarine in the process,

On behalf of the 14,300,000 colored consumers in this country, we plead with
you to do away with all punitive Federal laws aimed at margarine.

The proposed color ban against margarine is as unfair and unjust as diserimina-
tory race and class laws,

On behalf also of the hundreds of thousands of colored farmers and their
families, we urge the repeal of the Federal antimargarine laws,

As this committee knows, most of these colored farmers produce cotton and
cottonseed. The income of these farmers is among the lowest of any group in this
country,

Cottonseed oil, which is made from cottonseed, is one of the principal ingredients
of margarine.

The antimargarine laws, over a long period of years, have decreased the use of
cottonseed oil in margarine and thereby have lowered the price of cottonsced
and the income of of colored farmers,  These farmers are in an unenviable posi-
tion as it is.

For the sake of the farmers, the consumers, and for the sake of fair play and fair
competition in our free-enterprise system, we again urge this committee to approve
legislation scrapping the outmoded and un-American antimargarine laws,

The Cuamyan. We will recess ap this time until 10 o’clock

tomorrow morning. .
(Whereupon, at 4:50 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene
at 10 a. m., Wednesday, April 13, 1949.) .
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 1849

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Commrrrek oN FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 312,
Senate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators George (chairman), Lueas, Ioey, and Millikin.

Also present: Senator Fulbright; Mis. Elizabeth B. Springer,
acting chief clerk.

The Cuatrman. The meeting will come to order.

T will place in the record at this point a statement from Dr. Deuel,
of the University of Southern California, together with the trans-
mitting letter; also, a telegram from Mre. W. J. Knutsen, president of
the United Dairymen’s Association, from Seattle, Wash., with special
reference to the testimony offered hefore this committee vesterday by
Mr. Merritt M. Nash, Fall City, Wash,

(The material referred to is as follows:)

THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA,
ScHooL oF MEDICINE,
Los Angeles, April 6, 1949,
Hon. WarLter F. G&oRaE,
Chatrman, Senate Finance Commillee,
Senate Office Buslding, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mg. Georae: I understand that the Senate Finance Commnittee will
hold hearings soon on the pending oleomargarine bill which is H. R. 2023.

I personally appeared before the House (‘ommittee on Agriculture last March
and testified in some detail in connection with the nutritive value of oleomargarine.
My testimony is set forth at length beginning on page 47 of the printed record of
these hearings for March 9, 1948,

I would very much like to be present at the hearings of the Senate committee,
but unfortunately it is physically impossible for me to be in Washington at that
time. Since I am interested in the subject matter of this bill, I am sending you a
brief statement which I would appreciate your inserting in the records of the
proceedings.

Thanking you, I am,

Sincerely yours,
(Signed) H. J. Devewn, Jr.,
Professor of Biochemistry and Nutrition.

STaTEMENT OF H. J. DEUEL, JR., ScHoOL OF MEDICINE, UNIVERSITY OF
SoUTHERN CALIFORNIA

The record will show that I appeared before the House Agriculture Committee
of the Eightieth Congress on March 9, 1948, in connectior. with proposed legisla-
tion then being considered with respect to removal of Federal taxes and restric-
tions on oleomargarine. At that time I testified at some length on the nutritive
value of oleomargarine based on many experiments personally conducted by me
and upon certain experiments conducted by others,
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This testimony is set forth at length in the printed hearings of the House Agri-
;:ultll\lr.e (;o}ll\mittce on pages 47-103 and contains my testimony and exhibits set

orth ir. full.

In connection with H. R. 2023 which is before your committee, I can only repeat
what I previously stated to the House committee last year and for the convenience
of your committee, I am attaching a copy of the testimony I previously gave.

Since that time the scientific development in this field has served to confirm
what we alrcady knew. Furthermore, I can add this statement. In my previous
testimony, 1 referred to an experiment undertaken by my laboratory, under my
i)ersonal supervision, which involves the feeding of several generations, of raty

reported that up to that time, this experiment had continued for a period of over
twenty generations and that at the twenty-first generation the animals receiving
oleomargarine had maintained their vigor, growth rate and other traits and
characteristics of interest.  Since that time, this experiment has continued through
the twenty-fourth generation. For your information, this approximates between
700 and 800 years of human life. I want to state that at the twenty-fourth
generation the animals are in fine condition, the growth rate is similar to that of
the original group, no failures have oceurred in pregnancy or lactation, and it
definitely appears that the animals could continue on the diet indefinitely.

1 could also add that since my appearance before the House committee, we have
conducted a careful examination as to the keeping qualities of the vitamin A in
butter and the vitamin A in oleomargarine. ur experiments establish that the
vitamin A in oleomargarine keeps just as well as the vitamin A in butter and, i
fact, it keeps a little better in oleomargarine. In other words, there is a somewhat
greater loss of vitamin A values in butter than in oleomargarine when the produets
are kept under identical conditions over a period of tire.

As a scientist very much interested in the field of human nutrition, I want to
go on record in supporting H. R, 2023

SeaTTLE, WaSH., April 13, 1949.
Hon. WarLteR F. GEORGE,
Senate Finance Commitlec, Senale Office Building,
. Washington, D. C.:

We are advised of purported evidence before Senate Finance Committee this
morning by one Merritt M. Nash of Falls City, Wash., saying that he personally
favored passage of Poage oleomargarine bill II. R. 2023 on the grounds that as
a dairy farmer he could meet oleomargarine competition, but admitted that he
did not produce any butter or sell any milk or cream for butter, but was a grade-A
ghipper on the Scattle market. We are further advised that Mr. Nash offered
to open the legislative doors wide to a resumption of the famous filled-milk traffic.
Will you kin ly place in the record of the hearing this telegram advising you
that Mr. Nagh’s views are not supported by the fariner-owned and farmer-con-
trolied dairy organizations of the Pacific Northwest representing approximately
40,000 dairy farm fanilies. Neither are his views shared by the members of
the Washington State Legislature which only recetly and with only two dissenting

. votes passed a new law prohibiting the manufacture and sale of yellow oleo-
margarine in the State of Washington. We respectfully ask for the passage of
the Gillette-Wiley substitute amendment which is before your committee and is
sponsored by all the Senators of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, and by Senator

Ecton, of Montana.
(Signed) W. J. KNUTSEN,
President, United Dairymen's Association.

The CrairmAN. I will place in the record also a statement by Mrs.
Robert Fielden Webster, chairman of legislation of the 1llinois Federa-
tion of Women’s Clubs, attaching a resolution passed by the State
Board of the Illinois Federation of Women’s Clubs.

(The material referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF MRS, RoBERT FIELDEN WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATION,
ILLiNois FeEperaTiON oF WoMEN’s CLuBs

For many years the Illinois Federation of Women’s Clubs has gone on record
favoring the removal of taxes and fees imposed by the United States Government
on oleomargarine. We have further gone on record as opposing the legisiation
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in our State which prohibits the coloring of margarine. This is not a spur-of-the-
moment interest in our federation of 80,000 women, but one which has existed
since 1944 at least. The resolution passed by our State hoard which accompanies
this statement was merely a reaffirmation of our position on the question,

We fecl that it is important that H. R. 2023 be })assed without erippling amend-
ments and trnst that the overwhelining attitude of housewives in our large agricul-
tural State will be taken into consideration by the Committee on Finance and by
the United States Senate.

(The resolution accompanying Mrs. Webster’s statement is as
follows:)

TEXT 0F RESOLUTION REGARDING MARGARINE PASSED BY THE STATE BOARD OF
THE ILLINOIS FEDERATION oF WoMEN’s CLums, DEcCEMBER 8, 1948

Whercas the American Medical Association, the New York Academy of Medi-
cine, the National Research Council, and other leading scientific organizations
have now approved margarine as a wholesome food product; and

Whereas yellow is the accepted color for a bread spread, and American house-
wives spend needless hours mixing in the color at home; and

hereas discrimination against wholesome and nutritious food products such
as ycllow margarine is wrong in principle and out of keeping with American
traditions of free enterprise, and

Whereas the current high cost of living makes it more important than ever that
margarine be made freely available to consumers in the yellow color in which
they deisre it:* Therefore be it

Resolved by the Board of Direclors of the Illinois Federation of Women’s Clubs
aggsembled in Chicago, Ill., December 8, 1948, That it urge the immediate repeal
of those provisions of the Illinois State margarine law which now prohibits the
manufacture and/or sale of yellow margarine, and that it urge the immediate
repeal of the Federal margarine law which taxes yellow margarine 10 cents per
pound and imposes burdensome levies on retail and wholesale dealers in the
produce; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to all members of the
Illinois General Assembly, to the Governor of Illinois, and to the Illinois delega-
tion to Congress. .

The CuairMan. The first witness this morning will be Senator
Wiley. Will you proceed, Senator?

STATEMENT OF HON. ALEXANDER WILEY, A UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Senator WiLey. I want to offer for the record—because of a state-
ment that was made by the chairman, as I understand it, at the open-
ing meeting of this committee—an amendment in the nature of a
substitute, H. R. 2023. This amendment was proposed by Senator
Gillette, myself, and other Senators; so that the record at least will
show that this committee is considering the substitute as well as the
original bill that is before the committee.

’%he CHAIRMAN. That is before the committee, Senator, and we are
considering that. In fact, quite a good deal of the testimony has been
directed to the substitute. But you may put it into the record.

(H. R. 2023 is as follows:) S

[H. R. 2023, 81st Cong., 1st sess.]

AMENDMENT (in the nature of a substitute) intended to be proposed by Mr,
WiLey (for himself, Mr. GiLLerre, Mr. MiLLer, Mr. BurLer. Mr. Tave,
Mr. WrthHERs, Mr. MaGNUSON, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. LANGER,
Mr. Young, Mr. Morsg, Mr. GUurNEY, Mr. MunDpT, Mr. AikeEN, Mr. EcToN,
Mr. Jenesr, Mr. Cain, Mr. McCartay, Mr. CaPERART, Mr. JounsonN of
Colorado, Mr. CorpoN, Mr. HumpPureY, Mr. DoNNELL, Mr. FLANDERS, and
Mr. FErGUsON) to the bill (H. R. 2023) to regulate oleomargarine, to repeal
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certain taxes relating to oleomtrfarlne, and for other purposes, viz: Strike out
all after the enacting clause and in lieu thereof insert the following:

DBFINITIONS

Sxerion 1. (a) The term “olecomargarine” as used in this Act includes—

(1) all subatances, mixtures, and compounds known as olcomargarine,
imargarine, oleo, or butterine;

(2) all substances, mixtures, and compounds which have a consistenc,
similar to that of butter which contain any edible oils or fats other than mlli
fat if (A) made in imitation or semblance of butter, or purporting to be butter
or a butter substitute, or (B) commmonly used, or intended for common use
in placo of or as a substitute for butter, or (C) churned, emulsified, or mixed
in cream, milk, skim milk, buttermilk, water, or other ‘lquld and containing
moisture in excess of 1 per centum and commonly used, or suitable for common
use, as 8 substitute for butter.

b) For purposes of this Act, “yellow olcomargarine” is oleomargarine, as
defined in subsection (a) of this section, having a tint or shade containing more
than one and six-tenths degrees of yellow, or of yellow and red cnllectivel‘y,
measured in terma of the Lovibond tintometer scale read under conditions sub-
stantially similar to those established by the Bureau of Internal Revenue, or the
equivalent of such measurement.

(o) The term “commerce’ as used in this Act, means trade, traffio, commerce,
transportation, or communication among the several States, or between the Dis~
trict of Columbia or any Territory of the United States and any State or other
Territory or between any foreign country and any State, Territory, ar the Distriot
of Columbia, or within the District of Columbia or any Territory, or hetween

ints in the same State but through anv other State or any Territory or the

istriot of Columbia or any foreign country,

PROHIBITED ACTS

SEc. 2. The manufacture, transportation, handling, possession, sale use, or
sorvin g of yellow olcomargarine in commerce, or after shipment in commeree as
yellow oleomargarine, or in connection with the production of yellow olcomarga-
rine for shipment in commerce, is hereby declared unlawful: Provided, however,
That vellow olecomargarine manufactured or colored within tho borders of a State
or Territory in which it is to be consumed shall not be subject to the provisions
of this Act but shall be subject to the laws and regulatiosn of such State or Terri-
tory. Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to limit in any way the
applicability of the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetie Act.

ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 3. The Administrator of the Federal Security Agency is authorized and
directed to administer and enforce this Act and to prescribe and enforce rules
and regulations to carry out its purposes and policies. The enforcement provi-
sions of the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act including the provisions relate
ing to injunctions and seizures, shall be available for the anforcoment, of thia Act,

PENALTIES

8kc. 4. Any person, firm, or corporaticn violating any of the provisions of this
Act, or of the rules snd regulations issued in connection therewith, and any
officer, agent, or employee thereof who directs or knowingly permits such vicla~
tions, or who aids or assists thercin, shall upon conviction thereof be subject to
punishment in the same manner and to the same extent as persons who violate
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

APPROPRIATIONS

. 8rc. 5. There is hereby authorized to bhe appropriated annually, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such suma as may be necessary
for the adequate enforcoment of this Act.

REPEAL

8Sec. 6. The following sections of the Internal Rovenue Code (relating to taxes
on colored and uncolored oleomargarine, to speciil occupational taxes on manu-
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facturers, wholesalers, and retailers of oleomargarine, and to packaging, reporting,
and other regulations of oleomargarine) are hereby repealed: Sections 2300, 2301
2302, 2303, 2304, 2305, 2300, 2307, 2308, 2309, 2;10, 2311, 2313, 3200, 3201 (26
U. 8. C,, secs. 25300, 2302, 2303, 2304, 2305, 2306, 2307, 2208, 2309, 2310, 2311,
2313, 3200, 3201).

Senator WiLey. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the consideration
shown me in permitting me to testify. 1 at the same time am asking
for another bit of consideration, ‘

I remember how last year an attempt was made to bring up the
bill that we were considering then, bring it up in the Senate, without
an{ notice. )

am asking that if and when the Finance Committee decides to
report some version of the pending bill or the substitute or whatever
their product shall be, advance notice be given to all of the 27 co-
sponsors of our amendment of the time scheduled for floor action.

Mr. Chairman, I say that because just this morning, in speaking
to you, I was repeating a statement ﬂ’mt was made to me on pretty

ood source just a few moments ago. And I know how eminently
air you have been through the years, and how fairly you have played
the game with the Senators, and I do not want to have any thought
that there is a possibility that there is going to be some action that
}sknothwhut I consider “senatorial” in its approach to any large problem
ike this.

So I am asking that instead of someone getting up and trying to
get the thing before the Senate, we at least be given an opportunity
to know if and when the joint product of the brains here is to be

roduced, so that we can be ready. I say that because, as the Senator
nows, we are pretty tired already, and everyone has his own per-
sonal problems. If, when this thing is set down, we have ample
notice of the time for argument, that is all I am asking in this
connection.

The CuairmaN, Well, Senator Wiley, I see no ground to appre-
hend that you will not be given ample notice. I do not know when
this bill, if reported, could be brought up in the Senate, but it cer-
tainly would not be until after two or three other lengthy matters
have been disposed »f. There will not be an executive session of the
committee until one day next week to act on the bill, even. In the
meantime, those Senators who wish to be heard, and especially those
who appear as proponents of the substitute, might be heard in execu-
tive session, if they are not heard today.

Senator WiLey. That is very fine. .

The CuairmMan. There is no disposition to cut off any of the Sen-
ators or any of the witnesses who have material information to give
to us.

Senator WiLEY. Of course, the record that is made here will not be
printed by Monday next; and, as evidenced here today, there is just
one other Senator besides yourself present. My thought is that in
view of the fact that there is a division in the Senate as to what should
be done, you ought to have a hearing, at least before the matter is
disposed of, in executive session. But that, of course, is up to the
committee.

My thought in relation to the time that we should take the matter
up on the Senate floor is the same as that of the chairman; that the
docket is jammed with crucial legislation, and that there is no need for
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rushing this matter in at this time, or until adequate time elapses to
take up what is considered to be more important legisintion,

1f and when, however, it is scheduled, we do want to hear about it.
We do not want to hear about it as we did last year, 2 minutes
before a motion was made to take it up,

The Cuarman. Of course, this hi{l is a House bill that we are
considering.  But there are Senate bills, companion bills.  They have
been introduced by others than members of this committee.  Of
course, they might bring motions to bring themup,  But from my own
talk with the leaders, itis clear that this bill could not be broughtup in
the Senate for some 3 weeks.

Scnator WiLky, I thauk the chairman,

Mr. Chairman, T will not presume to repeat the testimony that has
heen presented here by experts on the legal implieations of this problem
[ do, however, ask consent of this committee to insert, following my
statement in the record of these heavings, three vital documents which
1 believe merit your close consideration,

Item 1 is an analysis of 1. R, 2023 as it pussed the House of
Representatives on April 1. Item 2 is an mm’ysis of tho proposed
Gillette-Wiley amendment to H. R. 2023, Item 3 is a logal brief
on the constitutionality of the amendment, which was cosponsored
by 27 Senators, including Senator Gillette and myself.

I ask that these be printed following my statement,

Tho CHAIRMAN, l“o'lowing your statement they will be entered in
the record.

Senator WiLky, These three analyses were prepared by the attor-
neys for the Cooperative Milk Producers Federation, I personally
did not have the time to go into it, and they wero very cooperative in
that respeet.

I believe that these analyses, however, represent sound legal
udgment. They come mlmit,u\diy from an interested source; but
or that matter, we are all interested, one way or another, in this
issue, and that should not prejudice, I believe, a fair evaluation of
them. T oarnestly hope, Mr. 27]1:1irumn, that these three items will
actuallv have your carveful study. I know that the members of this
committee are overworked and overburdened by a tremendous mass
of material which is presented to them to read and study, as is every
other member of the Senato; but I believe that if the few minutes
you have could be given to these materinls, it would prove excep-
tionally rewarding.

Mr. Chairman, I shall make my remarks brief as to the general
implications of the subject before us.  First, however, I would like
to say that the 27 Senators who cosponsored this amendment were
not thinking only of the dairy segment of our economy. To be sure,
the smear artists will attack them and have attacked them as “narrow-
minded, provincial, selfish, interested enly in the butter lobby,” and
with other smear names. T know that such arguments have no bear-
ing, and will not influence this committec. Well, if it is narrow-
minded to think in terms of the welfare of 2,500,000 dairy farmers
and of that entire sixth of our population which is invelved in agricul-
ture, then I think we can plead guilty.

But we are firmly convineed that our amendment is not only in the
interests of this tremendous group of our population, but rather, Mr.
Chairman, it is in the interests of 148,000,000 Americans of this

.
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generntion and of all future generations, 1t we act wrongly on this
mwaue, if we destroy the American butter industry, then, gentlemen,
future generntions will vise up and will rue the day that we neted with
such lack of vision, of foresight, and of elementary judgment.

Why do I say that?  For this reason.  If we impair Ameriean agri-
culture, we will impnir our entire economy.  That means economie
impairment; it means socinl impairment; it means, too, impairment,
of the soil upon which agricelture depends. The hest dairy econo-
mists in the Nation have predicted that if oleo is permitted to fraudu-
lently take the place of butter, and to drive butter from the market,
there will e a slaughter of an estimated 2,000,000 head of daivy eattle.
The effeet of that slnughter wpon the entive agricultural economy is
inenleulable.  No man here can foresee the tremendous implientions
of the further deeline in the total number of dairy cows at the same
time as our population continues to increase. *

Lot me say parenthetically, here, My, Chairman, that in the opening
days of the nineteenth contury, Wisconsin, my State, the southern part
of it, was u groat whoat-producing State; and up to the forties wo pro-
ducad 15 to 20 million bushels of wheat,  But we robbed our soil.  1f
it bad not been for the Germans and the Swiss and the Seandinavians
who came in afterwards, and went into the dairy business and built up
that soil, we would not be in the position we are now.  The Whoeat
Belt moved north, and finnlly Wisconsin went practically ont of pro-
ducing wheat. Why?  Because thers was no return to the soil in
that kind of farming,

Now, | would like to introduce at. this point some new material which
I secured not so long ago from the Department of Agriculture on the

hase of soil conservation.  Acting Secretary A, J. Loveland, of the
Jopartment of Agriculture, informed me that, for example:

The total plant nutrients in all livestock manure in 1943 was about five times
the quantity applied by farmers in the United States that yesr in the form of
commercinlly-produced fertilizer,  Dairy enttle furnished a little more than half
of the total nutrients contained in all livestock manure that year,

Mr. Loveland went on to indieate that a considerable nmount of the
fertilizor value of this natuve is not utilized effectively but that should
not eauso us to underestimate the incaleulable contribution to soil
fertility of the dairy cow - the greatest fertilizer agent. that we have,
and, in fact, the greatest fertilizing agent known to mankind,

Jokers may scofl when we raise this issue of fertility, but no man who
has ever worked on a farm; no man who has ever seen the wasted
gullies, the blown-away topsoil which has spread across this continent;
no man who has seen what a wasted soil has meant to Europe, would
underestimate the subject of which I am talking today. T am not
talking simply for these dairy people. 1 am talking for our children
and our chifdron's children.  For years and years the farmer has faced
a critical shortage of fertilizer, and even when he could get fertilizer,
it has been at such a terrifieally high price that oftentimes he simply
could not stand to pay for it at all.

1 ask you, gentlemen, then, hefore you take this step, before you
sign the death warrant for 2,000,000 dairy cattle, before you further
encourage the mass migration from farms to cities, before you acceded
to the high pressure lobby which has been misrepresenting this issue
for so long, that you contemplate the facts that I have mentioned.
When I say, “this high-pressure lobby,” I am recalling what happened
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last year. All through this country, and from my own State, came
thousands of postal cards: “Take tho tax off oleo.” The tax is costing
us more and more.” Well, gentlemen, we have proposed to take the
tax off in the amendment. But now that is not the issue. Now the
issuc is: “Give us the color.” “Supplant the cow with olco.”

We have compromised on this point of tax, Mr. Chairman. We
have given everything you asked last year.

We recognize that the psychological warfare that was carried on
that went through this country in the pages of magazines and news-
papers—with literally a kopt press for months, because they were paid
80 much—that it worked. Jl)'ho average housewife thought that tho

oor farmer was soaking her. But the idea then was “the” tax

hey thought they had us. They almost did have us. The result
is that if wo had not stopped it in the Senate, you would have had it;
and the consequences would have been as dire as I said.

Now Isay: Wo have given you this tax reduction. We have taken
off the tax. We have indicated our willingness to sco the present
Federal taxes repealed. We have taken other compromise steps.
But we will not compromise to permit what amounts to usurpation
of the common-law trade-mark of a natural product by an artificial
product in interstate movement. Qurs is a States’ rights bill, and
you, Mr. Chairman, who have fought for States’ rights througfl the

ears, who have recognized the vital principles of States’ rights, who
have sensed that the liberties of the common man are involved in
States’ ri%hts—-—and some of us have stood by you-~will remember our
record. We have sensed that power, centralized in the Federal Gov-
ernment, can become autocratic to the point that it disturbs our most
basic liberties. Now it is going to destroy, if you go ahead with this,
the economy of those great States.

You can just see how little we have ever gotten from the Federal
Government. Look at the bill we are voting on today. Do you see
anything in there for the Middle West? No.

All we are asking you, Mr. Chairman, is to remember that we are
ﬁ§hting your battle. We are saying let the States decide this issue
of whether they want colored oleo shipped in. Let each State decide
1t

We are not attempting to dictate to an individual State what
practice it shall follow in permitting or not permitting an artificial
product to infringe upon the common-law trade-mark of a natural
product. Standing on firm constitutional ground, however, we assert
the Federal interest in preventing interstate transportation of yellow-
colored oleo. I have briefed that subject, and I have shown you what
the Supreme Court has said. We know that if interstate shipments
are permitted, it will be a short step before there is interstatz shipment
of artificial synthetic products—filled milk, filled cheese, and other
synthetic items which will bankrupt completely the American dairy
industry, and, what is far worse, will doom a considerable section of
American agricultuyre. And that means it will rob some of the finest,
most fertile land in America of its future productivity.

I am not just talking on that subject. I am not just representing
the butter industry. t me tell you, Mr. Chairman, that my State
only uses around 3 percent of its milk in butter, only 3 percent of it.
That is how little we use. But we know what will happen, because
it is that 3 percent during the flow period of milk that goes into butter
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in the summer months, Take that off, and you will get your level of
dairy production far lower.

And let me parenthetically say here, because tempus fugit, as we
say, that just yesterday I was speaking to a chap at luncheon, in fact
it was over at Les Biflle’s office, and 1 asked what they were getting
for their milk. They are getting $5.80 around this area. You can
figure that out. There are only 48 quarts and a fraction to a hundred
pounds. Out in my State, where we are producing the biggest volume
of milk, we are getting from $2.40 to $2.70. And now you want to
cut into that. 1 doubt whether we can produce milk, which is between
5 and 6 cents a quart. That is all we are getting.

Now this comes on. Here is another impact. Here is another
threat to the great fertility of that soil down in Illinois. And I am
glad to see that the Senator from Illinois is here. T want him to read
this stntement, which has heen very brief, and I hope he will find time.

Please remember that in our two bills there is a similarity. We cut
out the tax, We say that if there is any State that wants to manufac-
ture and sell colored olcomargarine, let that State do it. But do not
lot the State do it to the detriment of the other State that does not
want it.

So I say Statces’ rights are involved. And I say that if you do what
is expected in this Poage bill, interstate shipments will soon cut into
the milk industry by giving us filled milk, filled cheese, and other syn-
thetic items.

No doubt the master planners who want to sce our country lose its
farm population, who want to see more and more people driven into
the cities where they become homeless, rootless, the so-called pro-
letariat, that the Communists love—no doubt these planners will re-
iloipo if you take the step to doom this industry, to doom American

airy.

Let me say again, Mr. Chairman: My State-is 50 percent industrial
and 50 percent ai;riculmral. It is a well-balanced State. If you
throw it out of balance, if you throw out of balance the other States
of the Middle West, as a result of this, the responsibility is one that
I would not want to take.

It is my faith, however, that you gentlemen do not want o see
these master planners, the schemers who want to destroy American
farming, succeed in their vicious plans. And 1 say they are vicious.

Senator Lucas. Who are these master schemers, Senator?

Senator WiLeY. Let me carry on with my statement, and I will
be_very happy to discuss that point.

e, speaking for American agriculture, and not just the dairy
segment, are deeply alarmed at the feverish haste which some Mem-
bers of the Congress seem to evidence in trying to steamroller this
oleomargarine legislation through. We ask why. I was glad to get
the assurance this morning from the chairman that that is not the
case.  Of all the 6,000 bills pending before the Senate and the House
why should there be such feverish haste, if there is any? W‘lﬁy
should this particular committee, with all of the hundreds of bills
pending before it, single out this one subject and say that this bill
must be passed? Other legislation is pending to repeal nuisance taxes,
taxes on cosmetics, on baby lotions, medicinal drugs, admission fees,
telegrams, and telephone calls, Congressman Martin, of Massachu-
setts, introduced one bill of this type over in the House, and I in-
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troduced a similar measure here in the Senate.  Are these oleo taxes
such a burden? No one now says the taxes are so burdensome.
That was the great baloney that was sent out to the people last year.
Both bills take off the taxes now. If these oleo taxes are such a
burden, is there not far more of a tremendous burden upon America’s
housewives when they go to the drug store to buy vital necessitios
for themselves and their infants? Why should this oleo bill have
precedence over hundreds of other tax measures now pending?

I do not question the sincerity and the convictions of my colleagues,
but I do question the the sincerity and convictions of the 24 oleo
manufacturers who are concerned unfortunately only with their own
profits rather than with the welfare of American agriculture. They
sold a phoney bill of goods to the American housewife last year to the
effect that if the taxes were removed oleo would be available at a
cheaper price. Now, however, as even the oleo advocates are willing
to admit in their franker moments, as soon as butter is driven from
the market, oleo prices will soar, completely uncontrolled, except by
the 26 master hands. Thus the American consumer will not be helped
by the legislation you are contemplating today in the form of the
Poage bill. And the argument is that the American consumer is
going to got the benefit. That was the argument last year. So we
take off the taxes. The argument is now, give us the color, and give
the American consumer the benefit. You will find, the same as in
many similar products, that the prices will go up, up, up. The con-
sumer will be hurt, because the consumer needs natural nutritious
dairy products and he or she will not get these products if you stab
American dairying in the back by the passage of the Poage bill.

Is it not a fact that Canada prohibits the manufacture or sale of
yellow-colored oleo? 1Is it a mere coincidence that other nations of the
world have taken a similar step? :

I ask you, gentlemen, to consider those questions carefully.

I assure you that whatever action you take, whether it is on behalf
of H. R. 2023 or the amcudment which 27 Senators have cosponsored,
there will be plenty of fighting on the floor. We will not allow the
master planners that I have mentioned to succeed in a split-second
victory which will doom American dairying,

I invite your attention again, gentlemen, to this fact, that upon
the health of America’s soil depends the health of the American people
and of our entire cconomy. You gentlemen are familiar with the
history of this Nation, how the agricultural tide moved from the East
to the Middle West, and now farther West, as the soil was burned up
by wasteful farming practices. Farms in the East once valued in the
hundreds of dollars per acre became so badly depleted with the soil
completely robbed of its minerals, that they were pawned off for a
fittance. There were no dairy cows there, the great fertilizer plant.

f we do not sce this handwriting on the wall, or, if you please, the
handwriting on the soil, we will find that, perhaps not in our time, but
in the time of our children or our children’s children, this great Nation
which was the bread basket of the world during and after two world
wars will some day be a food-importing nation on the level of some of
the desperate European nations which robbed their soil and robbed
their future by short-sighted practices.

I was over in France in '47, and I saw how these French farmers,
with their little lands, put their manure heaps right in the front yards
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of their houses. They recognized the fertilizing value of this, the
greatest fertilizing plant in the world, the dairy cow. And it is true
“that with that practice the Frenchmen have built back their soil in
places.  But the rest of the soil in Europe has been robbed und has
not heen able to be built back.

1 speak these words, I repeat, not simply as one who is interested
in American dairying or even in American agriculture, but as one
interested in chis Nation of 148,000,000 people. I want to sce the
heritage which I enjoyed in my youth passed on to our future gencra-
tions, unimpaired. And I am sure that cach of my collecagues on this
committee has that same objective, '

Which road shall it be, gentlemen? A short road to soil depletion,
or a long road leading to soil fertility, health, and agricultural plenty?

The eyes of American agriculture and of the American peoi)le; yes.
of generations yet unborn, in a certain sense will remember this
historic seene, this fight here in this Congress, and the scene in the
Senate when we determine the future of the Nation and of its soil.

I have assembled certain materials from my own State, indicatin,
the deep interest of Wisconsin in the amendment to H. R. 2023,
ask the consent of this committee that these materials be printed in
the record following the three items that 1 previously mentioned.

The CHAIRMAN. %’cry well.

Senator WiLky. Mr. Chairman, I am through, and I will be very
happy to attempt to answer any questions.

,;‘ho, CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions?

The material that you have assembled will be placed in the record.

Senator WiLEY. -I thank the chairman and the committee.

The CuatrmMaN, Thank you, sir.

(The material submitted by Senator Wiley is as follows:)

AnavLysis or H. R. 2023 as Passep Tue House, Arrin 1, 1949

Section 1: Repeals section 2301 of the Internal Revenue Code. This is the
section which levies upon manufacturers a 10-cent-per-pound tax on oleomarga-
rine which is colored yellow and one-fourth-cent per pound on all other olecomar-
garine.

Section 2: Repeals part 1 of subchapter A of chaper 27 of the Internal Revenue
Code. This part imposes special taxes on manufacturers, wholesalers, and
retailers of oleomargarine.

Comment on sections 1 and 2: There would still remain in the code other sec-
tions dealing with such matters as packing requirements, marks and stamps, hooks
and returns, factory number and signs, bonés, cte. These would remain’ in the
code as deadwood, since the requirements respecting these matters are dependent
upon and have no force without, the tax. However, there would still remain in
the code at least one live section, viz, 2306 which imposes a 15-cents-per-pound
tax above any import duty upon all oleomargarine imported from foreign countries.

Section 3 (a): Contains a congressional finding and declaration that the sale
of colored oleomargarine or the serving of it in public cating places without clear
identification as such, constitutes a burden on interstate commerce in butter and
oleomargarine which are clearly identified and not mishranded.

Section 38 (b): Adds a new subsection (m) to section 301 of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act which makes it an offense for the pruposes of that act,
uf) sgrvt?“?olored oleomargarine unless it is identified as required by section 3 (c)
of the 5 i

Section 3 (¢): Adds a new section 407 to the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act. Subsection (a) of this new section constitutes a broader exercise of the com-
merce power with respect to colored oleomargarine. Under it, colored oleo-
margarine which is sold in the same State in which it is produced becomes subject
to the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.
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The now weetion 407 (10 of the Foad and Drug Act, ax it rolates to priblio
ecating places, would make it an offensoe o porens eolored oleomnrgarine in form
ready for nerving unfoss -

(1 n notico of the fact that olommargarine v served is prominently dis-
played in the establishment. or the menn benrs Inbeling to that offect, and
overy individunl serving of oleomargnrine must by nocompanied by Inheling
identifying it as oleomargarine; or ’

(2) At v molded and shaped 8o s to hivve theeo sides (oxolunive of the ends)
and the individunl servings sro trinnglo in shape.

Submoction (@) of the new seetion 07 necords (o colored oloomargaringe it it
complivs with section 407 (h) st the time of seeving, an exemption from severnl
of the wisbranding ‘vruvislunu of tho Fooll and Drag Act,  “'hese relate to =

1, Offoring oleomargarine under the namo of anothor foud,

2. lmmitations,”

3. Misleading containers,

4. Name and addross of manufncturor,

5. Falluro to comply with food and drug standard for oleomargarine.

4. Quality standards (if any) and il of containoer.

7. Labeling of foods for which no standard has been establishod.

K. Provisions relating to foods for spocinl diotary wso.

. Artitivial color, artificial flavor, aud chemlenl proservativo laboling
requiremoents, .

Subsection (dY of the new seetion 407 deflnes cotored oloomargarine as contain-
ing at least L0 degrees of yellow mensured in tormn of the Lovibond tintometer,

Seation 4: ‘Uransfers uneyponded batances from Burenn of {ntornal Revenue
to the Foderal Security Agoney for onforcomont,

Seetion 5: Reads, *“This aci shall not. abrogate or nullify any statuto of any
State or Territory now in offect or which may horeaftor bo enactod.”  Prosumably
under this section, Stato laws prohibiting the sale of yollow oleomargarine would
romain elfoctive and valid,

Section 6: Provides that the act shall becore offoctive 30 days aftor onnctmeont.

Onme———

Jerome Teukey Fapms, Inc.,
Barron, Wia.,, March 2, 1548,
Hon, Avexanoer Wik,
Senate Office Buldding, Washington, D. C.

Drar Sexaror Wikkv: Aa one voter in these United States of ours who is
prilmarily a hatchery operator, grower, and processor of turkeys, yot interested
fn all legislation concerning the best interests of the public as & whole, T wish to
state my convictions relative to the olecomargarine versus butter question which 1
understand will zoon be voted on by our Congress,

1 am convineed that oleomargarine eolored in semblance of butter must he
banned for the following reasons:

1. It we should permit the manufacture of oleomargarine colored yellow, we
would be taking & long step backward insofar as our pure-food laws are concerned.
This would permit the greatest tragedy in deceptive food substitution that has
ever occured.  The consuming publie today is pretty well rrutoclml in respect to
pure food products. I we are going to permit the manufacture of yellow oleo-
margarine, we could justifiably kick out all the other laws we now have in re-
gpect to pure food, Federal grades of meat, eggs, chicks, et cctera, serap all of our
fair-trade laws, in fact, destroy all the laws we have protecting consumers today.
1ot our economy go completely into the hands of the unserupulous men and unfair
competiturs—in fact, let winner take all. Permitting the manufacture of yellow
oleomargarine will be the first big step in this direcetion.

2. Every other industry in our Nation iz protected from unfair competition
by patents, Government standards set up in respect to quality, fair-trade laws,

ure-food laws, and many other ways. Why should not the dairy farmer at
east have one protection to the extent of the exclusive color of yellow as far as
butter is concerned? There are many other colors that the olecomargarine
manufacturers could use,

3. The fraudulent substitution of yellow margarine for butter at butter prices
will cost consumers unnecessary untold sums of money for the henefit of the
bootleggers. )

4. All taxes on oleomargarine should be removed. The consumer should be

rotected by the Food and Drug Administration and not by the Internal Revenue
partment.



OLKO TAX REPEAL 266

Many more sound rensons could ho mentioned but these few stono should bo
onough to show any fair-minded, public-spirited lawmaker of our Nation that the
mnnufuctarers of oleamanrgarine colored yellow in vemblaneo of butter vhould hy
all means bo prohibited.

Very truly yours,
Wantace H. Jenome, President,

Lake ro Lake Damy Co-op,
Manitwwoe, Wis., March 31, 1040,
Hon, Avnexanoen WiLky,
Senate Building, Washington, D. (.

Duran M, Winky: o behalf of the Lake to Lake Dairy Cooperntive 1 have
heen diveeted (o send you the following resolution:

“*Whereas the general publie is entitled to know what it s getting when it s
heing werved at publie enting plsees and when asking for oleo or butter; and

“Wherens yellow hns always been the natarad eolor of butter; and

CWherean wo feel that Jegalizing the sale of yellow oleo wonld constitute unfair
competition highly detrimental to the dairy industry and to the soil-conservation
efforts of our Government; and

“Wherens we feed it unethienl to tax any one hidustry in order to benefit another;
Bo it therefore

“Rewolved, ‘Thnt the Lake to Luke Dairy Cooperative, an organization of 1,600
farmers assembled at their anounl meeting at. Denmark, Wis,, Mareh 26, 1949,
horeby go on record sy favoring the repeal of Federal taxes on oleo and that the
sale of vellow oleo he prohibited cenllr(-{y: BB it therefore further

S Reaolved, 'Uhnt wo recommend the early passage of the Granger bill now hefore
Congrens,”

Yery truly yours,

Granys C, AL

’
Anuistant Secretary-Treasurer,

Honky Home Fanm --Worrkiewiez Brow.,
Thorp, Wis,, April 2, 1149,
Hon, SENaTor WiLkY,
Washington, D. C,

Hon, BeNaror Winky: [t seems very strange that the lawmakers of this country
who have been chosen by the people, to symbolize justice and honesty,shave xuch
a diflicult time in deciding  the butter versus imitations  question.  Butter
has been yellow from the very beginning of time; while oleomargarine, on the
other hand, has always been white,  Oleo does not have the digestibility and
health factors that butter possesses,

It is important to remember that when a housewife asks for butter and pays
for butter she is entitled to get real butter rather than an artificially colored
substitute,

The oleo manufacturers are well aware of the faet that butter is highly nutri-
tive, but they still persist in spending millions of dollars to have the lawmakers
of our eountry pass laws permitting them to eolor their less nutritive and digestible
product yellow. 8o as to fatien their own pockethooks,

If the lawmakers have the interest of the people at heart, they will see to it
that the prople get a square deal, by outlawing any imitations, so that the people
gee what they pay for,

Enclosed plea-» find a copy of the Flambeauland News. I am sure that the
marked article on page 4 wilrbe of much value to you.

1 think that it is essential to have a parity on milk and milk products, and that
consideration should be given to the prices tnat are being paid to farmers in out-
lying areas such as ours,

I believe that the flexible parity is going to be the best for our country over a
long pull.

Sincerely yours,
Lotis WosTKIEWICE,
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(The article from the Flambeauland Dairy News referred to in
the foregoing letter is as follows:)

Seectaust Discvsses Nurneritve Vawue or Fars

Dr. W. I Petorgon, of the University of Minnesotn, when speaking on a radio
program discussing the nutritive value of fats stated:

“In order to tind out insofur as possiblo how other fats than butterfat will work
in rearing of ealves, Dr. Gullickson a numbor of years ago prepared a skim mitk
into which he.emulsificd & number of different. oits and fats, Theso emulsitied
skim-milk products were 5o made up as to have the same composition as whole
milk and compared with whole milk fed to eatves, To put it very bluntly, the
results were disastrous.  None of the ealves fod on this substitute dict survived.
They all died

The calves that veecived the butterfat ennlsified milk grew at the same rato
as those fed whole milk, and, as many dairymen know, the calves that ceceived
whole mitk grew r!\{)hllv and n‘mwar(‘(l in very excellent condition.  Those that
received the vegetable-fat emulsificd milk did all right for the first. part of the
experiment. as they gained weight for a week or two, then they started to levet off,
finally reaching a platean where there were no further gains and then, in spite
of the food intake, they lost weight, hair would drop off on various parts of the
body, and then they would ullinmu“y die.”

1 wonder how the olee boys explain the results of a rathor complete study such
as this one?

Senator WiLey., Mr. Burnier is here, and he would like to get away,
if the committee will be so kind as to hear him now.

The Cuamman. Is your stutement lengthy, My, Burnier?

STATEMENT OF AUGUST BURNIER, PRESIDENT, DAIRY EMPLOYEES
UNION, LOCAL 754, CHICAGO, ILL.

Mr. Burnier. Noj; it is very short.

The Cuamman. T am going to have to go, but Senator Hoey will
take over and finish with these witnesses,

Senator Hoky (presiding).  Have a seat, Mr. Burnier, and give the
comniittee your full name and identification.

Mr. Burnier. My name is August Burnier, and I live in Arlington
Heights, Il

1 am president of Dairy Employees’ Union, Loeal 6/ 1, Chicago, 111,
The Diary Employees’ Union is affiliated with the Inters ational Broth-
erhood of Teamsters and the American Federal of Labor. It has a
membership of 4,400 members.

T am appearing before your committee by direétion of the executive
board of our union. My remarks will try to paint an honest, realistic
picture of the seriousness of the proposed legislation before you today,
as I see it through the eyes of an officer of a local union,

I know what this question means to the man on the job because T am
only a few ycars removed from being an on-the-job dairy worker
myself, and because I converse with men on the job daily and rub
shoulders with them daily. T know their fears, aspirations, concerns,
and worries, and I feel that as their collective-bargaining representative
I may capably speak for them.

All of us are, or should be, concerned about the over-all welfare of
our country rather than the welfare of special groups.

On March 4, 1949, it was my privilege to appear before a House
committee hearing bills on this same subject. At that time I was
accused of selfishly representing a small group of union members
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without giving thought to the welfare of the other groups within their
Nation. No nccurztion could have been more unfair or morve unjust,
To me, this question goes well beyond the emoloyee in the butter plant,
or the butter manufacturer and the oleomargarine manufacturer.
It goes heyond the producer of eream on the farm, the soybean grower
in the Middle West, and the cottonseed grower in the South. The
Congress is anxious (o sce that food commodities are made cheaper.
As n representative of lahor, 1 share anxiety and 1T am as concerned
as anyone over the high cost of living. But the Congress should
make sure that in haste it does not pass ill-advised legislation which
may lead to shortages and higher prices for dairy produets and short-
ages and higher prices for beef and veal.  The representatives of the
soybean growers and the cottonseed growers scem at the moment to
favor legislation which would permit oleo to be sold colored yellow
like butter. 1 wonder if they have weighed the small advantage of a
slightly expanded market for soybean oil and cottonseed oil against
the disadvantage of losing the market for the huge amounts of soyhean
meal and cottonseed meal presently being sold as feed for dairy cattle.

As further evidence of the sincerity of my appearance here and of
my concern for the welfare of all the country, Pwish to call to the
attention of the committee that in 1942, as soon after Pearl Harbor
a8 I could get my personal affairs arranged and make sure that my
wife and two children could continue to live in my absence, 1 left m
job and volunteered for service in the armed forces. I served wit
the Fourth Infantry Division, and on October 10, 1944, while fighting
in Germany, 1 suﬂycrod the misfortune of losing & leg. When I was
finally scparated from the service in 1946, I was fortunate in being
able to return to my old position as president of the dairy employees’
union and have continued in that capacity since. The point 1 am
trying to make here is that some people are so lazy they don’t do much
unless imrellcd from a sense of duty. I do not relish making appear-
ances such as this and believe me when I say that just as duty drove
me into the Army in 1942, nothing but a sense of duty and a deep
concern for many large segments of our national economy leads ne to
appear before this committee today.

3ecause 1 was born and raised on an Illinois farm and becavse my
widowed mother is still operating the farm, I also would like to say a
few words to this committee from the viewpoint of the farmer. I
assure the committee that it is not the point of view of the gentleman
farmer or of the absentee land-owning farmer. It is the point of view
of the person who feeds the cow, takes care of her when she has her
calf, the point of view of the person who shovels the manure, milks the
cow, and separates the cream and then feeds the skim milk to produce
veal or pork, and sells the cream on the best available market. On the
farm the sale of cream and eggs provides a small year-round income.
The farmer has a term for this income. It is called grocery money.
The frost may catch the corn, the beans may not fill, hail may ruin
the wheat, but if the grocery money keeps coming in, the farmer will
still be able to buy his necessities. The sale of cream provides the
largest part of this grocery money. The Congress should think not
twice but many times before it permits this source of income to be
taken away from the farmer.

I have told you that our local union has 4,400 members. They are
employed in over a hundred dairy plants in Illinois, Wisconsin, and

89343-—49——18
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Indiana. Over 300 members are engaged in the actual manufactur-
ing, cutting, printing, and wrapping of butter.

Approximately 2,700 members are engaged in fluid milk operations,
which are directly affected by legislation pertaining to the butter
industry. These 2,700 members are working in dairy plants which at
times ship fluid milk and at times condense milk or make powdered
milk, depending upon the amount of milk being produced by dairy
farmers during certain seasons of the year.

These operations of powdering, condensing, and making butter
constitute the great cushion or stabilizer of the dairy industry. This
cushion is essential to an adequate year-round supply of fresh milk.

If we are to have sufficient milk in late summer and early fall, we
are, by necessity, going to have an overproduction of milk during some
months of the spring and early summer.

Butterfat is the most valuable in dollar value of the component
parts of milk. In butter we have a product which makes it possible
to store a seasonable surplus of butterfat production. This is due to
the excellent keeping qualities of good butter. Butterfat is churned
into butter, stored, and comes back on the market during those periods
when milk production is slack. This makes possible the profitable
operation of powdering skim milk and condensing skim milk; and these
operations, in turn, by providing a profitable method of handling sur-
plus milk in the flush periods, make possible an adequate year-round
supply of fresh, whole milk.

he proﬁmbie manufacture of butter is essential to a rounded-out
deiry industry which will provide the people of this country at all
tix_xlllfs of the year with what is considered their most important food—-
milk.

Having given this general over-all picture of the dependence of the
welfare of our members upon an adequate butter market, I wish to
go back and lpaint a more complete picture of the 300 or more members
of our little local union who are engaged in the actual manufacturing,
cuatting, printing, and wrapping of gutter. Among these members are
both men and women. Some of the men have grown up in the butter
industry and have never known another job. They have devoted a
lifetime to learning methods, and improving upon methods of putting
out a quality product. This is reflected in the very high quality of
the butter found on the market today.

The female employces of the buiter industry are engaged princi-
pally in the cutting and wrapping of butter. A survey has disclosed
that over one-third of these memiers are without husbands and have
dependent children or other dependents. We often hear of career
women, women in advertising, newspaper work, cosmetics, and so forth.
These female members of the dairy employees’ union are not in factory
work for the glamor of a career; they are doing factory work from
necessity. The female employee in the butter industry is receivin,
$1.27 per hour, She works 40 hours a week. At the end of the wee!
she receives a net average wage of approximately $42. With this $42
she must pay rent, buy food, provide heat and clothing for her de-
pendents, and }Jut money aside for the many emergencies which may
arise—illness of herself, illness in her family, and possible temporary
periods of unemployment.

As a union we are not excessively proud of these wages but neither
do we deplore them. We know that, by and large, they are con-
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siderably above the wages being paid for similar work in the largely
nonunionized oleomargarine industry.

In the eyes of the courts, there is no trust more sacred than that of
safeguarding funds left to widows and minor children. The officers
of the dairy employees’ union consider the preservation of the jobs
and the livelihood of these women members who are supporting de-
Eendents and children as a trust equall¥ sacred. And we would be

lind to our duties and oblivious of all moral scruples did we not
exert our utmost efforts toward sceing that the welfare of these
members is not jeopardized by the unscrupulous and fraudulent
imitation of butter. :

We use the word “fraudulent” because we know that the vleo-
margarine industry wants permission to color their product yellow in
order to make it appear more like butter and not because it will make
oleomargarine the same as butter. Just as we think of Lever Bros.
Lifebuoy soap as being red, as we think of Yellow Cabs as being
yellow, and as we identify flavors of ice cream by their color, so do
we also think of and identify butter by the color yellow. The natural
color of olcomargarine is white. Why not let it be sold in that color?

The only reason the oleomargarine manufacturers wish to color
their product yellow is because the color of butter is yellow. If butter
was brown, red, or blue, you would find them equally as insistent that
they be permitted to color their product a red, brown, or blue. They
do not want to sell olcomargarine in the place of butter, they wish to
sell it just the same as butter.

All labor groups are concerned about the cost of living. The dairy
emplorees’ union shares this concern. We recognize that families may
buy olecomargarine and economize in food costs. Labor groups are
also concerned about what will happen to the cost of oleomargarine
if it is permitted to be sold in the colored state. Experience has led
us to believe that yellow margarine competes with butter at butterfat
prices, instead of competing with vegetable oil spreads at vegetable
oil prices. Added to this threat to the cost of living is the danger that
a greatly reduced butter market may result in decreased production
and higher prices for milk and ergam and in decreased production and
higher prices for veal and beef. If the Congress desires to keep
food costs down it should insist on oleomargarine being sold in its
natural white color. Coloring oleomargarine yellow won’t keep the
price down; it will tend to bring the price up.

Some people may ask, if butter consumption is replaced by oleo-
margarine consumption, will not the increased employment in oleo-
margarine offset the loss of employment in the butter industry? To
this we reply that if olcomargarine replaces butter as our national
spread, the number of persons employed in the manufacture of oleo-
mar%arine will never be more than & fraction of the number presently
empleyed in the manufacture of butter. The manufacture of butter,
by the nature of its product, is greatly decentralized.

Sweet cream is very perishable. In every crossroad hamlet we have
cream-ﬁathering stations, and scattered throughout our great agri-
cultural areas and usualiy in small rural towns we find creameries
engaged in the churning of butter. The finished product must be
manufactured near the source of its raw product-—cream. Contrast
this with the production of oleomargarine. There is nothing very
perishable about coconut oil, soybean oil, cottonseed oil, and other



270 OLEO TAX REPFBAL

vegetable oils. These raw materials are shipped all over the country
in ordinary tank cars and without refrigeration. This makes possible
tllle concentration of the oleomargarine industry in a few very large

ants, °
P Up to the present time, all the oleomargarine produced in this
country is produced in not more than 24 plants and the tendency is for
greater centralization of production rather than the reverse.  Contrast
this with 3,500 or more creameries spread throughout the 48 States
currently engaged in the manufacture of butter.

Even if we could look forward to the day when every person cur-
rently employed in the manufacture of butter could be replaced by a
person employed in the manufacture of olcomargarine, we fail to see
any justification for this great dislocation of employment. Certainly
the people who have put the best years of their lives into the butter
industry will not now be employed by the manufacturers of oleo-
margarine. These displaced employees will largely be thrown upon
the industrial serap heap.

This concludes my remarks. I present to this committce copies of
a resolution adopted by the executive board of our union on Monday.
February 28, in which is summarized our position, the reasons in
brief, and our recommendations on legislation to regulate the manu-
facture and sale of oleomargarine. The committee will find this
resolution attached to my statement.

Res01UTION ADOPTED AT CHICAGO, ILL., ON FEBRUARY 28, 1949, BY THE EXECUTIVE
Boarp or Dairy EmpLovees UNION, Locau 754, INTERNATIONAL BROTHER-
HUOD OF TEAMSTERS, CHAUFFEURS, WAREHOUSEMEN AND HELPERS, AFFILIATED
With THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR

Whereas the Congress of the United States is considering measures to repeal
the so-called oleomargarine tax; and

Whercas this action will mcet with the approval of workers in the low-income
brackets since it will reduce the cost of this commodity, and

Whereas if colored oleomargarine is sold in imitation of butter the more eco-
nomical uncolored olcomargarine may tend to disappear from the market since the
price of colored oleomargarine is likely to follow the price of butter rather than
the cost of the inexpensive oils that go into its manufacture thereby increasing
the cost of living; and

Whereas the disruption of the butter market will most certainly lead to a
decline in dairy cow numbers and a consequent decrease in production of milk,
veal, and beef, with consequent higher prices for these commodities, thereby
increasing the cost of living; and

Whereas there are thousands of crcameries and thousands of dairy plants
spread throughout this Nation whose employees’ welfare is involved in protecting
butter against unfair competition; and

Whereas widespread unemployment and scarcities and higher prices for meat
and milk would be too high a price to pay for so-called cheaper oleomargarine:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the executive board of the Dairy Employees Union, Local 754,
in executive session assembled on the 28th day of February 1949, respectfully
request the Congress that it repeal existing oleomargarine taxes and at the same
time enact legislation prohibiting the sale of oleomargarine colored as butfer, so
;haththe public may at all times distinguish between these products; and be it
urther

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be submitted to the President of the
United States, the Secretary of Agriculture, the Representatives and Senators in
Congress; and be it further

Resolved, That the dairy employees’ union send a representative to appear-
before the House and Sepate Agricultural Committees to emphasize the very
great importance of this legislation to the members of the dairy employees’ union
and the dairy industry.
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Senator Hoey. Thank you, Mr. Burnier.

Senator Lucas was forced to leave during the course of your state-
ment, because he had another engagement.,

Mr. Burnigr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

- Senator Hory. We will now hear from Congressman Poage, of Texas,

STATEMENT OF HON. W. R. POAGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Representative Poaae. It is a pleasure to appear before this com-
mittee and to have a few words to say in rogar(r to the margarine bill
that is now before you.

As I understand it, this committee has before it the legislation that
was passed by the House, and amendments have been suggested that
;lrl(i at least similar in general purport to the original Granger-Andresen
hill.

I want to address myself primarily to the legislation as it came over
from the House, because I think that there are some funuamentals
involved there,

Too often the witnesses that appeared before the House committee
overlooked those fundamentals and jumped to conclusions.

It was my pleasure to have the opportunity to sit here in the early
minutes of this morning’s session and to hear the distinguished Scnator
from Wisconsin discuss this legislation, and I observed that his discus-
sion followed the same general plan that was followed by most of the
witnesses in the House. They assumed that the passage of legislation
similar to that passed by the House would result in the destruction of
the dairy industry. No effort was made to prove that point, or to
show how that destruction would be accompﬁshcd. Merely the as-
sumption was made; and, having made the assumption, the witnesses,
without exception, jumped into & portrayal of the evils that will befall
the country when the diary industry goes to wrack.

Could I agree with the assumption of the numerous witnesses that
have appeared befor¢ us, I would undoubtedly agree with a sub-
stantial portion of the conclusions. But to my mind the assumption
is entirely unwarranted. I, of course, am not familiar with the
record that has been made here, but I am quite sure that the record
made in the House does not justify that assumption, and does not
ﬁivo any evidence whatever to show that the assumption has any

asis in fact.

In that connection I would like to submit for the record, here, and
to make a part of my statement, a statement that I have prepared
in regard to the effect of the passage of the House bill on the dairy
industry, if I may have permission to insert that. May 1?

Senator Hoey. You may.

Representative Poace. Thank you.

(The statement referred to is as follows:)

WouLp THE SALE OF YELLOW MARGARINE AcT1UALLY HURT THE Dalry
INDUSTRY?

(By Hon. W. R. Poage of Texas, Member of the House of Representatives)

One of the most frequent prophecies by those who oppose the repeal of the
F«:lderal antimargarine laws is that such action would mean the ruin of the dairy
industry.
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Thers i1 no proof to support these charges; the prediction is made and there the
matter reats; and 1 am sorry to say that many dairymen have accepted these
prophecies and have acee ited them without luokimi into the facts,

Far soveral yoars now 1 have been studying the butter-margarine controvoray.
I have advoeated, and still advocate, repeal of the Federal antimargarine laws,
I have done this as a matter of prineiple and in the interests of the consumors.
However, 1 have come to the conclusion that the long-time interests of the dairy
industry will be helped by ropeal of the Fedoral autimargarine laws, 1 have come
to the conclusion that butter has become an old man of the sea—riding on the
back of the dairy industry, Today I propose to tell you some of the reasons for
my conclusion,

First of all, tho margarine fight has put the dairy industry in an extromely bad
light, To unbiased obsorvers, it seema that butter simply does not want to com-
peto on even terma with a competitor,  As a result, thero has been a steady bar-
rage of criticisin against butter and the dairy industry gencrally; over and over
again, the people have been told that margarine is a perfectly good product and as
nutritious as butter, In other words, the margarine-butter fight has given
margarine millions of dollars worth of advertising. It has caused many persons
who otherwize would not have bought margarine, to try the product and, having
tried ft, to continue using it.  The public relations of the dairy industry havo been
bad. instead of onmraignu aimed at inoreasing the salo of their products, the
dairy industry, at the behest of the butter interests, has been fighting a product
which competes with butter.

Bear in mind that there I8 no competition botween the dairy industry and the
margarine industry save on the single Issue of butter. Margarine does not com-
pete with fluid milk, with ice cream, with cheese and othor dairy products.

It also must bo borne in mind that butter furnishes the least profitable use
for the dairyman’s products. Orto ‘)ut it another way, butter s his loss leader.
He gets less for butter than for any other use of his mitk,

The average price paid for standard—3.56 percent-——milk sold as fluid milk or
cream during the 10-vear period, 1938-47, was about $1.05 per pound of butterfat.
Daring the same period the same milk used for butter rought per butterfat
pound, only about 54 cents. The prices paid for milk for use in ico cream, cheese,
and other products fell between these two levels,

In other words it was twice as profitable during this period for the dairy farmer
}o sell his mitk for whole milk use as it was for him to divert it to butter manu-
acture.

I am advised that this week Texas processors are saying $5.60 per 100 pounds,
basis 4-percent butterfat, for mitk used for fluid grade-A distribution; $3.10 basis
for milk for making cheese and condensed milk; and only $2.20 (including allow-
ances for the value of skim milk) for milk used for butter production. It un-
doubtedly costs somewhat more to meet the requirements for grade-A milk, but
certainly nothing like twico as much. ' ’

I do not believe 't is possible at the present time for the dairy farmer to produce
milk and sell it 8¢ $2.20 per 100 pounda without losing money and, yet, that is
exactly what the utter people have been able to sell the dairy industry and the
dairy industry bus been sufficiently gullible to fall for the propaganda that the
butter market absorbs the surplus of the over-all milk production and that if
;uargarino replaces this surplus, it is going to mean the destruction of the dairy
armer.

Such a conclugion is as absurd as it is illogical. I am convinced that, if the
dairy industry did not have any market for low-grade milk used for butter manu-
facture, the industry as a whole would be in much better condition than it is
today. First, it would necessitate a little original thinking and planning for
better merchandising of milk products from those areas where grade-A markets
were not immediately available.

All of us know that the real food value of milk is not in its 8] g)roximnt,ely 4-

rcent butterfat. Further, there arc many other foods that could be substituted
or the fat itself and at much less cost. As you know, the real food value of
milk is in the serum solids or the solids, not fat. It is here that the dairy industry
has its greatest opportunity to develop markets for milk Froducts 80 that the
consumer will get the bencfit of the full food value of milk and not just that
represented by the small percentage of fat in the milk.

he dairy farmer actually finds nothing in the expansion of the margarine
industry that will deprive him of any income. For that reason, I cannot see
wl};{ anyone who is really interested in dairying will take that part of whole milk
which produces the very lowest revenue for the dairy farmer and expend their
energy fighting for that product which contributes practically nothing to the net
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profits of the dairy industry and absorbs the energy of the dairy industry that
should be direeted toward a bettee marketing of milk in more profitable forms
where the consumer can get the full nutritive value of the product.

The real interests of the dairyman lie in expanding his markets for fluid mitk,
for cream, for cheese, and for other use except butter.

Today, many diarymen who do not sell a single |}muml of milk to be used for
the manufacture of butter have been deceived by the I)ut(ﬂr'propnunmlu to the
point where they are all excited about margarine.  ‘To them, Isay thet the mar-
garine fight is giving the dairy industry generally a black eye and that, further-
more, the advertising fivcu margarine is increasing its use among thoso able to
buy butter, far more than outright repeal would do.  Repeal would only enable
the low-income family which can never buy much butter, to buy more margarine
in ity most acceptable form, Thin dog-in-the-manger attitude of the butter
industry has actually driven thousands of butter customers to use margarine,

Now, as to the facts about tho effects of repeal of the Federal antimargarine
laws u[)on the dalry industry:

Dur "f recent years the butter market has been reduced approximately one-
third, Total butter production, in 1940, was 2,240,000,000 pounds. In 1046,
it was 1,505,000,000 pounds. It rose somewhat during 1047 to 1,638,000,000
pounds— but the recovery was temporary and the decline set in again in 1048,
when approximately 1,630,000,000 pounds were produced. Has this decline in
butter production resulted in the disruption of the dairy industry? Has it been
accompanicd by a loss of revenue or by a reduction in total milk production?
Fiually, has it resulted in the slaughter of great numbers of cattle?

The facts speak for themselves fairly and convincingly. There has been no
diuruf;tion of the dairy industry as a result of the decline of butter production,
Total cash receipts to farmers from tho sale of dairy products has increased from
$1,345,000,000 in 1939 to more than $4,000,000,000 in 1047. There has been,
of course, a rise in prices generally during this period, but this general price rise
cannot possibly account for the proportionately much greater increase in dairy
income. T'wo other factors arc unkortant: First, dairy farmers were diverting
milk from the low-price butter market to the higher-priced whole-milk markets;
second, total milk production, far from decreasing as a result of the decline in
the butter market, has increased from 106,792,000, pounds in 1939 to approxi-
mately 116,300,000,000 pounds in 1948, in general, milk production has steadily
inoreased since the turn of the century. Butter has declined.

And, finally, there has been no total decrease over this period in the number
of dairy cattle despite the butter lobby’s charges. Records of the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics show that in 1939 there were 24,600,000 dairy cows and
heifers 2 years old and over. On January 1, 1949, there were 24,450,000.

Dairymen and livestock breeders generally agree there is a certain periodic
cycle in the numbers of cattle and livestock. Thus in 1045 the number of milk
cows and heifers 2 years old and over had reached 27,770,000. This represented
an increase of more than 3,000,000 since 1939. But, butter production during
the same b-year period had declined more than 500,000,000 pounds. In other
words, from 1939 to 1946—butter production decreased approximately 23 percent
while total number of dairy cattle increased 17 percent.

But from January 1, 1945, to January 1, 1949, ther= was a decrease in milk cow
numbers from 27,770,000 to 24,450,000. Butter upponents of margarine-tax
repeal have used this short-period comparison to buttress their contention that
the number of dairy cows, aiready low, would be further decreased by tax repeal.

More objective dairy economists point out that there are several factors which
account for this decline in numbers of dairy cattle over such a short period. One
is the cycle previously mentioned, This was at its height late in 1944. The
downward swh:f began that year and apparently still continues, although it
should be noted that the most recent report indicates s slight increase in the
number of heifer calves. This natural development has been accentuated by
another factor, a rapid increase in meat prices, which has made it profitable for
farmers to dispose of their less productive dairy cattle for slaughter. Reduced
feed supplies accompanied by high feed prices curtailed livestock feeding opera-
tions in many cases and prompted marketing for slaughter and closer culling of
herds. Labor costs were u& and dairying, particularly farm butter manufacture,

uires considerable farm labor.

here is absolutely no evidence nationally that declininisbutter production was
responsible for this reduction in dairy cattle numbers. a matter of fact, the
decline in total butter production during these 3 years was less precipitate than it
had been during the previous 6. In 1945 national butter production was 1,701,-
000,000 pounds. In 1947 it was 1,638,000,000 pounds, a decline of approximately
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4 pereont,  ‘Total dairy cow numbers, on the other hand, declined w little more
than 9 percent.,

TapLk L——Milk cow numbers, 1919-40~ cows and heifers, 2 years old and over

Year: Number 1 Year—Continued Number
1010, o aiaa. 20045, 000 10936 . e naa o ... 20, 082,000
1920 (low point) ... .. 21, 455, 000 1986, ... Cee- 2D, 106, 000
| 511 R 21 45H¢ 000 1037, . ... ... .. 24,040,000
1922 .. .-~ 21,851, 000 1038 (low point) .. ... 24, 1606, 000
10928 . .. 22,138, 000 1030 ... ..o 24,000,000
1024, ... ..o .o. 22, 331, 000 140 .. 24, 9246, 000

25, 478, 000
.20, 313, 000

22, 410, 000 1042
22, 251, (00 1943 . 27, 138, 000
22, 2381, 000 1008, ... ... 27, 704, 000
22, 440, 000 1045 (high point) . 27, 770, 000
23, 032, 000 1046, .0 0 (Lo oo0 20,605,000
23, 820, 000 1947 .. ... C... 206,008, 000
24, 896, 000 TO4R. . . oo . o... 2D, 039, 000
25, 936, 000 ) KtZ 11 R 24, 150, 000
20, 931, 000

1925 (high point)
19

1 Proliminary,
Souree: Bureau of Agricultural Keonomies, Burean of the Census,

Tantk 1L~Milk production,t and production per cow, 192448

Mk pro- Milk pro- Milk pro- Milk pro-
duction duetion duetion ductlon
Year oun fartns er cow Year on farms por cow
(uitliony (average, In nillion (wvernge, in
. ponnds) potitds) pounds) poutids)
&4, 140 4, 167 100, B8 4,300
W, G0 1, 218 104, W07 4, H5N
3, 323 4,30 108, 102 4,5
o4, 172 4, 401 109, 802 4,625
03,888 4,510 115, 208 4,711
AR, 088 4,509 118,884 4,70
100, 158 4, 58 117, 785 4, B06
103,029 4,400 17,002 4,878
13, K10 4,307 121, X4 4,797
1H, 762 4, 180 19,713 4,801
101,621 1,083 119, 3660 5,000
101, 208 4,184 US| L
102, 410 4,310

l' I-Txrllud;: milk sucked by calves and produced by cows not on fanins.
minary.
Source: Bureau of Agricultural Economices,

A careful study of the relationship between total milk production and number
of dairy cattle in recent years reveals a significant trend.  Total milk produetion,
1939 compared to 198, increased 9.5 percent. The number of dairy cattle de-
creased but 0.6 percent.  This emphasizes_the fact that the least efficient dairy
cows have been culled and the better producers retained, and that more efficient
farming practices have been followed.  Average production per cow has reached
new heights. In our over-all economie picture, this is a healthy factor, and this
greater efficiency has powerfully offset the recent decline in cows.

Thus we see that even if margarine tax r(H)eal should fulfill the asserted fears of
the butter interests and result in & drastic decrease in butter production, there is
10 reason why cow numbers should thereby decrease. Indeed there is no reason
why they should not be increased to a level sufficient to fill all our whole-milk
needs in the future, \

The reasons for the decline in butter production are simple. The dairymen
getéem for milk sold for the manufacture of butter than for any other use of his

roduct.
P ‘The figures tell the story clearly and illustrate the basic reason for the decline
in butter production. Tables 1IT'and 1V indicate the dairymen’s return for milk
sold as butter and for other uses during 1947, as compared with 1940.
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The composition from margarine has had littls, if anything, to do with this
drop in butter production,

For example, per cagita butter consumption in the United States decreased
6.4 pounds between 1940 and 1946, but during the same period per capita mar-
garine consumption increased only 1.4 pounds, Between 1946 and 1948 per
ga. ita b\étter consumption decreased only 0.1 pound and margarine increased

.4 pounds.

ineteen hundred and one was the last year in which yellow margarine was
sold in the United States without the payment of special discriminatory taxes.
In 1901 the American people consumed 19.9 pounds of butter per capita and 1.6
rounds of margarine. The imposition of the tax on colored margarine did reduce
ts consumption sharply. In 1902 the use of raargarine fell to 0.9 pound per
capita and for the following 3 years it was glmost consistent at 0.6 pound per
capita—or just about onc-third of what it had been; but how did this ruin of
the margarine industry help the dairyman? His butter sales dropped from 19.9
pounds in 1901 to 17.5 pounds per capita in 1902 and never in ang ear since that
date has the per capita sale of butter equaled the amount gold In competition
with yellow margarine. In 1948 they were only 10.5 pounds per capita.

The truth is that, in spite of all the claims of the butter interests that the
increased sale of margarine would ruin the dairy industry, there is absolutely
no proof that the sale of more margarine would in any manner reduce the sale of
butter, itself. These prophets of disaster simply assume & great break in the use
of butter and from that po'nt they begin to conjure up all kinds of evil. Before
we accept their conclusions, let ur look a little more closely at their assumptions,

TasLe VI.—Margarine and buller per capila consumption, 192/-48

Year Margarine Butter Year Margarine Butter
2.0 3.1 16.4
2.0 2.9 16.4
2.0 2.3 17.3
2.3 2.4 16.9
2.6 2.7 16.3
2.9 2.7 16. 4
2.6 3.7 12.9
1.8 3.6 13.4
1.6 3.8 1.8
1.9 3.8 10.6
2.1 5.0 1n.2
3.0 6.2 10.6
3.0

1 Preliminary.
Source: Bureau of Agricultural Economics,

The implications of these figures are clear. Many people stopped buying
butter. Some new people bou(fht margarine. But, actually, in 1946, the Ameri-
can people consumed 6 pounds per person less total table fats than they had
consumed in 1940; in 1948, 2,6 pounds—to their definite nutritional loss.  The
basic reason for this was nonavailability of any more butter, and legal restrictions
on the amount of margarine that could be made. If this still substantial gap in
today’s supplies of table fats, compared to prewar supplies, means anything, 1t is
that there is much room for both butter and margarine. Butter production has
not suffered from margarine, because supplies are still insufficient even by the
comparatively modest prewar standards, utter production has declined hecause
whole-milk markets have demanded the milk.

The most striking evidence that this is 8o comes from the dairy industry itself.
Not only has there been expressed the growing feeling that butter is no longer an
adequate base for milk prices, but challenging statements have been made b;
leaders in the industry. I refer particularly to the editorial in the American Mil
Review recently which concluded, after rehearsing the salient points of the strong
case for unrestricted marguine, that by antimargarine legislation “‘the butter
industry and the dairy in ustr{ as a whole is doing itself more harm than good.
We believe that only by aggressive salesmanship, only by enlightened and dynamic
merchandising, can this be accomplished,” the editorial finished.

In 1940, about 37.60 percent of all mifk went into butter; in 1947, only 22.84
percent.
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Furthermore, the data graphically indicate that certain arcas and States have
little interest in the butter-margarine controversy as such. Wiseonsin, for ox-
ample, sold 15.60 percent of its milk for the %anufacturo of butter. in 1940; in
1047, {oxs than'2 percent—1.94 to be exact—of Wisconsin's milk went into butter.

Another indication of the same tendency is the continuing small amount of
butter in commercial atocks of dairy products,  As table VII shows, on January 1,
1949, of all dairy products in storage—in terms of milk equivatent—butter com-
prised only 18,69 percent. This is of speecial interest in view of the claim still
made that butter s the basic hold-over outlet for milk. On January 1, 1049,
butter ranked third as a dairy storage item. American cheese ranked first, with
35.07 percent, milk equivalent; evaporated milk was sccond, with 25.26 pereent.
This, too, 18 part of a trend that has been goinst on for some years, and is also
refleeted in the trend in the milk marketing arcas away from butter as a base
price factor in fixing class I milk prices—a movement signalized by the adoption
of a new economic price base altogether in the Boston area last year, more recently
by the abandonment of the butter-powder base in favor of a stipulated price in
the Philadelphia area last August, and by demands from New York State groups
that the same action bo taken in that major milk-supplying arca. It is not
uecessary to go into the various ramifications of this subject to demonstrate
omphatically that butter is simply not the major dairy outlet, base, interest,
balance wheel, and so on that it s claimed to be by a small group whose cyes
remain fixed to this declining aspect of the otherwise flourishing dairy industry.

Tanue VIL—Commercial stocke of cream and specified manufactured dairy products
(milk equivalent) as a percentage ! of total commercial holdings, 1947-49

Amerl- Other Evap- Con- Drled
Month Butter can cho«“m orated | densed whole Cream | Total
ohecse milk milk milk

1847-~January. .. ...._. 21.77 31.86 9.30 10.96 0.52 5.60 10.99 100
Fobruary . - 15.48 36. 40 10.89 13.16 46 5,97 17.17 100
March 11.04 41. 15 12,16 14.30 b2 6.61 14.22 100
April 0.5 43.04 12.83 15.00 7.84 9.81 100
Ay 0.20 4.47 .97 16.80 6.93 9.97 100
Juno. 12.12 38, 81 9.06 20.88 49 6.80 13.17 100
July.. 23.3t 20, 6.69 21.18 35 4.16 16.13 100
August . 30.03 7.2 8.72 10.24 37 3.09 14.34 100
Septembar. 3.2 2.79 8.81 8. 24 41 271 12.14 100
Octoher. 30. 40 32.39 5.48 16.72 49 2.72 11.82 100
November 31.92 33.34 8.27 14.16 45 3.31 11.85 100
T 25.84 38.94 6.20 13.50 .52 3.92 10.99 100
1048~ Janoar 17.83 48.03 6. 04 127 77 4.15 9.57 100
Fobruary 13.44 53,587 8.00 10.19 4 5. 40 8.50 100
March 9.15 58. 20 9.79 9.78 1.23 5.97 5.9 100
April.. 4.90 63 31 8.57 10.66 1.32 6.54 4.71 100
ay.. 5.69 58.45 8.08 12.59 L3 7.58 6.30 100
June. . 14.39 40.98 6.13 15.32 1.07 8.84 13 27 100
July. .. 24,52 32.19 5.79 7.08 .67 4.42 15.36 100
August 29.69 30.0t 4.80 17.14 .81 3.8 13.00 100
September. 31.03 29.31 4.89 7. 66 49 3.87 12,76 100
October. 29.85 .87 4.49 21.13 .54 3.61 1L 51 100
November 2.4 28.30 4.50 22.89 .49 4.01 11.81 100
Desember. 25.31 20.44 4.60 24.83 .68 4.12 10.93 100
1949—-January....____. 18.89 35.07 5.67 . 26 .78 3.8 10.71 100

1 Computed on basis of tablo of actual amounts.
8ource: Bureau of Agricultural Economies. -

Finally, we have the experience of other countries which have no restrictions
upon the sale of yellow margarine. Any comparisons of value must, of course,
include countries which have substantial dairy industries.

Table VIII givea the experience of four countries. All have important dairy
industries and, for that matter, important margarine industries.

If there was anything in the contention of the butter interests that repeal
would destroy the dairy industry in this country, why did repeal of the prohibi-
tions against yellow margarine not destroy the dairy industry in the countries
mentioned?

There i3 no answer to this question save the obvious one that repeal of the
Federal antimargarine laws will work no injury upon the dairy industry. Itisa
question whether repeal would do any real damage to the butter industry. Re-
gardless of what would happen in this field, I think it is time for the dairy indus-
try to shake the butter industry off its back and let butter stand on its own.

.
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Tasie VIIL—-Per capita conaumption of bulter and margarine in countries where
yellow margarine is sold

138 1946
Butter | Margarine | Buttor | Muargarine
Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds
Netherlonds 1.9 15.7 1.9 15.4
Belglum 16.8 16.2 14.3 16.3
1030 1946
3
United KINGAOD . eeo. eeeeeeereeeieiaenie ceeeeeans %0 I 8.7 0.7 } 1.3
1930 1016
Bweden_ ... 4. 0] 210 31.0 I 8.0

Coming a little closer home, let us look at the actual effeet of State law against
the sale of yellow margarine.  Have such laws ever put a dollar in the dairyman’s
pocket? The facts are that South Dakota has State laws prohibiting completely
the sale of yellow margarine. In S8outh Dakota butterfat brought only 74 cents
in 1947, the last year for which I have the figures. In the adjoining State of
Nebraska the State law prohibits the sale of yellow margarine only in public
cating places, and butterfat brought 79 cents in 1947, Passing to Nebraska’s
southern neighbor, we find that Kansas has no State laws against the sae of
colored margarine, but in Kansas the dairy farmer reccived an average of 83
cents for his butterfat in 1947,

Similar comparisons can be drawn all over the country. Towa adjoins Mis-
souri; Iowa prohibits the sale of yellow margarine, and her dairy farmers got
only 82 cents for their butterfat in 1947, Their neighbors in Missouri, who met the
('Olf_lp(;ﬁﬁoll of yellow margarine, got 90 cents for their butterfat during the samo
period.

In the Northeast, New York prohibits the sale of yellow margarine. New York
dairymen got only $1.24 for butterfat, while it brought $1.60 at the same time
in Rhode Island where yellow margarine is legally sold.

If we go hack for a period of years we find the same kind of relation between
prices in States that prohibit, the aule of yellow margarine and neighboring States
which have allowed its sales. Taking the 10-year period 1938 through 1947, we
find the following:

Average price Average ()rlce
States prohibiting sale of yellow F" hundred, || States allowing sale of yellow mar- ! per hundred,
margarine -pereent bute garine 4-percent but-

terfat basis terfat basls

Wisconsin. $3.84 || Indiana $3.92
Iowa.. ... 3.28 | Missour|. 3.60
South Dakota 3.06 || Kansas .. 3.32
New York. 4.96 || Rhode Island . 6.40
Wyoming. ... 3.88 I' Texas....... 4.68
Utah (10cent tax).................. 4.28 4“4

To say the least, these figures certainly do not establish the validity of the
buitter peoples’ essumption that the sele of yellow margerine hurts the dairy
industry.

What the dairy people need is some dynamic salesmanship. Who is there to
say that pure fluid milk is not a better beverage than any soft drink? What if
the dairy industry would devote its energies to opening new mearkets for its most
profitable outlets rather than spending its energy and money ir tryving to keep
somebody else’s product from competing on equsl terms for consumer acceptance?
Coca-Cola has shown what can be done, simply by pushing one’s own product.
If the dairy people would share in the most profitable ?art of the great American
market, let them devote themselves to the expansion of the market for fluid milk.
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Let them make their product attractive, dependable, and acceptable. Let them
seek new outlets, and let. them see that the consumer is supplied at a fair price.
Even with today’s high prices any eating place should sell milk for 10 cents per
glass and show a handsome profit as well as pay the producer far more than he
can possi(i)ly get by the sale of milk for butter, even when butter is 90 cents
er pound. . -

P Were I not an outsider, I would be tempted fto suggest to the dairymen that
they possibly need some new leaders—some leaders who were interested in the
welfare of the men who feed and milk the cows, rather than simply in the least
profitable of all outlets for milk. And I might even wonder if the butter people
themselves might not do better to spend more time on the merits of their own
product than to expend so much effort Lo keep the public from buying the product
the public wants. '

Representative Poage. I will simply call the attention of the com-
mittee to the obvious fallacy of at least a portion of that assumption,
in that it assumes, of course, that by the increase in the sale of mar-
garine—which is another assumption, one in which I concur; that if
we pass this bill there will be more margarine used—there will there-
fore be less butter consumed.

On its face, that might appear to have some reasonable basis, But
I would call the committee’s attention to the experience of other
nations of the world. I do not know how we can judge the future
except by the experience of those who have tried this same procedure.

The nations of Europe, almost without exception, allow the sale of
colored margarine on an equality with butter. And I would call the
committee’s attention to the fact that in the Netherlands, certainly a
Ereat dairy country, this has long been the situation. I have the

gures both before and after the war.

Before the war the Netherlands consumed, per capita, 11.9 pounds
of butter and 15.7 pounds of margarine. That is just a little more
butter than we consumed in the United States, but it is five times as
much margarine as we were then consuming in the United States. In
other words, the people of that dairyland, consumed five times as
much margarine as tﬂo people of the United States consumed per
capita, but they did not reduce their consumption of butter.

Since the war, the figures are rather similar. - They have reduced
their consumption of margarine somewhat. Their consumption of
butter remains the same. But in each event, they are consuming
more butter per capita than we consume in the United States. The
same figures, substantially, are true as to Belgium.

In the United Kingdom, the consumption of butter before the war
was some 25 pounds per capita, and the consumpton of margarine was
8.7 pounds per capita, both substantially larger than in the United
States. Since the war, the consumption of butter in the United
Kingdom was 10.7 pounds, which is just a fraction more than in the
United States, and the consumption of margarine was 15.3 pounds.

In Sweden, the consumption of butter since the war has been 34
pounds per capita, which is three and a half times, approximately,
what it was in the United States, and the consumption of maxgarine
is 8 pounds, which is just a fraction more than in the United States.

So we see that in those countries where yellow margarine is sold
without restriction, the people actually consume more butter per
cs];}tal than they do in the United States. . :

ow,. what has been the experience of the American States where
they have imposed restrictions upon the sale of margarine? Has it
actually helped the dairyman? -
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I would like to invite the committee’s attention to the comparison
of the figures on the price of butterfat in some of those States that
have imposed burdensome restrictions upon the sale of yellow mar-
garine and those that have not.

Last year I compared the great State of Wisconsin, a great dairy
State, with the State of 1llinois, an adjoining State. Some of my
colleagues criticized the comparison, and suggested that it was unfair,
in that Chicago provided the great market for butterfat from both
Wisconsin and Illinois; and since it costs more to move milk from Wis-
consin into Chicago it was an unfair comparison. I thought there
was some justification in that, so I have sought to provide possibly a
more equitable comparison.

I invite the committee’s attention to the fact that in the State of
Wisconsin in 1947, which is the last year for which we have the actual
prices figured, a hundred pounds of milk with 4 percent butterfat,
which was the standard used, brought, in the State of Wisconsin,
$3.84. Now, then, I skip, not to Illinois, where the comparison would
be even more striking, but, since there may be some merit ‘n the con-
tention that Chicago is the great market, I skip to Indiana, which is
located almost exactly with the same relationship to the great market
that Wisconsin is. Wisconsin has almost complete prohibition against
the sale of margarine, as the committee is well aware. The State of
Indiana has no State laws against the sale of margarine whatever, and
it has only the general Federal tax.

In the State of Indiana the price of milk was $3.92 at the same
time that milk was bringing $3.84 in Wisconsin, Does that look
as if the imposition of prohiEitions against the sale of margarine had
ever put a dollar in the pockets of the dairyman or even in the pockets
of the butter manufacturer? Remember that these figures are based
upon 4-percent butterfat figures.

Let me cite the committee to the State of Iowa, which has a com-
plete prohibition, or a practical prohibition, on account of their tax,.
against the sale of margarine. Last year they received, 82 cents
per pound for butterfat in the State of Iowa, while in the State of
Missouri, an adjoining State of about the same population, which
provides, I think, a fair comparison, and where there is no prohibition
against the sale of margarine except the Federal provisions, milk
producers received 90 cents,

The same comparison could be drawn beginning with South Dakota, .
where there is a complete prohibition of the sale of margarine, and
where butterfat brought 74 cents; in Nebraska, an adjoining State,
where there is a prohibition only on the sale of yellow margarine in
public eating places the price was 79 cents; and in Kansas, an adjoin-.
ing State where there is no prohibition the price was 83 cents per
pound of butterfat.

And I might skip to the East and point out that in the great State
of New Yorq(, which undoubtedly has as great markets as any place
in the world, butterfat brought $1.24 per pound, at the same time
that it was bringing $1.60 in the State of Rhode Is'and; with Rhode
Island having no control over the sale of margarine, and New York
having a prohibition against the sale of yellow margarine.

I just submit that the experience of our States and of other nations .
does not justify the conclusion to which the opponents oi the House -
bill have yjumped. -
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But I do not want to dwell upon this economic situation. I think
that too much has been made of the economics of this legislation
already. It has not been my purpose at any time to place this debate
upon an economic basis, becauseg think there are much more impor-
tant issues involved. I think that there are some fundamentals of
government involved in this question of the repeal of any discrimina-
tion against the sale of any wholesome food product. I think the
whole question of free enterprise is involved. If we believe in free
enterprise, we must believe in competition. If we are sincere in our
protestations that we believe in the right of goods to meet on the
market place and of the consumer to spend his money for the article
of his own choice, then we must believe that it is immoral and wrong
for the United States Government to step in and to say to one whole-
some food product that “We are going to brand you with the band
of shame and of crime, and place upon you restrictions that are not
placed upon & competitive food.”

I am not here to tell this committee that margarine is a superior
food to butter. I am not here to try to engage in a discussion of the
relative merits. In my own family we use both mar%urinc and butter;
and frankly I cannot tell the difference. Personally, I can see no
practical difference between the two. But there are many people in
the United States who much prefer butter and who tell me they feel
that there is a decided difference, and it seems to me they have a
perfect right to buy butter any time they want to. I think that that
i8 one fundamental on which we must agree; that is, that any whole-
some food has a right to be sold in the market place, and the consumer
has a right to buy, without governmental interference, any whole-
some product for which he or she wants to spend his own money.

And as a corollary to that, I think that the second proposition must
be that the consumer has a right to know that he or she is purchasing
the identical product for which she thinks she is spending her money.
The bill, as sent here by the House, does both of those things.

In the first place, it removes all of the discciminatory taxes and
regulations of all kinds against the sale of colored margarine, or white
margarine, for that matter, in interstate or intrastate commerce;
of course, leaving to every State in the Union the right to impose
restrictions if they see fit to do so, as Wisconsin has done.

The legislation very specifically provides that it will in no wise
interfere with the legislation of those States that want to impose
restrictive legislation, But basically the United States Government
recognizes in this bill that it is no proper function of the Federal
Government to deny one food product the right to compete for the
favor of the consumer as against another. And in the second place,
it recognizes the corollary, and that is that the consumer has a right
to know what she is buying,

It is perfectly clear that there is no deception on the ground of
color when margarine is sold in a carton, a cardboard carton, on which
is stamped the word ‘“‘oleomargarine,” and this bill retains the re-
quirement that you stamp it “oleomargarine.” Every individual
serving of it under this bill must be stamped, identified, as oleo-
margarine, with one exception, and that is the result of the Hill
amendment, which was placed in the bill on the floor of the House.
There, too, the requirement is, in effect, retained, but the margatine
is allowed to identify itself by shape rather than by the printed word.
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Ninety-three percent of all margarine is sold in the grocery stores.
The margarine buyer buys it by the label, not by the zolor. She docs
not even look at the color of it until she gets it home.

In public eating places only could there be any possible deception
on the basis of color.

Under the bill as it is presented to this committeo there is provision
that any public eating place that serves colored margarine must first
put the publi¢ on general notice that they use it, either by posting a
notice or by printing it on the menn.  Then, Second, they must give
additional specific notice with cach individual serving of colored
margarine or serve it in a triangular form, the triangular form being
the Hill amendment,

So, in any event, any person in the [Tnited States who buys colored
margarine will, with the passage of this bill, be definitely notified of
the fact that it is margarine she is getting, and not butter, So if
anybody wants butter and thinks he 1s getting butter, he is definitely
protected under this bill. )

Not so under the proposed substitute, 1 don’t mean to pass upon
the substitute for this committee, but I understand that it is in sub-
stance but a duplication of the original Granger-Andresen legislation
which made no provision whatever for identification, which made no
gmvision for assuring that the })ublic will know what they are buying,

ut which brands a wholesome food product as an evil and a dangerous
thing, one which is not entitled to move in interstate commerce.
it is not entitled to move in interstate commerce, there must be some-
thing inherently wrong in it. Although it may be their intention,
certainly the Kroponontrs of this legislation will hardly come before you
and tell you that they do it simplg because they are afraid of competi-
tion. They will dress up their objections in the white habiliments of
some public good and suggest to you that they are trying to prevent
an cvil befalling the American people.

Mr. Chairman, if colored oleomargarine which differs from the white
olcomargarine only in that it contains the same harmless coloring
matter that butter does, is so evil, if it becomes so ovil to move in
interstate commerce, then I submit that it is of such an evil that our
pure-food laws should prohibit it everywhere, that we should not allow
it to be sold. We should treat it as we treat a habit-forming drug.
We should treat it as we treat those dangerous drugs that debilitate
the mind of man. We should not allow it to move with any freedom
whatsoever. We should not say that our Government has allowed
the people to partake of an evil simply because of the revenue that
we derived for some 80 ycars, nor should we say that we are going to
stop this thing simply at State lines. We should say we are going to
put a stop to this evil.

But the proponents of this amendment will not come before the
committee and suggest that there is a positive evil in the coloring
matter that is in margarine because it is exactly the same coloring
matter that they put in their own product, and they say that the white
olcomargarine is not harmful. They say it is perfectly all right to ship
the white margarine. But they say it becomes evil and 1t becomes
harmful to the American people only when you put in the same sub-
stance that they put in their own butter. :

Mr. Chairman, to my mind that does not make & very logical
argument. If that coloring matter is harmful in margarine, it is

803934910
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harmful in butter. If it deceives the public in margarine, it even more
greatly deceives the public in butter. I call the committee’s attention
and particularly the distinguished Senator from Illinois, who I know
comes from a rural section, to the fact that this butter that receives
tho same coloring matter is at many stages of the year different shades
of yellow going down almost to a white. Mankind through the long
expericnce of years has found that in nature that yellow in the butter
indicates some desirable characteristics. Undoubtedly primitive man
had no knowledge of the existence of vitamins, but he did know that
{cllow butter had something in it which was desirable. Through
he advance of science we now know that what has happened is that
that yellow butter which is produced in the summertime when the cow
is eating a substantial amount of green food, contains a substantial
amount of carotene, the ycllow coloring matter that comes from
¢en food. That carotene has associated with it vitamins that are

ienlthful to the human body. According to the Department of
A{,iriculture normal summer butter, which will be naturally a dark
yellow, will contain as high as 19,000 units of vitamin A per pound,
whereas the average winter butter, which will normally be almost a
white color, will contain as low as 9,000 vitamin units per pound.

So, man throughout the ages has learned that that yellow color
represents & more desirable type of butter than whiter butter, and the
people who sell butter know it, too. The people who sell butter use
the same coloring matter in that butter that is used in margarine.
By using it in butter so as to make the winter butter, the butter that
is low in vitamins, have the appearance of a butter that is high in
vitamins. When you use coloring matter in margarine you are not
fooling anybody because your vitamins are the same whether you have
used a lot of coloring matter or whether you do not, because vitamins
are placed in all margarine in the manufacturing process and the color-
ing matter has never been associated with the vitamin content of
margarine and it is not today.

Coloring matter in margarine could not be calculated to deccive
the public as to the vitamin content, whereas coloring matter in butter
unquestionably does deceive the public as to the desirability of the
butter. Yet the very gentlemen who will suggest to you that the
inclusion of some of the same coloring matter in the margarine is an
evil will say it is perfectly all right in butter.

Now I come here not to condemn the butter people. I am not
here to ask that you do anything about the butter situation. I am
asking only that you apply the same rule to another healthful food
product. I am only asking that you give to the product of vegetable
oils the same fair treatment, the rifht' to compete on equal terms with
the produet of the dairy people. If the industries, including the but-
ter industry of this Nation, cannot stand on honest competition, then
we are inevitably going to fall to the policy pursued in eastern nations
where somebody sitting up in some legislative or contrel position
makes all decisions for the public as to how they can best spend their
own money. I think it wi?l be a sad day for the United States to
come to the conclusion that even this learned committee, even this
distinguished body and the body at the other end of the Capitol, is
smarter than all of the people combined, I submit, Mr. Chairman,
that there are two fundamentals involved, the right of the public to
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spend their own money for whatever they want to buy and the right
of the public to know that they are getting whatever they spend it for.

Mr. Chairman, {}&Teutly appreciate the opportunity to be with you.

Senator Hory. We are glad to have had you.

Eugene Hubbard. Is Mr. Hubbard present?

Senator Lucas. Mr. Chairman, I want to take this opportunity to
apologize to the previous witness, who came from Illinois, for my
sudden disappearance from the committee. I had a very important
conference, a hearing that I just had to go to.

Senator Hoey. T announced that.

Representative Poacr. That is quite all right, Senator.

STATEMENT OF EUGENE R. HUBBARD, VICE CHAIRMAN, INTER-
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF DAIRY EMPLOYEES, A TRADE
DIVISION CHARTERED BY THE INTERNATIONAL BROTHER-
HOOD OF TEAMSTERS, CHAUFFEURS, WAREHOUSEMEN AND
HELPERS, A, F. OF L.

Mr. HusBarp., My name is Eugene R. Hubbard.

Secnator Hoky. ldentify yourse%f, what you are connected with,
and so on.

Mr. Hussarp. I am with the International Conference of Dairy
Employees, a member of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters
of the American Federation of Labor.,

I am appearing before your committee today on behalf of local
unions whose members are employed in dairy plants throughout the
United States and Canada., This appearance is pursuant to a resolu-
tion adopted in Chicago, Ill., on March 2, 1949, in a meeting of several
hundred officials of these local unions, who were attending sessions of
the International Conference of Dairy Employees. While I am an
officer of this conference, I am also secretary-treasurer of the Milk
Wagon Drivers and Dairy Employees Union, Local 246, whose,
members are employed by dairy companies here in Washington, D. C.,
as well as in Alexandria and other nearby communities.

Our conference is affiliated with ar.d chartered by the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters, which is the largest union in the American
Federation of Labor. The resolution I present to you today was
adoited in a meeting called by our executive vice president, Dave
Beck, of Seattle, and our international president, Daniel Tobin, of
Indianapolis. We consider the pending legislation in regard to
regulating the making and sale of oleomargarine so important in its
possible effects on the entire dairy industry and upon the future welfare
of our members working in the industry, that we interrupted our busi-
ness deliberations to permit a discussion of the matter. ~As a result of
vhe discussion, a resolution expressing our views was adopted and I was
designated by the conference executive committee to appear before
you today. I thank you for the opportunity you have provided for
this. I believe it is the first time that representatives of local dairy
unions in the dairy industry have appeared to express their views on
this matter. :

We concur with the stand of the American Federation of Labor, for
the repeal of excise taxes on the manufacture and sale of oleomargarine
in interstate commerce. But we are also very much in favor of
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rohibiting the adding of yellow color to oleomargarine so that it can
{:o sold in plaee of butter, and thereby not only deceive the publie
but open the way for a few big manufacturing companies to make
exorbitant, profits on the sale of a cheap product.

Wo understand thero are loss than 30 companies manufacturing
oleomargarine and that 5 giant corporations mako more than two-
thirds of all the olcomargarine produced. ‘This is in sharp contrast
to the 3,500 loeal creameries and the 40,000 dairy plants seattered
over every State of the land, which produee butter and dairy products
in which butterfnt is a principal ingrediont.

We fail to undemstand how this Congress could permit the unre-
stricted sale of oleonmargarine colored yellow in imitation of butter,
We recognize that oleomaragrine is a good food, and if sold as such
is cconomical for many families who are secking to cconomizo in
buying food. However, we also know that today buttor is a good
buy for the housewife.  The prices, in fact, aro so low that we under-
stand the Government is now having to support parity prices for
butter. The prico of butter automatieally influences the price of
milk and other dairy products produced by millions of dairy farmers
over tho country,

The members of our unions aro interested in protecting tho dairy
industry, as well as the consumer, in any legislation this committeo
recommends for passage,  Our mombers dreive thousands of truck
which pick up milk and eream, processed in thousands of plants over
the country, and our members also deliver the product to consumers
in their homes, to stores, restaurants, hotels, and all other enting
places,

We are also interested in protecting the dairy industry in “the
United States from losing its business to a few oleomargarine manu-
facturers beeause the dairy industry probably operates more motor-
trucks than any other industry. It is one of the largest purchasers of
manufacturing equipment and supplies, all of which furnish employ-
ment for union members in great numbers. ' We undevstand the dairy
industry purchases about 30,000 trucks a year for replacement pur-
poses alone, and most of these trucks are operated by members of the
teamsters union.  Many more of our members are employed in the
servicing of these trucks and there are thousands more of our men who
Joad and unload them at warehouses and in dairy plants,

We might scem a bit selfish in wanting to preserve the jobs and
income of our union members, but we think it is in the public interest
to safeguard the dairy industry. Its many plants are located in
almost every sizable community throughout the country, and its
commerce is an important cconomic factor to a large part of our
population. It should be safeguarded from unjustified and harmful
competition through an imitation of the natural color of butter, by
which it has always been identified in the minds of consumers.

Oleomargarine manufacturers employ a relatively small number of
workers, most of whom, according to our information, are unorganized.
On the other hand, the dairy industry has for many years employed
many thousands of the members of the teamsters union, as well as
using the machinery and trucks produced by the members of many
other unions. .

It seems reasonable for our unions to oppose legislation that would
dislocate or jeopardize the dairy industry for other important reasons.
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Milk is thoe largest single source of income to farmers, and prosperous
farmers are good customers for the products of organized labor.

In addition, wo understand that about 40 percent of our beef and
veal supply comes from duiry herds, There is no advantage to our
members or to consumers in general in risking the scarcity and highor

rices of those foods in order to get a few pennies of advantage in
huying cheap oleomargarine. ’

Jur members also are consumers,  While they economizoe in their
living costs, they do not wish to saerifice the welfaro of their familics
who should get plonty of milk and butter, and other dairy products.
In order to got plenty of theso, farmers must be encouraged to keop
their herds and maintain ample production,  This means thoy need a
good market for butter, which 18 made from their surplus milk and
erenm, and which is also used in pricingall other duiry products,

Wo understand that about three-fourths of all farmers in this coun-
try milk dairy cows.  Wa believe that union wage enrners and farmers
have somothing in common in maintaining a proper protection against
unfair competition,

I submit at this time two resolutions adopted by organizations of the
international teamsters union, meeting in Chicago.  The first resolu-
tion was sdopted February 28, 1949, by the Mid-States and Enst Const
Dairy Conference, comprising officers of local unions in the Middle
West and Enstern States whose members are directly engaged in pro-
curing, manuafacturing, and distributing butter and other dairy
products,  The second resolution was adopted on March 2, 1949, by
the International Conference of Dairy Employees, which includes the
lmiulns alrendy mentioned and, in addition, all others in the west and
south,

Both resolutions urge the passage of legislation to remove excise
taxes on oleomargarine, and prohibit its manufacture or sale in com-
meree, with yellow color mld‘o(l to imitate butter. The amendment
to H. R. 2023, introduced by 26 Senators on April 4, 1949, now beforo
this committee, has our recommendation. It is not in conflict with
resolutions adopted by the American Federation of Labor on this
matter,

Mr. Chairman, the resolution by the Mid-States and East Coast
Dairy Conference, International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauf-
feurs, Warchousemen, and Helpers, A, F. of L., in regular session in
the Hotel Morrison, Chicago, 1li., February 28, 1949, is as follows,
and with your permission I will read it into the record.

Whereas, in response to a widespread demand of the people, the Congress of
:ho Un(iiwd States is considering measures to repeal the so-called olecomargarine
Aax; an

Whereas such repeal will meet with the favor of American citizens in the low-
income brackets sinee it will bring this commadity down in price, thereby reducing
the cost of living to persons who need it; and .

Whereas there is danger that oleomargarine, if there be no regulatory legislation,
could casily be sold as a butter substitute of the same color as butter; and

‘hereas the dairy industry furnishes steady employment at good wages for
many thousands of union employees throughout the Nation, engaged in the pro-
curing, processing, and distriLuﬂon of butter, as well as the building of motor-
trucks, equipment, and supplies used in the dairy industry; and

Whereas there are more than 3,500 local creameries and 40,000 dairy plants
located in thousands of small communities in every State, both in the North and
South, whose employees’ welfare is involved in protecting butter against unfair
competition; and
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Whereas yollow oleomargarine resembles butter so closely that it cannot be
diatinguished from butter by consumers and thorefore invites substitution and
fraud, making it necossary that the consumers be protected by prohibiting oleo-
margarine lo'}x- colored yellow: and

hereas any wuch substitution or fraud would benefit approximately 28 large
corporations in the United States who manufacture oleomargaring and would so
benefit at the exponso of consumers; the millions of dairy farmers who produce
butter, and thousands of familics of union employcoes in the dairy industry: Now
therefore be it

Resolved, 'That the Mid States and East Coast Dairy Conference eomprising
ofticers of local unioas of International Brotherhood of Tenmsters whoso members
are directly engaged in procuring, manufacturing, and distributing butter and
other deiry products, in regular session assembled in Chicago on ‘l‘-‘nbruur_v 28,
1049, respectfully urges upon the Congress, in its consideration of the repeal of
exlsting olecomprgarine taxes, that it enact at the same time regulatory measares
to prevent the ssle of oleomargarine colored as butter, so that the public may
distinguish botween these two products; and be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be submitted to the President of the
United States, the ;-Iveromry of Agrienlture, the Representatives and Senators
in Congress; and be it further

Resolved, That this conference send representatives to appear before the House
and Senate Agrienttural Committees to emphasize the importance of protecting
the dairy industry and its employees by proper legislation.

(Tho resolution of March 2, 1049, follows:)

ResornurioN Wit Resreer 1o LEGINLATION PENDING IN CoNaREss TO REGULATE
THE PRODUCTION AND SALE OF OLEOMARGARINE,  AporTep ny Tue INTER-
NATIONAL CONFERENCE 0oFf DAIRY MPLOYEES, A CHARTERED TRADE DivisioN
oF THE INTERNATIONAL BROTUERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS, CHAUFFEURS, WARE-
HOUSEMEN AND HELPERS, AFFILIATED WitH THE AMERICAN FEDERATION oF
LAROR, IN REGULAR SEssION ASSEMBLED, AT THE [loTEL MoRRrisoN, CHicado,
Tun, oN Maren 2, 149

Whereas, in response to a widespread demand of the people, the Congress of
the Unilu-d States is considering measures to repeal the so-called oleomargdrine
tax; and :

Whereas such repeal will meet with the favor of American citizens in the lows
income hrackets since it will bring this commodity down in price, thereby reducing
the cost of living to persons who need it; and

Whereas there i¢ danger that olcomargarine, if there bo no regulatory legisla-
tion, could canily be sold as a butter substitute of the same color ay butter; and

Vhereas the dairy industry furnishes steady employment at good wages for
many thousands of union emplovees throughout the Nation, engaged in the
procuring, processing, and distribution of butter, as well as the building of
motortrucks, equipment, and rupplies used in the dairy industry; and

Whereas there 8:2 more than 3,500 local creameries and 40,000 dairy plants
located in thousands of small communities in every State, both in the North
and South, whose employees’ welfarc is involved in protecting butter against
unfair competition; and

Whereas vellow oleomargarine resembles butter so closely that it cannot be
distinguished from butter by consumers and therefore invites substitution and
fraud, making it necemsary that the consumers be proteeted by prohibiting
olcomargarine to be colored yellow; and .

Whereas any such substitution or fraud would benefit approximately 28 large
corporations in the United States who manufacture oleomargarine and would so
benefit at the expense of consumers; the millions of dair{ farmers who produce
butter; and thousands of families of union employees in the dairy industry: Now
therefore be it .

Resolved, That the International Conference of Diary Employees, comprising
officers of local unions of International Brotherhood of Teamsters whose members
are directly engagcd in procuring, manufacturing, and distributing butter and
other dairy products throughout the United States and Canada, in regular session
assembled in Chicago on March 2, 1949, respectfully urges upon the Congress, in
its consideration of the repeal of existing oleomargarine taxes, that it enact at
the same time regulatory measures to prevent the sale of oleomargarine colored
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as hutter, so that the public may distingulsh botween these two products; and
be it further

Resolved, "That cv)km of this resolution be submitted to the President of the
United States, the Seeretary of Agriculture, the Representatives and Senators in
Congress; and be it burther

Resolved, That this conference send representatives to appear before the House
and Senato Agricultural Committees to emphasize the importance of protecting
tho dairy industry and its employees by proper legislation,

Senator Lucas. Could T ask one question of the witness?

Senator Hoky., Senator Lucas,

Senator Lucas, How many members of the teamsters union are
employed either diveetly or indireetly in the handling of milk?

Mr. Hunpaun, We have more than 100,000 members in the dairy
branch of the International Brotherhood of Toesmsters,

Senator Lucas. More than 100,000 members who are directly or
indirectly handling milk?

Mr. Hunsaup. Yes, sir; distributing it to homes and bringing it in
from tho farms and unloading it at warchouses and places.

Senator Hoev, Thank you very much for your testimony.

Mpr, Hunnanp. Thank you, sir.

(The following was received for insertion in the record:)

Arnin 13, 1049.
Hon. Wanrer F. Georag,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commillee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

Several producers and consumers of butter in Chieago have requested us to
sccure and submit information to your committee regarding sale of oleomargarine
in Chicago. As your committae {3 aware, the salc of olecomargarine uncolored is
permitted in Illinois,

The Chicago Daily News of April 11, 1949, carried a two-column advertisement
of the National Food Departmment Stores, a chain of grocery stores enjoying a
substantial patronage from Chicago area consumers, The advertisement was
headed: “Another important reduction in your cost of living * * * down
go margarine prices at National—Lowest prico in years!”

A carton of Bwanson's Swanco olcomargarine was displayed, with a price of
19 cents per pound.  Other parts of the advertisement offered Allsweet and Parkay
at 27 centy per pound, Keyko Reg. Margarine at 23 cents per pound, and the
following brands at 20 cents per pound: Color bag margarines: Durkee’s Color
Ease: Good Luck Mix Kwik; Blue Bonnet Yellow Quick; and Del Rich .Ee-Zoe

ix,
In view of the active Farucipmion in the present hearings on oleomargarine on
behalf of removal of all restrictions on the sale of oleomargarine, of the able
8enator from Arkansas, Hon, William J. Fulbright, we submit the following facts
regarding the manufacturers of oleomargarine obtained b{ us from reliable sources:

A. 8wanco oleomargarine is made and sold nationally by C. A, Swanson & Sons,
Omaha, Nebr,, who also have substantial interests in Arkansas, and one of whose
owners, Mr. Gilbert Swanson, is a brother-in-law of Senator Fulbright.

B. lfnilover, Ltd., is a world-wide cartel, including Lever Bros., Inc., and
manufactures approximately three-fourths of all oleomatgarine consumed in
Europe outside of Russia and approximately 40 percent of all the oleo consumed
in the world. Lover Bros., Inc., has purchased the Jelke Oleomargarine Co. in
Chlco%o, and spokesman for this company indicate it is expected to hecome one
of the largest oleo manufacturers in the United States, should favorable legislation
be enacted in Congress.

Respectfully submitted.

Pauvr PorTER & ASSOCIATES,
By PavL PoTTER.

Senator Hory. Congressman Andresen is here. Wo will hear you
now.
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STATEMENT OF HON. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, UNITED STATES
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Representative ANDResEN. I am August H, Andresen, member of
Congress from the First District of Minnesota.

Scnator Hoky. Mr. Congressman, I am not inquiring for the
purposo of trying to restrict you, but about how long will your state-
ment be?

Representative ANpreseN. With the increased attendanco of the
committee I beliove I can be very bricf.

Senator Lucas, I regret that the other members are not present.

Representative ANDRESEN. I do, too, not so much to hear me, but

to hear the other witnesses.
- I am glad to have the chance to como over here, Mr, Chairman,
and particularly to address you and the other distinguished gentlemen,
because the State of North Carolina is one of the coming dairy States
of the Union. 1 have talked with a good many dairy farmers from
your State, and 1 know what they are doing, and it is adding very
much to the cconomy of your State, ns it does to any other State where
they go into dairy farming, and it is hard work.

Mr. collcague, Mr. Poago, has addressed your committee, and
says that he has refrained from discussing the economic factors
involved in this legislation. I am very much against Mr, Poage’s
bill which is up for consideration by your committee. I cannot
say I am very strong for the dnirf bill that is before the committee,
It is & compromise measuro. If I had my way, I would outlaw the
coloring of olcomarfarino yellow to imitate butter. But as legislation
goes, and the bill which was reported by the committeo of Agriculture
of the House prohibited the sale of ycllow oleomargarine in interstate
commerce.

That bill was defeated, and you have before you the Poage bill.

" The tax is not an issue. That was claimed to be an issue last year.
I always maintained it was never an issue, that the color yellow
was tho issue, and that is the issue today. 'f‘ho.ﬁght is an economie
fight. It is an cconomic fizht to see who is going to got the spread
market of the country which the dairy farmers of the United States
have had as far back as we can remember and which the olcomargarine
industry is trying to take away from the dairy farmers in order to
make more money. The cotton farmers and the soybean farmers are
expecting to profit by it, through increascd sales of yollow olcomar-
garine,

If it were not for the fact that oleomargarine at the present time is
made principally out of cottonseed oil, with a little soybean oil, this
issue would not be before Congress. If oleomargarine were made out
of the best vegetable oil for oleomargarine, coconut oil, we would not
have this fight betweon the two branches of agriculture in the United
States. There is nothing in this legislation to prohibit the oleomar-
garine manufacturers from using coconut oil if coconut oil becomes
cheaper than cottonseed or soybean oil, and they will, because I have
never found any industry in the United States that did not charge all
the traffic would bear for their product under our competitive system.

I am going to discuss the economic aspect of the Paoge bill and what
it means to 2% million daixz farmeors in the United States, including
those in your State, Mr. Chairman,
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The dairy farmer has had the historic market for butter in this
country. Twenty-seven percent of the milk that loaves the farmanust
go into butter because it cannot be sold in any other form. If
oleomargarine succeeds in capturing the spread market in the United
States, butter consumption will go down and our farmers will be forced
to liquidate at loast 25 percent of the milk cows in this country, at &
time when the Secretary of Agcitulrue is asking for producticn of
150,000,000,000 pounds of milk, whereas this year we probably will
produge only 116,000,000,000 pounds of milk.

We will not onfy decrease the milk-cow population of this country

if the olcomargarine industry succeeds in capturing the spread mar-
ket-—which is their intention- —-but we will also bring about a situation
that eventually will mean higher milk prices to the people and higher
beef and veal prices also to the people, because 40 pereent of the meat
that is produced in the United States comes from our dairy farms.
" The average consumption of butter has been around 16 pounds per
capita. In 1939 oleomargarine consumption was around 2% pounds,
Butter was around 16 pounds per capita.  As oleomargarine consump-
tion increased from 2% pounds up to 6 pounds, a little over ¢ pounds,
what it was last year, butter consumption deercased from 16 down
to about 10% pounds,

Scenator Lucas. Why do you think the consumption of margarine
has increased and that of butter has decreased?

Representative ANpDrEsEN, The increase of olcomargarine con-
sumption began with a regulation issued by Mr. Paul McNutt when
he was Federal Security Administrator, which permitted the injection
of vitamins into oleo, that is shark-liver oil, which gives them the
vitamin content, and the addition of diacetyl, which is the butter
flavor. So the oleo industry, claims that they have a product that
has the texture of butter, that looks like butter, and that is just as
nutritious as butter. I don’t agree with that last cne.  All they lack
now is the color yellow and the unrestricted right to sell yellow-colored
olcomargarine in the country.

1t is protty hard to conceive that people would suddenly turn from
butter to olcomargarine, but the price clement does have a factor in
it, and the dairy fariners of the United States just couldn’t compete
with the tremendous amount of money that the oleo industry has spent
to sell its product to the people and to bring about this drive upon Con-
gress to repeal the tax. _

When I have to take my choice, of course it is with the dairy farmers
of the United States because I recognize that these 2} million dairy
farmers aro a very important segment of our agricultural economy and
of the economy of the country. ~ They mean more to the country than
24 oleomargarine manufacturers. ' )

My colleague, Mr, Poage, also indicated that ho was just talking on
the merits, ‘that wo should have the free-enterpriso system, that we
should permit the sale of any good food product without taxing it and
without restriction. I agree with him on that, but the product of
oleomargarine today is a synthetic product, legalized by regulation of
the Federal Government, and the group that is manufacturing that
groduct is now trying to legalize its unrestricted sale and to capturo the

utter market. There is no question that this is an economic fight,
and the cotton farmers hope to profit by it because the National Cotton
Association and the Association of Southern Qils are also backers of



292 OLEO TAX REPEAL

the oleo legislation. The olcomargarine industry did not appear be-
foro eur committee over in the Houso. I don’t know why. Maybe
they did not want to be cross-oxamined.  Nevertheless, they did not
appear there, and we did not have an opportunity to cross-examino
them,  Of course, we recognizo they wour( not he on the dairy farm-
ers’ side.

My colleague from Texas has also cited to you, Mr. Chairman,
what took place in certnin Eurepean countries prior to the war, about
tho salo and use of yellow-colored oleomargarine and the sale and
uso of butter. All I can say to that is, look what has happened to
those countries over there. Here we are appropriating l)iﬁionla of
dollars every year to rehabilitate them. I visited all those countrics,
and I know they are coming back in tho dairy industry. Take
Denmark, which is the principal butter-producing country in Europo.
Thoey export their butter to England, and now they are going to bring
in about 50,000,000 pounds to the United States to the further detri-
ment of our American farmers. You cannot get away from the
economic angle of this because it is purely an economic angle.  So
I am pleading with this committee to consider the cconomic aspects of
this fight, which in my opinion will seriously jeopardize our agri-
cultural economy, which will injure the dairy farmers of the country,
and in the end the people will pay much more for dairy products and
for meat and the other things which we try to have agriculture supply
in abundance.

If we were to leave it to the ladies to decide this question, we could
take the vote in the House. There were three ladies who supported
the dairy farmers, two Republicans and one Democrat, a lady from
Connecticut. Then there were two ladies who supported the oleo sido
of this controversy, the lady from California umrtlm lady from New
Jersey. So if we were to leave it to the women in the House to decide
the issue, there wouldn’t be any question how it would be decided.

The consumers of the eountry, Mr. Chairman—-

Senator Lucas. There is at least divided opinion.

Representative ANprESEN. Divided opinion? Not if we believe in
majority rule.

lumntor Lucas. It is divided according to the facts you gave us
there.

Representative ANDRESEN. There were three on the dairy side and
two on the other side.

Senator Byrp. What would you say about the Senate? We have
only one lady in the Senate.

epresentative ANDRESEN. You may have another one here after
next year. :

Senator FuLnriaur, Would you be willing to leave it up to the
lady in the Senate?

Representative ANDREseEN. I am glad to sce the distinguished
Senator come in. His State also will bo a great dairy State one of
these days unless we let the oleomargarine industry take over.

S.t:ﬁator Fursrient. It is a great one now, and growing very
rapidly.

Rep{esentutive ANDRESEN. Yes; and I think you should encourage
it—

Senator FuLsrigHT, I am,
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Representative ANpreseN, Because it is the best thing that ever
happened.  Let me in conclusion say again—1 am glad that wo are
i;(wttilrg n little audience here—the issue is vital, 1 am not talking
ere muking a politieal speech. | don’t have to do that,

Senator Lucas. You couid.

Representative ANpriskn. I could, but I don't have to do it,
The welfare of 2% million dairy farmers means more to me and the
economy of our country than it does to a certain group of oleomargn-
rine manufacturers who put over this drive to secure the passage of
legislation that will permit the unrestricted sule of olcomargarine in
this country. People ean eat all the oleo they want to,  Let them
cat it for what it is and not as an imitator of butter. The fight is
over the eolor yellow. I hope this committee will bury the oleo bill
that you have before you, that we can forget about it, and that agri-

-culture in the United States can stand together and work for the
entest, industry that we have, which is the basis of all new wealth
in the United States.

1 thank you very much,

Senator Hogy, Thank you.

Senator Byrp. Are you against any legislation at all?

Representative ANpreseN, I think we onght to forget about it.
1 do not think this should be the No. 1 picce of legislation to put
through by the party in control, irrespective of the promises that they
made the people prior to November 2.

Senator Byep. You are opposed, I suppose, to the so-called Granger
amendment also?

Representative ANpreseN. The Granger bill, which stops the sale
of yellow-colored olecomargarine in interstate commerce, is a bill that
the dairy industry has agreed to.  If you will put that bill through, I
am willing to stand by it because it repeals the tax,  With me, I was
nover in favor of the tax beeause the fight was always over the color
yellow and the effort. of the oleomargarine industry to steal the butter
market away from 2% million dairy farmers in this country.

Senator Lucas. Of course, a similar bill passed the House last year,
did it not?

Representative ANpreseN. No; the Poage bill is better in that
respect than the Rivers bill, which passed the House last year. The
Poage bill does make an attempt to identify yellow-colored oleo-
margarine when sold in eating places. The Rivers bill did not do that,
but I am opposed to the Poage bill.

Senator Lucas. While it was in our Democratic platform at Phil-
adelphia, nevertheless last year you gentlemen were in power and you
did manage to pass out a bill from the House and we passed a bill
here before this committee and it went to the floor of the Senate. I
think we took care of the defect that you are talking about now in the
bill which we passed through this committee. Of course, we did not
pass it through the Senate.  We never did get around to it.

Representative ANDRESEN. Of course, the bill that came over here
was somewhat patterned after the bill that was approved by the com-
mittee last year. The Federal Security Administrator says it is going
to cost $5,000,000 to make one inspection of every eating place in the
country a year. One inspection, of course, is nothing. I am not
going into the enforcement angle of it because it is going to be difficult
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to enforee, at the best.  You will have to have an army of inspectors,
There is no gquestion about it.  In the Granger bill, which was re-
ported by the House committee but was defeated in the House, it is
oft to the respective States under our States’ rights belief that the
State ean regulate the sale of that product within the State itself,

I will be satisfied if you will report and pass in the Senate the
Granger bill as reported by the House Committee on Agriculture.
That will remove the tax and leave it to the States to determine what
they want done within the States,

Senator Lucas, The Granger bill is in line with the amendment that
has been offered by these 26 Senators,

Representutive Anpuresen, That is right. 1 think Senator Wiley
has a bill on that.

Senator Hory. Thank you very much, Congressman.  We arve glad
to have had you,

Representative AnoreskN. Thank you, sir.

Senator Hory, We will add in the record a stadement from Ralph
Wells, soybean processor, who was unable to be present today to
testify.

(The statement referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT oF Rarnen WELLS, SovyseaN Processon, Monmourn, Irn.

Gentlemen of the Senate Finanee Committee, 1 wish to file the following discus-
sion on the merits of H, R, 2023, a bill intended to repeal taxes on manufacture,
distribution and sale of margarine colored white, and various other restrictions
now in effeet ax a small processor of roybeans and speaking for some six other
small processors in the State of Ilinois,

As a pioncer in the business of expelling oil from soybeans, our plant having
been butlt very early in the development of this young and modern food-produe-
tion industry, I wish to point out xome facts now pertinent to your action on H,
R. 2023, When.we first entered this business, back in 1935, less than 156 pereent
of our end product, soybean oil, was used for edible purposes.  Today the food
industry, consuming as it does vast quantities of all kinds of vegetable oils for
salad oil, shortening, and margarine, takes well over 90 percent of the Nation's
production of soybean oil,

The culture of soybeans, largely an experimental and a forage crop hefore the
World War 11, quickly became very essential to the conduct of the war,  Fvery
plant in the Nation was placed under Government contract in 1942 and pro-
duction of the valuable oil and soy flour stimulated to the utmost to furnish food
for our soldiers and our starving allics.  Under this stimulus housewives and their
families found margarine was not only palatable, nutritious, and wholesome, but
could be had for one-half or less the cost of table butter. Great advancement
has been made in the manufacture of margarine until now the product offered the
consuming public is safe, cconomical, taaty and delightfully nutritious even though
compelled by law to be bleached and suld white.

In Nlinois, the soyhean crop has become economically our third most important
field crop, its value exceeding that of any other grain except. corn.  Now, when our
Department of Agriculture is becoming greatly concerned over surpluses of both
corn problems as they are a natural alternative crop in our section for cither wheat
or corn,

The Nation as a whole last vear produced a crop of over 185,000,000 bushels of
soybeans valued at $400,000,000. Since fully 80 percent of the soy oil produced
from these crops must find outlet in food products, the processors join with some
million farmer producers of the bean crop in insisting that one of their end products,
margarine, be given a fair deal and be allowed to sell on its merits in a free market
after the Awmerican way of competitive free enterprise. This can be brought about
only by the removal by Congress of the obsolete, discriminatory, and unfair taxes
and prohibitions against yellow margarine. This H. R, 2023 does. This is already
possible in 30 States where all such restrictions are no longer allowed.

Much has been said by the dairy interests concerning the maintenance of
fertility of our soils, in which we all have vested interest, for the support of the
future civilization as found in America. This is an important and vital considera~
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tion today. The growing of goyheans however has been charged with undue
depletion of soils, espeeially when destruetive erosion is permitted,  Modern
methods have not only completely eliminated any exeuse for allowing erosion of
the land but, on the contrary, soybean enlture ean be made not only soil improving
but soll building, as rovealed by previons testimony before this committee, Al
this, too, ean be accomplished now without any saerifice in yicelds or income and
our farmers are fast learning how to do it

Prohibition of coloring on interstate trade and sale of this established economical
food item is unfair to the vast number of producers of sovheans, injurious to the
now numerous proeessors who have invested mitlions in equipment for proeessing
of beans, and especintily a hardship on the millions of family consuniers of the
produets.  Todav with all costs of feeding a family at sueh high levels, with pros-
wetd of diminishing incomes among 8o many families especially in the lower
‘)mcknm where cconomy is so necessary, the obligation lies heavily on onr taw-
makers to help and not hinder the Ameriean housewife in solving these imminent
cconomie problems,  Sha is eertainlv entitted to her ehoice of a table spread for
her family.  Proteeted by the pure-food laws of our country, the guned< apninst
fraud and deceit of wholesome, meritorious, onriched margarine should he mado
available to her and the entire consuming public on a fair, competitive baxis as
would be provided by this pending legislation,

I\ln proeessors of soybeans we respectfully and most carnestly urge passage of
H. k. 2023.

Senator Hokv. It lncks 20 minutes to the time for the Senate to
conveno and wo would not be able to hear additional witnesses now.
The committeo will reconvene at. 2 o’clock to hear further testimony.,

(Thereupon, at 11:35 a. m., the committee recessed until 2 p, m,
the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

(Whereupon, at 2 p. m., the committee reconvened, pursuant to
the taking of the noon recess.)

Senator MiLLikin (presiding). The meeting will come to order.

First, 1 wish to place in the record two telegrams 1 have received,
the first from Piggly Wiggly Western; the second from Millers Grocer-
terin Co., Denver, Colo.

Hon. Evaene B, Mitusiy, .
Senate Office Building, Washington, D, C.:

T have been told that statement has been made that ecurrent hearing before
Senate IFinance Committee thereis price spread of more than 30 cents per pound
between white and yellow margarine.  In this market the normal spread on the
same brands between vellow and white is not more than 10 1o 12 ¢ents per pound,
we feel that if Federal taxes and licenses were removed inereased competition
would readily prevent any profiteering and the price to consumer would definitely
reflect in full the removal of the taxes and licenses we would appreeiate your
support in removing all taxes and support. the Poage bill,

PracLy Wicany WESTERN,
Hon., Fuaeneg D, MiLLikiN,
Senate Office Building, Washinglon, D, C.:

Wo have been advised that statements have been made at the hearings on
olcomargarine before Senate Finance Comimittee that the usual spread between
white and yellow margarine in Denver is 32 cents per pound, I would like the
record on this point to be clarified since we sell large quantities of both white
and yellow margarine, In every instance in our stores the spread between white
and yellow margarine of the same brand never exceeds 12 cents per pound, We
pay 11 cents per pound more for yellow margarine in quarter pound prints
than for white margarine in solid prints,  We must pay $48 per store Federal tax
to sell yellow margarine as against $6 Federal tax to handle only white margarine.
I am satisfied based on my many years expericnee in trade that if Federal taxes
on yellow margarine were removed competiition would see to it that the price
of the product would be low and consumers would get entire benefit of tax removal.

MiLLeRrs GroceRTERIA Co.
Jos. H. Leyden.
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I have received copy of the following letter from C. K. Enstrom
to Mr. Palmer Hoyt, of the Denver Post:

APRIL 6, 1949,
Mr., Parver Hoyr,
Editor and Publisher, the Denver Post, Denver, Colo.

Dear Mg, Hoyr: The dairymen and butter manufacturers are not asking for
special privileges; they merely want an even break. They are not in favor of a

cial tax on oleomargarine although this tax did serve a purpose by helping to
eliminate some of the fraudulent practices, which often appcared in the oleo-
margarine industry., Butter has been known since time immemorial by its yellow
color. Ethyl gasoline is colored red and protected by patents issued on that basis,
Yellow cabs arc the only cabs which may lawfully use the yellow color and designa-
tion, Is the yellow color in this instance protected because of creative genius?
Should not butter have the same protection? Oleomargarine may have a preser-
vative added, sodium benzoate, to prevent development of rancidityv. Such
practice in the butter industry would be unthinkable and unlawful, and I cannot
understand the attitude of the Federal Food and Drug Administration in per-
mitting this special privilege. R

The housewife has been led to believe that by buying colored oleomargarine
she is receiving the equal of butter. Nothing could be further from the truth,
even though it be fortified with vitamins. In purchasing oleomargarine she is
getting nothing but vegetable oils of high melting point which do not, in a nutri-
tional sense, resemble the animal product, butterfat, any more than the “incom-
plete’” proteins of plants resemble the “‘complete’” proteins of animal tissue. The
°“}I¥ similarity is in appearance when colored yellow.

he housewife has not been told that every time she buys oleomargarine she is
merely contributing to a higher price for meat, milk and all other agricultural
products, which are closely tied up with dairy farming. She should be told that
she is dependent uﬁon dairy herds for 40 percent of her beef and veal and all miik.
Production of milk cannot be completely controlled, and much of the surplus
must be churned into butter. Nearly 27 percent of all milk produced normally
is churned into butter. If there is no butter market the consumer will have to
pay a higher price for milk in order to pay the farmer for his surplus milk which
will have to be diverted to animal feed at a very low price.

1If the yellow color of butter is not protected, a large percentage of our 2,500,000
dairy farmers will be dealt a body blow by being forced to slaughter miilions of
dairy cows. Simple economics tells us that the laws of supply and demand
control price trends, and the slaughtering of these animals will be responsible for
a big jump in meat prices. The ordinary consumer does not realize that most
vea! and many of the cheaper cuts of meat are frcm dairy animals. Beef animals
are generally not slaughtered for veal; and milk cows, which are no longer profitable
Rroduoers, make up a considerable portion of the chéaper cuts of meat. Veal,

amburger, and beef for stew may become a thing of the past or at least will not
be recognizable by price.

An important factor which is generally overlooked by the consumer is the value
of dairy farming in maintaining soil fertility. Here in the Grand Valley, we
have come to realize that we must have more dairying if we are to maintain the
present agricultural productive capacity or increase it to any extent. We find
that more farmers are trying to get back into the dary business because they
need a cheap fertilizer as well as a stable income, and these people must have a
market for their milk or cream. OQur whole soil-conservation program will fall
apart at the seams if the balance wheel of the dairy industry, “butter,” is thrown
off balance, and all the irrif;ation water in the West will not be of any benefit.
Perhaps the Eress can explain to the people of this State what percentage of
Colorado producis is used in manufacturing oleomargarine,

I do not believe that the housewife thought she was being abused by not finding
colored oleomargarine on the market until the press continually tried to inform
her of such. She actually was being protected. The only logical conclusion is
that a hidden, sinsiter motive exists, much to the discredit of part of the press.
Could it be that the gotential of millions of dollars in advertising has been the
underlying cause? The dairyman canndt afford the outlay of such sums. Let
us not be an accessory to furthering the chances of legalizing fraud by allowing
oleomargarine to be colored yellow. Any other color will do as well.

In conclusion, ﬁrmit me to inform you that dairy interests are not pla%'ing the
role of “the big, bad wolf’’ as the press has implied through editorials. The wolf
is, in this case, clothed in a fabric of vegetable oils and represents 28 oleomargarine
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manufacturers, which have backed with millions of dollars one of the most potent,
vicious congressional lobbies ever to exist. You could recognize the two concerns,
who control 82 percent of the vegetable oils by their names mentioned in daily
radio serials. egetable oil prices can be juggled at will, and everyone will lose.
In the dairy industry, our two largest corporations control approximately 6%
percent of the entire volume of business. I think that it would be wise to con-
sider the role of our 2,500,000 dairy farm families by protecting the yellow color
of butter, and let prosperity and lower food prices continue to follow the dairy
cow.
Sincerely yours
! C. K. ENsTROM,

Senator Young, please.

STATEMENT OF HON. MILTON R. YOUNG, A SENATOR IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA

Senator Younag. Mr. Chairman, I am informed that sales of dairy
products accounts for 6 percent of North Dakota’s farm income.
Sales of North Dakota farm products used in cleomargarine account
for only 5,000 of 1 percent of my State’s total farm income. It seems
to me that these figures illustrate better than anything else the
comparative importance of the arguments on either side of this butter-
oleomargarine controversy.

Cows are milked on 5 out of every 6 North Dakota farms, and
dairying is a commercial enterprise to more than three-quarters of
the farmers in the State. It naturally follows that a very large num-
ber of my constituents would be adversely affected by declining dairy
prices. The economic status of so large a portion of the populace
cannot fail to be of concern to the whole State, since a loss of farm
income is reflected immediately in falling business for the trades-
people serving cur rural areas. Eventually, all business in the State
must feel the pinch.

Agriculture is the leading activity in North Dakota, and accounts
for 63 percent of all employment within the State. There is a direct
connection between butter prices and the incomes of these people,
and especially of the 53,000 North Dakota farmers who sell farin-
separated cream.

In North Dakota practically all such cream is churned into creamery
butter. The margin between wholesale prices and the price paid to
farmers for butterfat is very narrow. In 1947, good quality butter
sold wholesale for 69 cents a pound in Chicago, the Nation’s leading
butter market, and North Dakota dairymen received 57 cents for the
butterfat in every pound of butter supplied by my Sgate.

Thus, the creamery had a marﬁin of only 12 cents per pound to
cover its costs of manufacture, packaging, and distribution, & mark-up
of 21 percent over the cost of the fat.

It is evident that this slim margin can easily be wiped out by unfair
competition from a synthetic product. The mark-up on oleomarga-
rine is nearly 55 percent over the cost of its ingredients, and this
differential has financed the high-pressure propaganda campaigns of
the oleomargarine manufacturers who now seek the removal of all
Federal restrictions on the manufacture and sale of their product.

The dairy farmers have a large investment in North Dakota, and
it is this investment in the hands of thousands of small farmers that .
I must think of now. The dairy farmer hag investments not only in
his cows, but also in‘specialized barns, milkhouses, and equipment.

¢



298 OLEO TAX REPEAL

Official figures as to the total in my State are not available, but cost-
of-milk-production studies ﬁive an estimate of $164,298,000. That is
a lot of money to risk on the possibility of cheaper oleomargarine for
cit%: people.

he 102 plants producing butter in North Dakota in 1946 had an
average production of about 500,000 pounds per plant. I call your
attention to the fact that those small manufacturing enterprises are
intensely local in character. They are widely distributed throughout
{ny lSltat.e, employ local people, and support pay rolls that are spent
ocally. ,

It f‘s,; certain repeal of Federal restrictions on yellow oleomargarine
would benefit no North Dakota farmer or businessman. It is certain
that North Dakota farmers as a whole would suffer loss. The farmer

ets less of what the consumer spends for & pound of oleo than he gets

or any product for which oleo may be substituted. The farmer’s
share of the consumer’s oleo dollar has always been one of the lowest
among all food products. ~

At 1947 prices the farmer got 12.8 cents out of every pound of
oleomargarine sold, and 15.6 cents out of every pound of shortening,
with which oleo competes. He got 22.7 cents out of every pound of
lard sold, and lard must also compete with olcomargarine. When a
pound of butter was sold at retail, 59.7 cents found its way back to
the farmer, but now butter, too, finds oleomargarine invading its
market. ’

Every pound of oleomargarine sold in place of butter cost some
farmer approximately 47 cents last year. Every pound of lard dis-
placed by oleo reduced agricultural income by 10 cents, and cvery
pound of shortening that lost out to oleo represented an additional
cut of 3 cents. )

In these days of declining agricultural income, it is clear to me that
the Congress cannot afford further encouragement of the oleomar-
garine industry at the expense of the American farmer.

Senator MiLLikIN. Thank yea very much, Senator.

Senator Youna. Thank you, sir. : .

" Senator MiLLikiN. Congressman Corbett, we are glad to have you
ere.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT J. CORBETT, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Representative CorBerr. Thank you, Senator.

I have a very brief statement here. .

I am Robert J. Corbett, a Representative in Congress from the
Thirtieth District of Pennsylvania. During my four terms in the
House I have actively sought the repeal of the taxes and other legal
discriminations imposed on the makers, sellers, and consumers of
yellow margarine.

During the Eightieth Congress, and this is the Eighty-first Congress,
1 have introduced leiislation to accomplish this objective. To that
end I have appeared before this committee and the House Committee
on Agriculture and carefully followed the testimony presented.

Senator MiLLikiN. Congressman, may I ask what part of Pennsyl-
vanie is represented in your district? ' .
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Representative Corsert. I represent four wards of the city of
Pittsburgh and the burroughs and the townships adjacent to it within
the county of Allegheny. .

Because of this activity and study I fecl somewhat qualified to
present a summary of the basic issues involved and because your
committee is soon to conclude its public hearings 1 trust that such a
summary may be of some value. .

My summation of the issues in this controversy is as follows:

The taxes and other unfair restrictions on the manufacture and
sale of yellow margarine are repugnant to our free-cnterprise system,

There can be no possible justification for laws which seck to force
a consumer to purchase one product in preference to another.

There is no evidence that the dairy industry will be adversely
affected by the lifting of restrictions on the manufacture and sale of
yellow margarine. .

The Wiley bill will seriously interfere with States’ rights.

The Poage bill will permit the consumer to buy what he wants, the
ulray he l\lvants it, without having to pay a punitive tax for exercising
that right.

Thegincroased competition for the margarine market which must
inevitably follow the passage of the Poage bill will result in lower
prices to the consumer. .

The Poage bill provides for more protection for the consumers and
the dairy interests than the Wiley bill, . . 4

These conclusions do, I believe, cover all the main issues involved
and I am more than willing to offer substantiating evidence wherever
it is neeessary.

As a very definite illustration of how deeply the consuming public
resents the raw deal they have been getting as regards yellow mar-
garine I should like to read ‘to you a copy of a brief resolution that
was recently mailed to me. This resolution was passed by the Con-
gress of Clubs and Clubwomen of Western Pennsylvania, Inc. Itisa
group made up of over 25,000 women, I am very familiar with the
activities of this club because in years gone by my mother was one of
the organizers. It is a club which actually meets, and its membership
are dues-paying individuals, and hence I believe a whole lot more
confidence should be place(i in their statements than is normal in
statements of this kind. They wrote to me as follows:

DEAR Sir: At the quarterly meeting on March 3, 1949, of the Congress of Clubs
and (glub Women of Western Pennsylvania, Ine., the following resolution was

as H
P I?.ewas resolved that the Congress of Clubs at its third quarterly meeting,
March 3, 1949, which was atten(ﬁad by presidents and delegat03 of clubs, repre-
senting 25,000 women in western Pennsylvania, pledge to buy and serve imargarire
wherever possible until our legislature acts on legislation now pending to remove
all taxes and restrictions from margarine.

We respectfully request that you give your support to this legislation.

Respectfully,
KaTHERINE CissNa,
Recording Seeretary,

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this audience that you have accorded
me and I sincerely hope that you will soon agree on a bill similar to
the Poage bill and that the Senate will concur with you so that we
will finally and for all time be rid of the legal discriminations which
have been placed on a wholesome American food. o

893434020
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Mr; Chairman, that concludes my brief statement here, and I
would only like to emphasize in closing that my interest in this legis-
lation is almost 100 percent from the consumer point of view. gﬂse
ladies and gentlemen of my district feel that they should have the
privilege of going to their store and purchasing witK their own money
the commodities that they care to take to their home, -

- I appreciate this opportunity to be heard, and I thank you.

Senator MiLLikiN. Thank you very much for coming, Congressman.
: Representative Corperr. Thank you, sir.

.- Senator MiLLIXIN. Mrs. Margaret Stone, please. iy

STATEMENT OF MRS: MARGARET F. STONE, CHAIRMAN OF
LEGISLATION, NATIONAL WOMEN'S TRADE-UNION LEAGUE,
WASHINGTON, D. C. ' "

Mrs. StoNE. Senator Millikin, I represent the National Women’s
Trade-Union League of America. I am Mrs. Margaret F. Stoue, the
chairman of legislation.

For a number of years the National Women'’s Trade-Union League
has supported the repeal of all restrictions against the free manufac-
ture and sale of olcomargarine. We not only oppose the discrimina-
tory taxes and license fees now required, but we also oppose the unjust
restrictions on the sale of colored margarine.

The facts as to the hi%h cost of living are well known by all, and it
is axiomatic that the lower-income groups cannot afford to buy
butter in their daily diet. We have in oleo a nutritious substitute
which could be made available to low-income groups if the restrictive
taxes were removed. Scientific tests have shown that the nutritional
value of margarine is equivalent, as far as we know nutrition now, to
that of butter. The conclusion of three physicians of the department
of pediatrics, University of I(}linois College of Medicine, who recently
completed a test on 255 children, was as follows:

Growing children experience normal growth, in height and weight, when their
diets contain only fortified margarine as table fat, as shown by comparison with
children fed on similar diets with butter as a source of table fat.

- Furthermore, margatine is manufactured under United States Pure
Food and Drug Administration standards of identity, and the con-
sumer is protected against fraud in the same manner as he is in the
case of every other food product regulated by the Federal pure-food
laws and the pure-food laws in 47 of the 48 States.

What our members fail to understand is why butter should have a
monopoly on one color when no other food product has that kind of
monopoly. This state of affairs has been going on now for more than
Gg years, and now that the facts are widely known as to the unreason-
ableness of the taxes against oleo, the National Women’s Trade-
Union League urges prompt repeal of these taxes as provided in H. R.
2023, already passed by the House of Representatives.

The argument of the butter interests that sale of colored margarine
will ruin, the sale of butter is, to us, a false argument and one that
reflects on their own product. ~The large number of persons who would
be bengfited 'by the availability of margarine at a price they could

ord 'are not able to buy butter anyhow, so the sale of margarine to
thein would not be competing in any way with the sale of butter.

Furthcrmore, there will always be those who prefer butter and are
able to pay for it, so it is high time that consumers.receive some con-
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?idzration in the matter and should have free choice of either nutritious
0od.

May I just add a personal note, Senator?

Senator MiLLIKIN. Surely.

Mrs. StonEg. I have four children, and during the war we had very
little butter, but two of the children liked margarine and two of them
will not eat anything but butter, so when we don’t have butter, they
just eat bread plain.  So I feel perfectly sure from my own experience
that there will alwa{q be plenty of sale for butter even though mar-
garine is allowed to be sold colored. :

Senator MiLLikiN. Thank you very much for coming.

Mrs. Stone. Thank you very much for this opportunity.

Senator MILLIKIN. Is there anyone in the audience who wishes to
testity? We are waiting for Senator Cordon and for Senator Mec-
Carthy. Senator Cordon is supposed to be on the way.

(Brief recess.) :

Scnator MiLLikiN. Senator Cordon, will you give us the benefit of
your time?

STATEMENT OF HON. GUY CORDON, A UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Senator CorpoN. Mr. Chairman, I regret that I have held the com-
mittee up. We had a little item come to the Appropriations Commit-
tee on a hurry-up call this afternoon at 1:30, of around $590,000,000,
and it was necessary to take some time that I had not expected to
devote to that purpose. :

Senator MiLLIkIN. Was it a Colorado appropriation? .

" Senator CorpoN. Unfortunately, it was not, although Colorado
will be one of the beneficiaries. : ‘

Scnator MiLLiKIN. I am glad to hear that.

" Senator CorpoN. Mr. Chairman, I appear in support of the amend-’
ment in the nature of a substitute for the II_Jlanding bill upon which I
have appeared as a sponsor. The bill is H. R. 2023. The amend-
ment was introduced by Senator Wiley, of Wisconsin, and a number
of other Scnators. I shall not take the time of the presiding officer
nor burden the record with a general discussion of this matter. I
suspect that has been gone into rather fully.

come from a State, Mr. Chairman, wheve the average agricultural
income percentagewise arising from dairy products is sybstantially.
that of the United States as a whole; namely, 14 percent of the agri-
culture income of the State of Oregon arises from dairy products.

This morning I had the opportunity of listening to a presentation
bﬁr the Secretary of Agriculture with reference to a proposal made by
that Department for & new approach to the farm support policy of
the United States. As a part of his presentation, he presented the
subcommittee with a table showing “Cash farm income from specified:
ggg})ﬂ}?dities—-mtal of percentage distribution, United States, for

The first item in that list, and the largest, of the commodities, is
cattle and calves, the cash receipts for wiich was $5,131,000,000, or
11(15.5 percent of the total agricultural income of the United States for
that year.

The second and next highest commodity was dairy products, with a
total of $4,507,000,000, or 14.5 percent of the total national income
from agriculture.
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Upon my inquiry, the Sccretary agreed that if there were eliminated
from the first item the cows and calves which come from dairy herds
and which are sold for meat, the dairy item would head the list.

It may be interesting, Mr. Chairman, to have the whole table
introduced into the record. I will ask that that be done.

SBenator MiLLikiN. I am sure that will be a valuable contribution,
and it will be put in the record.

(The table referred to follows:)

Cash farm income from specified comniodities: Tolal and- percentage distribution,
Unilted States, 1948

19481 19481
Commeodity b . Commodity P tog
~ ercentage . ereentage
Cash receipts ‘of total Cash receipts of total
Millions of Millions of
. dollare dollars
Cattle and calves 8,131 16.5 || Potatoes. 4 1.6
Dalry products. 4, 307 14.5 L6
OfS. ......._.. 4,110 13.2 L3
Poultry and oggs. 3, 061 9.9 1.3
Wheat..... 2,767 8.9 .9
Cotton lint 2,126 6.8 .9
'ruck croj 1,22 4.0 .9
Corn.... 1,073 3.5 -
Tobacoo.. . 1,012 3.8 || Totalcash receiptsall
* Declduous fruits...... 901 2.9 commodities........ 31,019 100.0
1 Preliminary.

Source: Bureau of Agricultural Economics.

Senator CorpoN. Now I will call attention to another table fur-
nished by the Sccretary of Agriculture headed “Relative importance
of 14 leading food products in urban retail food costs, December 1948.”
Dairy products, 18.8 percent, with 190.3 percent of that in fluid milk,
That is a very important factor and one I expect to emphasize; 5.6
percent was in butter. Other dairy products, 2.9 percent, making the
18.8 percent of the total cost in tho retail stores in urban arcas.

I will ask, Mr. Chairman, that that table in its entirety be placed
in the record.

Senator MiLLikiN. It will be placed in tho record.

(The table referved to follows:)

Relative importance of I% leading food ’;’&?da in urban retail food costs, December

Commodit impotant Commodi importanse
ommodity mportance ommodity
Decomber 10481 December 1948 !
Percent Percent
18.8 |1 Potatoes. . .. ................. ...l 3.2
10.3 || Chickens. . . 3.2
8.6 || Fruits an 3.2
2.9 URAr. ... 2.9
15.1 || Lamb, leg 2.9
0.3 pples. .. 2.4
8.7/ Oranges. . ..ccoonnnana.. 2.3
5.8 || Fats and oils, excluding la 2.2
5.8

. 4 Relative importance In Indox of Retail Food Costs as reported by Bureau of Labor Btatistics.
Source: Bureau of Agricultural Economics.
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Senator CorpoN. Mr. Chairman, I am not here with any brief in
opposition to the manufacture, distribution, and sale of oleomargarine.
It has been determined to be a nutritious food product. My opposi-
tion goes not to oleomargarine as a food product, but to oleomargarine
in interstate commerce colored to imitate butter. I would not even
object to that solely because it is an imitation, Mr. Chairman, because
we have many imitations on the market at this time. I object because
it is an imitation that so nearly approximates butter itself in coloration,
if it be permitted to be colored, in flavor itself, which I think comes
largely because in order to make the deception more complete, it is
oven churned in good old cow’s milk, that the deception is so complete
that the closeness of the resemblance between the two products is such
that buyers will presently begin the habit of purchasing oleomargarine
in the place of butter. It can be produced for a fraction of the cost
of the production of butter.

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, the people of the United States—
and parenthetically, I like to hope that the Congress is still legislating
for the people of the United States as a whole—have of their number
engaged in the dairy business an uncounted number of farmers more
than those enfaged in the manufacture of oleomargarine. There is
hardly a small farm in the whole expanse of the United States that
does not depend for a part of its immediate cash receipts upon the old
dairy cow. Wherever you go, you find that cash money comes from
the housewife’s work in the poultry field and the dairy field.

Let us assume that oleomargarine may be sold without let or hin-
drance in interstate commerce, colored to resemble butter, flavored
to resemble butter, advertised as the finest substitute for butter and as
something even better than butter, and that as a result of high-
i)oyvered salesmanship there is a sharp drop in the market for butter.

f it affected only those in the dairy business, it would be bad enough.
That alone would be reason enough to protect butter as a commodity
from any tyge of deception, such as is here intended, and I use the
word “intended” advisedly. But if that were the only extent of the
injury, that would be'bad enough. )

Mr. Chairman, all of us who come from arcas where dairying is a
reasonably considerable part of the agricultural economy, and particu-
larly we who at least produce the average of 14 percent of our agricul-
ture income from dairying, and those who produce on up above 14
percent of their agricultural income from dairying, we know, Mr.
Chairman, that butter as such is to a very great extent a byproduct
of the dairy farm,

I read you the figures, 10 percent of all receipts come from fluid
milk, approximately half of tbat from butter. The main market
for the dairy farmer is his fluid milk, and the one essential in the food
of this counu;ig, above and beyond every other, is fluid milk, I think
no one can dispute that statement. :

. It may be asked, that being the case, why worry about butter and
its substitute? Mr. Chairman, it is also well known that the amount
of milk fiven by dairy cattle varies with the season. It is also well
known that the absolute minimum necessity of this country for fluid
milk must be maintained at all times and at all hazards. That means
that the level of production for the needs of the people of the United
States must be at. the lowest point of the dairy cow. You cannot
keep fluid milk in a deep frecze for months, as you can many other
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roducts. You must then have an ade'?uate supply at the time of
owest production of the dairy herds of the United States. That
means that, at the points of highest production, Mr. Chairman, there
is not a market for the fluid milk. 'The boys in oleo have given us a
little market now that they churn oleo in milk, but it is minor. We
must have some way of utilizing the peak production of milk if we are
to maintain the necessary maximum at low production. That is
where butter comes into the picture. Butter will fill that gap. Skim
milk we can use on the farm. It can be used in the manufacture of
certain commodities.. But thé price of skim milk is such that you
cannot take care of that maximum supply without having a terrific
rise in the price you pay for fluid milk.

Mr. Chairman, I think those facts are well known. I simply want
to suggest, with reference to them, that it is unthinkable in this country
that we can drop below our absolute necessity for fluid milk. - That
must be maintained. How can it be maintained if we lose our butter
market to a substitute, whether entirely—and we won’t do that, of
course—or partially, and we will do that, and we know that, because if
the manufacturer of oleomargarine did not know it, he would not be
interested in coloring his oleomargarine yecllow. He could color it
green. I would be quite content to have him put it on the market
Ereen, or red, white, and blue. But he colors 1t yellow to take the

_ butter market, and when he colors it yellow he knows that he is going
to invade further the butter market, and that means—and you cannot
Eet, away from it—a drop in butter production or a drop in price of

utter to the extent that the increased cost of the over-all production
of the fluid milk must be made up somewhere else, and it will have to
be made up in the increased cost of fluid milk.

Mr. Chairman, you may remember, I think most of us do, the years
of the war when we had a special support price, a subsidy on fluid milk,
I say to you, Mr. Chairman, that if we permit interstate commerce in
colored oleomargarine, no matter how we may seek to avoid a decep-
tion made by the color itself, if we do that we are going to be compelled
either (1) to pay an exorbitant price for fluid milk that the people in
this country who need the milk, the people with the families and the
little children, cannot pay; or (2) we are going back to a national
butter subsidy. When we go back to that, we are going to find, as we
found in the war, that the costs will go into the untold hundreds of
millions of dollars, :

The amendment, Mr. Chairman, is but a partial answer to this
problem. There is nothing in it that prohibits the coloration of oleo-
margarine under State laws. The amendment itself takes care of all
of the tax troubles which have been the bone of contention and the
reason that has always been advanced, plausible but sophistical, as
to why olcomalFarine taxes should be removed. Those taxes are
removed under the amendment which I support. The only thing in
the way of a prohibition left, Mr. Chairman, is a prohibition against
the sale in interstate commerce of precolored oleomargarine, and that
doles not go to any color but good old dairy cow-butter yellow; none
other,
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That means that, if the amendmoent be adopted, we will regain,
perhaps, a little of our State sovereignty. Within each State the
people may determine whether oleomargarine shall be sold colored in
that State. But at least the people of cach State will have an oppor-
tunity to determine that within their own economy; and 1 say to you,
Mr. Chairman, that is indispensable. I suspect you will hear on that
subject from my friend the junior Senator from Wisconsin. T shudder
to think what would happen in the State of Wisconsin if oleomargarine,
precolored, may go free in interstate commerce into that State. I
do not like to think what would happen in my State of Orcgon.
But, in'any ovent, the people of every State will havé the legal right to
determine the 'question for themsclves. To me, the compromise
fﬁemd is more than a concession. It comes perilously close to capitu-
ation. o

I hape, Mr. Chairman, that we may be able to sccure the adoption
of our amendment.

Senator MiLLikIN, Thank you very much, Senator Cordon.

Senator Corpon. Thank you.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Senator McCarthy?

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH R. McCARTHY, A UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Senator McCarray. Mr. Chairman, I have very little to add to
what has been said here before. I might say that our dairy farmers are
not interested in taxing oleomargarine. As a whole, we feel that if the
housewife wants to buy oleomargarine she should be able to buy it
without paying a tax on it.

The thing that disturbs us very much, however, is this very obvious
attempt by the oleomargarine manufacturers to make it possible and
very easy for them to imitate butter. I tune in te a radio program
here in Washington off and on, & program ‘advertising oleomargarine,
a rather unusual program. You hear them refer to it as ‘‘countr
fresh” oleomargarine. You hear them over and over. There is
nothing country fresh about oleomargarine, of course. It is part of
this picture of deception. ) ‘

You go down to a grocery store and you see oleomargarine in a
package the same size as butter with a picture of a cow ou the outside
of it. I think that not only the dairy farmer but the housewife as well
is entitled to protection from this sort of thing. I think the housewife
is entitled to know that what she is buying is oleomargarine if it is,
-or that it is butter if she is buying butter, The same is true as far as
the dairy farmer is concerned, If the dairy farmer has the assurance
that no one can pass oleomargarine off as butter, he does not give a
tinker’s dam about the tax on oleomargarine.

Other than that, Mr. Chairman, I do not think I have anything to
add to this. The substitute we have offered does, I think, protect
both the farmer and the housewife.

Senator MiLLIKIN. Thank you very much, Senator McCarthy.
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(The following statement was submitted for the record:)

BTAPEMENT or S8ENATOR OLIN D. JouNsTON, UNITED STATES SBENATOR FROM THE
: SrATE oF SouTH CAROLINA

. I believe the discriminatory taxes on oleomargarine should be repealed because
I am a firm believer in free enterprise and believe that every producer has the
same right*to enjoy a free market for his products. The sole purpose of the tax
on colored oleomargarine is to discourage American housewives from purchasing
it. The iniquitous tax on oleomargarine is & direct threat to the free competitive
market in America. Because of the taxes cn colored oleomargarine this food is
not sold in many of our small grocery stores. There is no justification for such
a discriminatory tax in America. Why should we levy a Federal tax on one<ood
Kroduot and not tax the others? The answer is a simple one. Special interesta

ave been successful in retaining this unfair tax and as a result, the consumer
must bear the tax burden. The Americans are rebelling against these taxes.
They are no longer willing to tolerate such outmoded and iniquitous taxes,
Many of our low-income families are forced to purchase a substitute for butter
through economic necessity. But regardless of whether the consumerd buy
margarine through choice or necessity, it is the consumers right to purchase
colored oleo if they so desire.

If the economic conditions of a family are such that they cannot afford to
purchase butter, why should they be penalized because they use a substitute?

It is & matter of common knowledge that the nutritional value of oleomargarine
is comparable to butter, and medical science has shown that where growing
children using mergarine alone in their diet for all purposes in which fat is neces-
sary, have no difference from butter. 1 do not have to stress the interest the
cotton farmers and soybean farmers in this issue. The cotton producers have
been discriminated against for years amd this discrimination has cost them
millions upon millions of dollars. . ’ .

The price of cottonseed, from which the sharecroppers and other small cotton

) producers get the bulk. of their sgendable income, depends primarily upon the
e

price of oil which is necessary in the production of margarine. Similarly, it is of
vital importance to the soybean arveas which center in the Middle West.  Almost
as much soybean oil as cottonseed oil is used in the production of margarine. *
There is no logical reason to discriminate againit margarine in favor of butter.
‘This is wrong—we should not wait any longer to rectify it. I believe this measure
should be submitted to the United States Senate upon its merits, I have no
fear of the results of this body. .
" Senater Millikin, Is there anyone in ¢he audience who wishes to
testify? .
_(No response.) - . L :
Senator MiLLIKIN, The public hearing is closed.
(Thereupon, at 2:50 p. m., the hearing was closed.)
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