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WHEAT AND WHEAT FOODS RESEARCH, EDUCATION,
AND PROMOTION

WEDNESDAY, MAY 3, 1972

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LIVESTOCK AND GRAINS

OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D .0 .

- The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room

1301, Longworth House Office Building, the Honorable Graham Pur-

cell (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Representatives Purcell, Foley, Melcher, Bergland, Link,

Denholm, Zwach, Price of Texas, Sebelius, and Kyl.
Staff: Mrs. Christine S. Gallagher, chief clerk; Lacey C. Sharp,

general counsel; and L. T. Easley, staff consultant.
Mr. PURCELL. The subcommittee will please come to order.
We are here to today hear testimony regarding legislation intro-

duced by several members of Congress, including members of this
subcommittee to establish a program of wheat, wheat foods research,
education, and promotion. The program would be financed by an
assessment against the wheat processor, the total amount to be derived
from such assessment would be between $2 and $6 million annually.
Virtually no federal funds would be involved.
The bill is designed to be a coordinated effort by the wheat indus-

try to counter declining individual consumption in the U.S. of wheat

and wheat products. While the actual language of the bill may re-
quire some changes, as a joint effort by various levels of the wheat in-
dustry and Members of Congress to do something to assist the indus-
try, it is a highly commendable effort and we will be glad to hear the
testimony regarding it at this time.
(The bills, H.R. 13513 by Mr. Purcell and Mr. Steed; H.R. 13514 by

Mr. Purcell, Mr. Abourezk, Mr. Alexander, Mr. Andrews, Mr. Aspin-
all, Mr. Bergland, Mr. Denholm, Mr. Foley, Mr. Halpern, Mr. Han-
sen of Idaho, Mr. Link, Mr. McClure, Mr. McCollister, Mr. McCor-
mack, Mr. Melcher, Mr. Nelsen, Mr. Roncalio, Mr. Roy, Mr. Sebelius,
Mr. Shriver, Mr. Terry, Mr. Thone, Mr. Ullman, Mr. Winn, and Mr.
Zwach ; H.R. 13663 by Mr. Jones of Tennessee; H.R. 13687 by Mr.
Purcell and Mr. Frenzel; and H.R. 13717 by Mr. Skubitz, are iden-
tical bills, the text of which and the departmental report follow:)

[H.R. 13514, 92d Cong., second sess.]

A BILL To enable wheat producers, processors, and end-product manufacturers of wheat
foods to work together to establish, finance, and administer a coordinated program of
research, education, and promotion to maintain and expand markets for wheat and
wheat products for use as human foods within the United States

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States

of America in Congress assembled, That this Act shall be known as the "Wheat

and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act".

(1)



9

LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS

SEC. 2. (a) Wheat and its products are a basic source of the Nation's total sup-ply of human foods. They are sold on the countrywide market, as wheat or wheatproducts. Substantial quantities thereof move in interstate commerce from pro-
ducers to consumers. Recurring periodic surpluses impair purchasing power and
financial stability of wheat producers, adversely affect farm credit, disorganizeand disrupt the agricultural and general economy of the United States, create
uncertainty for consumers, impinge on the general welfare, and burden interstate
commerce. The production, processing, manufacturing, and marketing of wheat
and its products within the United States directly affect the welfare and security
of the Nation.
(b) It has long been found to be in the public interest to have a reasonable

balance between the supply and demand for wheat and wheat products produced
and sold in this country for use as human foods. Increasing need for food adds a
humanitarian dimension and a note of urgency. The distribution, manufacture,
and sale of wheat and wheat foods have become major instruments of national
policy as well as important factors in the nutrition of consumers.

c) In order to increase demand for wheat and wheat foods, and to advance
the public interest, it is necessary to establish a research, education, and pro-
motion program which will provide:
(1) Research: coordinated and programed to amplify and to extend, withoutduplication, existing research programs for the purpose of exploring in the pub-

lic interest such areas as: the nutritional values of wheat and wheat foods and
the possibility of new and improved wheat foods which by the nature of research
will contribute to knowledge of nutrition in general and understanding of all
wheat foods in particular, or increase their value; improved techniques of produc-
tion and distribution of wheat and wheat foods; and market research, including
consumer attitudes.
(2) Education: to communicate existing and new product knowledge, uses, and

values in nutrition; nutrition education; in the establishment of school or com-
munity nutrition programs; in the preparation and distribution of materials for
food editors and writers in all media, leaders of government, and school author-
ities.
(3) Promotion: including public relations, advertising, trade advertising, mer-

chandising projects, and events and programs for special market areas and market
research to determine the most effective methods of presentation of the consumer
benefits to be derived from wheat and wheat foods as human foods.
(d) The implementation of such research, education, and promotion will,

among other things, (1) contribute to professional and public knowledge, under-
standing, and appreciation of wheat foods and their relationship to other human
foods in approved diet; (2) improve the market for wheat and wheat foods;
{3) stimulate appreciation of the need for, and greater use of, wheat and wheat
foods as an essential part of a balanced diet; (4) reduce and strive to eliminate
the need for regulatory controls on the production and marketing of wheat;
(5) help improve the effectiveness of world food programs through better
utilization of wheat foods; and (6) contribute to those sectors of the National
and State economies dependent in whole or part on the industrial vitality of
those associated with the production, processing, and end product manufacture
of wheat and wheat foods.

DECLARATION OF POLICY

SEC. 3. It is therefore declared to be the policy of the Congress and the purpose
of this Act (1) to authorize and provide for the establishment of an orderly
procedure for the development, financing, and carrying out of an effective,
continuous, and coordinated program of research, education, and promotion
designed to maintain and expand markets for wheat and wheat products for
use as human foods within the United States, and (2) to require the Secretary
of Agriculture to utilize the services and counsel of industry organizations and
groups to the maximum extent in the development and administration of pro-
grams of research, education, and promotion under this Act.

DEFINITIONS

SEC. 4. For the purposes of this Act—
(a) The term "council" means the Wheat Industry Council established

pursuant to section 5 of this Act.
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(b) The term "Department" means the United States Department of Agri-
culture.
(c) The term "end product" means any product in which processed wheat

or wheat grown within the United States is a material or ingredient, and which
Is intended for use as human food within the United States without further
processing other than final preparation thereof fof consumption by the ultimate
consumer on the premises where sold or final preparation by the ultimate con-
sumer for personal, family, or household use.
(d) The term "end product manufacturer" means any person who produces

an end product.
(e) The term "person" means any individual or any partnership, corporation,

association, or other business entity.
) The term "processed wheat" means any substance produced for use as

an end product, or as a component of an end product, by changing wheat grown
within the United States in form or character by any mechanical, chemical, or
other means.
(g) The term "processor" means any person who during the period of twelve

months immediately preceding the date as of which the determination is made
(1) produced processed wheat from five thousand bushels or more of wheat or
from the equivalent thereof in previously processesd wheat, or (2) bought for
resale to other processors or to end product manufacturers without further proc-
essing processed wheat produced from five thousand bushels or more of wheat.
(h) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Agriculture, or any officer

or employee of the United States Department of Agriculture who is authorized to
exercise the powers and perform the duties of the Secretary.
(i) The term "United States" means the several States and the District of

Columbia, but does not include any territory or possession.
(j) The term "wheat producer" means any person who grows wheat within

the United States for market.
(k) The term "year" or "fiscal year" means the period from the effective date

of this Act to the beginning of the next fiscal year of the United States Govern-
ment and each fiscal year of the United States Government thereafter.

ESTABLISHMENT OF WHEAT INDUSTRY COUNCIL

SEC. 5. (a) There is hereby established a nonprofit organization to be known
as the Wheat Industry Council (hereinafter referred to as the "council") which
shall not be an agency or establishment of the United States Government.
( b) No part of the net earnings of the council shall inure to the benefit of any

private person, and it shall be treated as an organization described in section
170(c) (2) (B) of the Internal Revenue Act of 1954 and as an organization
described in section 501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 which is
exempt from taxation under section 501 (a) of such Code.
(c) The council shall be composed of fifteen voting members and seven addi-

tional members. One of the additional members shall be the Secretary or an
official of the Department designated by him. The fifteen voting members and
alternates therefor shall be appointed by the Secretary from nominees submitted
for his consideration as hereinafter provided. The additional members shall meet
and confer with the voting members of the council but shall not be entitled to
vote or hold any council office.

PROCEDURES FOR THE NOMINATION AND APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS AND ALTERNATE
MEMBERS TO THE WHEAT INDUSTRY COUNCIL

SEC. 6. (a) Within thirty days after the enactment of this Act, and not less
than thirty days prior to the beginning of each fiscal year which begins after
the fiscal year in which this Act becomes effective, the Secretary shall request the
Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation, a nonprofit corporation organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Illinois, the membership of which is
limited to persons who are or who represent producers, processors, or end product
manufacturers, to submit the names of fifteen persons for consideration by the
Secretary as nominees for appointment to the council as voting members, and
the names of fifteen additional persons, each for consideration by the Secretary
as a nominee for appointment as an alternate to a designated voting member
of the council. Each of said nominees for appointment as voting members or
alternates shall be a member of, or an officer, director, or employee of a member
of, the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation, selected to represent the views and
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interests of that segment of the industry on whose behalf he was designated,
namely producer, processor, or end product manufacturer. Five of the persons so
selected as nominees for appointment las voting members of the council and the
five persons so selected as nominees for appointment as their alternates shall
qualify on the basis of membership in the producer segment, a like number of
each on the basis of membership in the processor segment, and a like number
of each on the basis of membership in the end product manufacturer segment.
Any one or more of said nominees, voting members, and alternates may be a
director, officer, or executive committee member of the Wheat and Wheat Foods
Foundation.
(b) The additional members, other than the Secretary or his designate, shall

be selected at large by the Secretary, two from each of the three segments of the
industry referred to in subsection (a) of this section.

APPOINTMENT OF NOMINEES BY THE SECRETARY

SEC. 7. (a) (1) Upon receipt of the request of the Secretary for nominees
as provided in section 6, the board of directors of the Wheat and Wheat Foods
Foundation is requested to choose fifteen nominees and a like number of alter-
nates for consideration by the Secretary for appointment as members or alter-
nates, as the case may be, to the Wheat Industry Council. If any such nominee
or alternate nominee is rejected by the Secretary in his discretion, the Secretary
shall request the board of directors of the Wheat and Wheat Foods Founda-
tion to submit the name of another nominee or alternate nominee in lieu of
the one rejected, which nominee or alternate nominee, as the case may be,
shall be subject to the same eligibility requirements, and shall represent the
same segment of the wheat industry (producer, processor, or end product manu-
facturer), as the nominee or alternate nominee rejected by the Secretary.
(2) An alternate voting member of the council shall act in the place of the

member for whom he is an alternate during such member's absence or when
designated to do so by the member for whom he is an alternate. In the event
both a member and his alternate are unable to attend a council meeting, the voting
members of the council present may designate another alternate of the same
classification (producer, processor, or end product manufacturer) to serve in
such member's place for that meeting. In the event of the death, removal, resig-
nation, or disqualification of a member, his alternate shall act for him until
a successor for such member is selected and has qualified.
(b) A council member shall be appointed to serve for one fiscal year and

his term shall expire on the last day of the fiscal year for which he was appointed,
except that each member shall hold office until his successor shall have been
appointed and shall have taken office. Council members may be removed for
cause by the Secretary. Vacancies for unexpired terms on the council shall
be filled by the Secretary in the manner herein prescribed for the appointment
of members for a regular term. A member shall be eligible for reappointment
if again selected for nomination pursuant to subsection (a) of this section.
(c) Members of the council, and their alternates, shall serve without corn-

pensation but shall be paid their necessary travel, subsistence, and other ex-
penses incurred in the discharge of their official duties. The Secretary or other
officer or employee of the United States appointed to the council shall serve
without compensation in addition to that received by him as an officer or
employee of the United States, subject, however, to the provisions of section 18
of this Act relating to reimbursement by the council to the Department for
actual administrative expenses incurred by the Department.

GENERAL POWERS AND DUTIES

SEC. 8. (a) The council shall meet at least annually and at other times upon
call of the chairman. Special meetings of the council may be called at any
time upon reasonable notice, as required by its rules and regulations, by a
quorum of the members of the council or by the Secretary.
(b) The chairman of the council shall be selected by the voting members of

the council and shall hold office at the pleasure of the council or until his
membership on the council expires.

VOTING REQUIREMENTS FOR COUNCIL ACTIONS

SEC. 9. A majority of the voting members of each of the three groups repre-
sented on the council shall constitute a quorum. All decisions, recommendations,
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or other actions of the council shall require a majority vote of the voting mem-
bers present from each of the three groups represented on the council, (producers,
processors, and end product manufacturers). All such decisions, recommenda-
tions, and actions of the council shall be subject to approval by the Secretary. The
Secretary shall not take any action with respect to any matter concerning which
the council is authorized to act unless and until such action receives the requisite
approval by the voting members of the council as provided in this section.

AUTHORITY OF COUNCIL TO ISSUE RULES AND REGULATIONS

SEC. 10. The council may adopt rules and regulations governing the manner in
which its business may be conducted and its powers exercised.

AUTHORITY OF COUNCIL TO SUE AND BE SUED

SEC. 11. The council may sue and be sued in the same manner, in the same
courts, and to the same extent that a corporation may sue and be sued. Notwith-
standing other provisions of law, for jurisdictional and venue purposes the city
in which the principal office of the council is located will be considered its official
residence.

AUTHORITY TO CONTRACT; LIABILITY OF UNITED STATES

SEC. 12. The council may enter into and carry out such contracts or agreements
as are necessary or desirable in the conduct of its business, including the borrow-
ing of money for administrative expenses pending the collection of assessments
as herein provided. The council shall have no authority to obligate the United
States, and none of its notes or obligations shall be guaranteed by or collectable
from the United States. Claims against the council shall be enforced only against
the assets of the council, and no liability for the debts or actions of the council
shall exist against either the United States, or any agency or agent thereof, or
any member, officer, employee, or agent of the council in his individual capacity.

OBLIGATIONS AND EXPENDITURES; SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS

SEC. 13. The council shall determine the character of and the necessity for its
obligations and expenditures and the manner in which they shall be incurred,
allowed, and paid. It may make final and conclusive settlement and adjustments
of any claims by or against the council or of the accounts of its officers, employees,
agents, and contractors.

EMPLOYMENT OF PERSONNEL; REQUIREMENT OF PERSONAL BONDS

SEC. 14. (a) The council may appoint such committees and officers and employ
such personnel as it may deem necessary for the conduct of its business; establish
conditions of employment, discharge, and leave; fix the amount of and pay their
compensation; and define their authorities and duties. All such committees, of-
ficers, and employees shall be subject to the general supervision and control of the
council and its rules and regulations adopted pursuant to section 10 of this Act,
and shall be subject to reimbursements for expenses as prescribed in section 7(c)
of this Act. The council may require and pay for bonds for employees, officers,
agents, or contractors.
(b) Members of the council, other than the Secretary or his designee, and em-

ployees of the council shall not be deemed to be Federal employees for any pur-
pose and shall not be subject to the provisions of laws relating to Federal em-
ployment.

UTILIZATION OF FEDERAL AND STATE FACILITIES AND SERVICE

SEC. 15. The council may, with the consent of the department or agency con-
cerned, accept and utilize on a reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis, the officers.
employees, facilities, services, and information of any department or agency of
the United States or of any State or of any political subdivision of any State.

GENERAL POWERS OF COUNCIL

SEC. 16. The council shall have such other powers as may be necessary or ap-
propriate for the exercise of the powers vested in it and the effective performance
of the duties imposed on it by this Act.

79-076-72----2
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RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND PROMOTION PROGRAM

SEC. 17. The council shall, subject to the provisions of section 9, develop andsubmit to the Secretary for his approval, research, education, and promotion (in-cluding paid advertising) plans or projects for wheat and wheat foods, to encour-age and make more efficient the growing, distribution, and marketing of wheatand wheat foods, and to stimulate expanded sales and uses thereof in present ornew forms for use as human food within the United States. Any such plan orproject shall be directed toward increasing the general demand for wheat and
wheat foods without reference to private brands or trade names and withoutspecific benefit to any individual or restricted group of producers, processors, or
end product manufacturers to the exclusion of other individuals or groups withinthe industry. Funds collected to finance said plans or projects shall be expended
on behalf of, and in proportion to, the assessment on the end products represented
by such assessment. No research, educational, or promotional effort shall employ
false or unwarranted claims in behalf of wheat and wheat foods nor against com-
peting foods and products. Any such plan or project must be approved by the
Secretary before becoming effective.

COUNCIL BUDGET

SEC. 18. The council shall submit to the Secretary for his approval a budget for
each fiscal year showing the anticipated expenses and disbursements of thecouncil in the administration of this Act, including the probable costs of research,
education, and promotion plans or projects within the scope of section 17 of
this Act. The council will include in such budgets only the actual administrative
expenses, as determined by the Secretary, which may be incurred in the perform-
ance of assigned, necessary services within the Department in connection with
the administration of this Act.

AUTHORITY TO INCUR EXPENSES

SEC. 19. The council is authorized to incur such expenses as the Secretary
finds are reasonable and necessary to carry out the functions of the council under
this Act during any fiscal year. The payment of such budgeted expenses, as well
as the costs of the administration of this Act within the Department as provided
in section 18, shall be made from funds collected as prescribed in section 20.

ASSESSMENTS

SEC. 20. Not less than ninety days prior to the beginning of each fiscal year,
the council shall recommend to the Secretary the amount of the pro rata assess-
ment it determines will be necessary to cover the estimated expenses of the
council and the Department in administering the provisions of this Act during
such fiscal year. In determining the amount of such assessment the council shall
take into consideration the total volume of wheat it estimates will be processed
during such year for use as human food in the United States. Subject to the
approval of the Secretary, such pro rata assessment shall become effective for
such fiscal year on the first day of such fiscal year. Such pro rata assessment
shall be imposed on persons designated in section 21 with respect to each
hundredweight of processed wheat intended for use, or for end product manu-
facture for use, as human food within the United States. For the first year of
council operations the rate of such assessment shall be one cent per hundred-
weight of processed wheat; and in each succeeding year the rate of assessment
may be increased in relation to approved budget needs, but the rate of assessment
shall at no time exceed two and one-half cents per hundredweight of the processed
wheat. Subject to such regulations as may be adopted by the council as provided
in section 21, the amount of the assessment shall be added by the processor as
a separate item, so identified to his invoice for the processed wheat at the time
of its sale to another processor or to and end-product manufacturer, and any
processor to whom it is sold shall likewise add the amount of such assessment
as a separate item, so identified, to his invoice at the time of its sale to another
processor or to an end product manufacturer. A processor may accept and rely
upon a certificate received by him in good faith from a person to whom he sells
processed wheat, certifying in accordance with applicable regulations promul-
gated as hereinafter authorized, that such processed wheat is not being purchased
for use, or for resale for use, or for end-product manufacture for use, as human
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food within the United States, and upon receipt of such certificate said processor
shall be excused from invoicing to said purchaser an assessment with respect
to such processed wheat and from paying any assessment with respect thereto.

COLLECTION AND RECORD OF ASSESSMENTS

SEC. 21. The pro rata assessment to be imposed pursuant to section 20 with
respect to any hundredweight of processed wheat shall be imposed upon and
payable by one of the following persons:
(1) the initial processor or a subsequent processor thereof if the same con-

stitutes, or is a material or ingredient in, an end product produced by said
processor; or
(2) the end product manufacturer who purchases the same from a processor

for use as a material or ingredient in producing an end product; or
(3) the processor who purchases the same from a processor if he does not resell

it to another processor, or to an end product manufactuer, or for use other than
as human food within the United States.
The amount of an assessment imposed on an initial processor as .provided in
clause (1) above shall be due and payable to the council within such time, not
to exceed sixty days after the sale by him of the end product produced by him, as
shall be prescribed by regulation. The amount of an assessment imposed on an
end product manufacturer as provided in clause (2) above or on a subsequent
processor as provided in clause (1) or (3) above shall be due and payable to the
preceding processor from whom the manufacturer or subsequent processor pur-
chased the processed wheat in respect of which the assessment is imposed, with-
in such time, not to exceed sixty days after such purchase, as shall be prescribed
by regulation. The amount of an assessment added by a processor as a separate
item to his invoice for processed wheat pursuant to section 20 shall not become
due and payable by said processor to the council, or, as the case may be, to the
processor from whom he purchased the processed wheat, until after receipt there-
of by him from the purchaser to whom it is so invoiced by him. Processors shall
serve without compensation as collection agents for the council. Each processor
who collects an assessment from a purchaser of processed wheat shall be obligated
to remit the same to the council, or, as the case may be, to the processor from
whom he purchased the processed wheat. The collection and remittance of the
assessment in all cases shall be made, reported, and recorded at such times and in
such manner as shall be established by rules and regulations adopted by the
council and approved by the Secretary.

FAILURE TO PAY ASSESSMENT

SEC. 22 (a) The council may maintain in its own name a civil action against—
(1) any processor who (A) fails or refuses to invoice any subsequent processor

or end product manufacturer for the assessment imposed as provided in sections
20 and 21 of this Act; or (B) fails or refuses to record, report, or remit to the
council any assessment as provided in sections 20 and 21 of this Act, or
(2) any subsequent processor or end product manufacturer who fails or refuses

to pay the amount of any assessment pursuant to the provisions of this Act,
to recover the amount of any such assessment, and shall be entitled to recover
court costs and reasonable attorney's fees in any such action in which the
council prevails.
(b) A processor shall promptly notify the council of the failure or refusal of

any person to pay to such processor the amount of any assessment made against
such person under this Act.

AUTHORITY TO CARRY OUT PROJECTS

SEC. 23. Any approved research, education, or promotion plan or project may
be carried out by the council directly or under a contract with an agent or other
organization, public or private, including an agent or organization whose officers,
directors, employees, or agents are also members, employees, or agents of the
council. Any such contracting agent or organization shall be required to maintain
accurate financial and other records which will be subject to regular audit and
review by the council and the Secretary.
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COUNCIL RESPONSIBILITIES

SEC. 24. The council shall be responsible to the Secretary for the efficient and
effective performance of its duties and functions, including, but not limited to,
the collection, handling, safekeeping, disbursement, and accounting of funds,
subject to good accounting practice and regular audit of records by the Secre-
tary; the recording of processing statistics that serve as a basis for collections;
contracting for necessary services to carry out the approved program; the em-
ployment of qualified personnel; the policing of collections; processing informa-
tion and disbursements; and other responsibilities of good management.

REPORTS AND RECORDS

SEC. 25. (a) Whenever a program becomes effective as provided herein, each
processor shall, at such times as may be prescribed in regulations promulgated
by the Secretary, report to the council, in such detail and on such forms as shall
be provided by the council, the total hundredweight of processed wheat in-
tended for use, or end product manufacture for use, as human food within the
United States in the immediately preceding month, by types designated by the
council. Upon request of the council, made with the approval of the Secretary,
each processor shall also furnish to the council, in such manner and at such times
as it may prescribe, such other information as may be necessary to enable the
council to perform its duties under this Act.
(b) Whenever a program becomes effective as provided herein, each processor

shall establish books, records, and other information necessary to the orderly
and accurate collection of any assessment duly prescribed, and shall thereafter
maintain such books, records, and information for a period of three years, the
same to be made available for examination by the Secretary or duly authorized
persons on request.
(c) All reports and records submitted by processors to the council and received

by it pursuant to the provisions of this section shall at all times be in custody
of one or more confidential employees designated by the council. No member of
the council, nor any employee thereof, nor any employee of the Department, shall
disclose to any person, other than the Secretary upon request therefor, any data
or information obtained or extracted from such reports and records which might
affect the trade, position, financial condition, or business operation of a particu-
lar producer, processor, or end product manufacturer, except that such data and
information may be combined, and made available to any person, in the form of
general reports in which the identities of individual producers, processors, or
end product manufacturers are not disclosed. Such data and information may
also be disclosed to any extent necessary to effect compliance with the provisions
of this Act and the regulations issued thereunder, including publication of the
name of the processor or his customer who has refused to comply with the
requirements of this Act.

ACCOUNTING AND CARE OF FUNDS

SEC. 26. (a) Moneys collected, handled, or disbursed by the council shall be
handled only by persons under bond, and similar bonds shall be required of all
persons or agents, accepting council funds or contracts to carry out council ac-
tivities, programs, or projects approved by the Secretary. Monthly statements of
cash account, quarterly analyses of expenditures, and annual financial state-
ments, the latter in the form of an audited report certified to by a firm of certified
public accountants, shall be made to the Secretary by the council. Any periodic
statement of audit by the Secretary shall be made available to the council.
(b) The confidential employees of the council referred to in section 25(c) of

this Act or any other confidential employee appointed by the council shall serve
as treasurer thereof and shall receive all moneys and shall countersign, together
with one or more members of the council designated by it for such purpose, all
checks in disbursement of moneys. Income in excess of expenditures shall be held
in United States Government or federally approved depositories for Government
funds, or may be invested for the account of the council in short-term United
States Government securities as directed by the council. A working reserve of
funds may thus be accumulated but it shall not exceed at any time more than
the following year's total estimated expenditures of the council. Should such
moneys exceed the annual estimated expenditures of the council, the rate of
assessment shall be lowered to maintain the amount held in reserve at a level
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equal to not more than one full year's annual estimated expenditures. Except as
provided in section 23 of this Act, no part of such moneys or the net earnings
thereon shall inure to the benefit of any member or employee of the council or
private person or individual.

PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS TO INFLUENCE GOVERNMENT POLICY OR ACTIONS

SEC. 27. No funds collected by the council under authority of this Act shall be
used for the purpose of influencing governmental policy or action.

REGULATIONS AND ENFORCEMENT

SEC. 28. The Secretary is authorized to issue such orders, rules, and regula-
tions as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act and the
powers vested in him by this Act.

COURT JURISDICTION

SEC. 29. The several district courts of the United States are vested with exclu-
sive jurisdiction to entertain suits in the name of the United States or the coun-
cil, without regard to jurisdictional amount, to enforce, and to prevent and
restrain any person from violating this Act, or any order, rule, regulation or
agreement made or issued pursuant thereto. Such action may be brought in any
district in which such person may be found. A civil action authorized to be
brought under this Act in the name of the United States shall be referred by the
Secretary to the Attorney General for appropriate action.

ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY

SEC. 30. Whenever the Secretary has reason to believe that any processor, or
his customer, council member, officer, or employee, or a contracting person or
contracting agent, or any employee of any of the aforenamed, or any other
person or entity subject to this Act, has violated or is violating the provisions of
this Act, or any order, regulation, rule, or agreement issued pursuant to this
Act, the Secretary shall have the power to institute an investigation. If the Sec-
retary determines therefrom that there is probable cause for institution of a
civil action, he shall refer the matter to the Attorney General for appropriate
action. For the purpose of any investigation instituted by the Secretary, he is
empowered to administer oaths and affirmations, subpena witnesses, compel
their attendance, take evidence, and require the production of any books, papers,
and documents the Secretary believes relevant to the inquiry; and, if necessary,
to invoke the aid of any district court of the United States, within the jurisdic-
tion of which such investigation or proceeding is carried on, to enforce com-
pliance. Any failure to obey an order of any such court may be punished by such
court as a contempt thereof.

PERSONAL LIABILITY

SEC. 31. No member of the council, or any member serving as trustee as pro-
vided in section 32 below, or any employee, representative, or agent thereof shall
be held personally responsible, either individually or jointly with others, in any
way whatsoever, to any person, for errors in judgment, mistakes, or other acts,
either of commission or omission, as a member, trustee, employee, representative,
or agent, except for acts of dishonesty.

TERMINATION OF ACT

SEC. 32. (a) Within one hundred and twenty days following the end of five
years from the date of enactment of this Act, and, within one hundred and twenty
days following the end of each five-year period thereafter (so long as the Act
continues in effect), the council shall review the progress made toward attaining
the objectives of this Act, whereupon the voting members thereof shall prepare a
report of such progress for the Secretary. If the council's report to the Secretary
by the voting members thereof does not unanimously recommend the continua-
tion of this Act it shall automatically terminate at the end of such one hundred
and twenty days.
(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a) of this section, or the

amendment or repeal of this Act, in the event of the termination, at any time, of
all programs under this Act, the members of the council shall, for the purpose of
liquidating the affairs of the council, continue as trustees of all the funds and
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property then in its possession, or under its control, including claims for anyfunds unpaid or property not delivered at time of such termination. Any fundscollected from assessments and not yet remitted to the council at the time ofsuch termination shall be remitted to the council.
(c) The trustees shall (1) continue in such capacity until discharged by theSecretary; (2) from time to time account for all receipts and disbursements anddeliver all property on hand, together with all books and records of the counciland of the trustees, to such person as the Secretary may direct; and (3) uponrequest of the Secretary execute such assignments or other instruments necessaryor appropriate to vest in such person, full title and right to all the funds, property,and claims vested in the council or the trustees pursuant thereto.
(d) Any person to whom funds, property, or claims have been transferred or,delivered, pursuant to this section, shall be subject to the same obligation im-posed upon the council and upon the trustees.
(e) Any funds collected from assessments hereunder and remaining unex-pended in the possession of the council or the trustees at or after the terminationof all programs, shall be distributed in such manner as the Secretary may direct:Provided, That such funds shall be returned on a pro rata basis to the processorswho remitted funds to the council, and such processors shall return the funds on apro rata basis to the other processors or end product manufacturers from whomcollected, except that each processor may retain therefrom an amount which willreimburse him for applicable accounting expenses as determined by the Secretary.

PRESERVATION OF BIGHTS

SEC. 33. The termination of all programs under this Act or of any regulation
issued thereunder shall not (1) affect or waive any right, duty, obligation, or
liability which shall have arisen or which may thereafter arise in connection with
any provision of this Act or any regulation issued thereunder, or (2) release
or extinguish any violation of this Act or any regulation issued thereunder, or
(3) affect or impair any rights or remedies of the Secretary, or of any other
person, with respect to such violation.

SEPARABILITY CLAUSE

SEC. 34. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person
or circumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act and
of the application of such provision to other persons or circumstances shall not
be affected thereby.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 35. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such funds as are
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. The funds so appropriated shall
not be available for payment of the eMpenses or expenditures of the council in
administering any provisions of this Act.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1972.

Hon. W. R. POAGE,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture,
House of Representatives.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to the request from your Committee,

dated March 8, 1972, for a report on H.R. 13514, known as the Wheat and Wheat
Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act. This bill would provide for a
program of research, education, and promotion to maintain and expand markets
for wheat and wheat products for use as human foods within the United States.
The Department favors enactment of the bill with mddifications. •
Wheat producers, processors, 'and end-product manufacturers have worked

together for a number of years to develop the program set forth in this bill. It
provides a mechanism whereby they can, with Government assistance, develop
and implement programs to maintain and expand domestic markets for wheat-
based products as human food.
Our principal concern with the bill relates to the roles of the Secretary and

the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation in the administration of the program.
Under the bill, a Wheat Industry Council is to be established to administer

the program and collect assessments. It, therefore, will be exercising substantial
governmental authority and powers. However, section 5(a) of the bill states that
the Council is not to be an agency or establishment of the United States Govern-
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ment. This raises a question concerning the delegation of governmental powers,
and the exercise thereof, to an organization which is not an agency or establish-
ment of the United States.
The bill provides that the Secretary shall appoint the members of the Wheat

Industry Council—the agency designated to administer the program—and that
he shall be responsible for the program only to the extent of approving or disap-
proving matters decided upon by the Council (see section 9). It further provides
that in appointing voting members of the Council, the Secretary shall be limited
to persons nominated by the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation, a private
industry organization representing wheat producers, processors, and end-product
manufacturers. He may reject nominees and ask for additional nominees, but
he cannot appoint a person who has not been nominated by the Foundation. This
raises a question as to whether this is an improper limitation on the Executive
Branch's responsibility for the appointment of executive officials.
There also is a question as to whether the proposed delegation to the Founda-

tion adequately recognizes the interests of non-members of the Foundation who
might now or in the future be directly affected by the program. Authorizing legis-
lation for other commodity research and promotion programs contains pro-
visions for public hearings, referenda and assessment refunds. This bill does
not contain such provisions. All of these may not be practical for this program,
in view of the complex structure and organization of industry participation in
the program. Even without specific provisions in the bill we believe the Secretary
could use rule-making or public hearing procedures in the promulgation of orders,
rules and regulations to implement the program, in order to provide an oppor-
tunity for interested and affected persons outside the Wheat and Wheat Foods
Foundation to have their views heard and considered.
There are a number of other items which we believe could be modified for tech-

nical improvement of the bill. We stand ready to assist the Committee in develop-
ing appropriate modifications Or in providing additional information for the
Committee's use in considering the bill.
H.R. 13514 would not have a significant impact on the quality of the environ-

ment.
Costs of administration by the Department would approximate $55,000 for

fiscal year 1973 and for each of the next five subsequent fiscal years. Sections 19
and 20 of the bill provide that the Department's cost of administration will be
defrayed by assessments. Section 35 authorizes the appropriation of funds to
carry out the provisions of the Act, but excludes the payment of expenditures
of the Council in administering the Act. It is our understanding that the intent
of section 35 is to provide funds for the operation of the program only until such
time that the Department will be reimbursed by the Council from funds col-
lected by assessment.
In view of the time situation we have not obtained advice from the Office of

Management and Budget regarding the relationship of this proposed legislation
to the Administration's program.

Sincerely,
J. PHIL CAMPBELL.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. John C. Blum, Deputy Administrator of the Reg-
ulatory Programs for the Agricultural Marketing Service, is our first
witness.
We will be glad to hear from you at this time.

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. BLUM, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, REGULA-
TORY PROGRAMS, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY HOWARD
WOODWORTH, DIRECTOR, GRAIN DIVISION, AGRICULTURAL
MARKETING SERVICE; J. C. KRAUSE, DIRECTOR, MARKETING
DIVISION, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL; AND JAMES CODDING-
TON, GRAIN DIVISION

Mr. BLum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this opportunity to present

the Department's views on H.R. 13514, known as the Wheat and Wheat
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Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act. I have with me this
morning some of my colleagues from USDA who will be glad to help
me respond to any questions you may have at the end.
First, is Mr. Howard Woodworth, who is Director of our Grain

Division in the Agricultural Marketing Service Mr. J. C. Krause,
who is Director of the Marketing Division of our Office of General
Counsel, and Mr. James Coddington, who works with Mr. Woodworth
in the Grain Division.
The Department has submitted a report to the Committee on this

bill, indicating its support of the bill with modifications.
I am sorry that this report reached you only this morning. We had

intended to get it up here earlier, but we were trying to get OMB
clearance and were unable to do so. So we are giving you the Depart-
ment's report without this clearance.
The bill would provide for a program of research, education, and

promotion to maintain and expand markets for wheat and wheat
products for use as human foods within the United States. It would
provide a mechanism whereby wheat producers, processors, and end-
product manufacturers can, with Government assistance, work to-
gether to develop and implement programs to maintain and expand
domestic markets for wheat-based products as human foods.
It seems clear that the intent of the bill is not to provide for anti-

competitive effects, but instead it envisions a government-sponsored
research, education, and promotion program in the marketing of wheat
and related products.
The maintenance and expansion of domestic markets for wheat

based products is important to the national economy. Last year farm-
ers in the United States produced over 1.6 billion bushels of wheat
with a gross farm value of over $3 billion. This record 1971 harvest
pushed the wheat supply in this country to almost 2.4 billion bushels—
the highest level in 9 years.
Total consumption of wheat for food in the United States has re-

mained fairly steady at about 520 million bushels for the past several
years. However, per capita consumption continues to decline.
The prospect for wheat exports is clouded by rising world wheat

production, keen competition in world markets, and the effect of do-
mestic dock strikes. Exports in 1971-72 at about 575 million bushels
will be more than a fifth below the level of a year earlier.
Thus there is a need for programs to strengthen the demand for

wheat in order to achieve a better supply-demand balance and
strengthen returns to wheat producers.
Wheat producers, processors and end-product manufacturers have

worked together for a number of years to develop the program set
forth in this bill. We commend these efforts and will continue to
do what we can to assist them in achieving their goals.
In our report on the bill, we pointed out a number of respects in

which the proposed bill differs from existing legislative authorization
for other commodity research and promotion programs. We also raised
questions about a number of features of the bill, particularly those
relating to the respective roles of the Department and private industry
organizations in administration of the program.
We shall be glad to assist the committee in any way we can in its

further consideration of this bill.
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This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I shall be glad to
respond to any questions the committee may have.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you very much.
The system we have been using in recent months in the Committee

is to ask each witness to remain in the hearing room until we hear

the rest of the witnesses; then we will ask you questions.
Next is Weldon V. Barton, assistant director of Legislative Serv-

ices, National Farmers Union.
We will be glad to hear from you at this time, Mr. Barton.

STATEMENT OF 'WELDON V. BARTON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF

LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Congressman.
Our president, Tony Dechant, would like to be here and intended

to be here this morning to present testimony on this bill, but he is
chairing a meeting of wheat producers from the United States and
Canada in St. Paul Minn., today and can't be here. Therefore, I am
very happy to appear before the committee and present his statement
for him.
President Dechant did write a letter to you and to the other mem-

bers of the committee on April 26 of this year and spelled out some
objections that Farmers Union has to this legislation. In this let-
ter, President Dechant said the following:
"First, the bill"—this bill—"purports to establish the source of

funds as the manufacturing segment of the wheat industry. However,
those who are familiar with the practice of the wheat milling industry
should understand that the cost of the program will either be passed
back to farmers—the most likely manner of raising funds—or passed
on to consumers.
"Second, the legislation fails to provide any referendum through

which producers would decide whether such a program is needed;
and
"Third, the National Wheat Institute, financed by inverse subsidies

on wheat exports, is a functioning agency charged with the same ob-
jectives as the agency to be created in the proposed legislation. This
group is totally under the control of producers. If there is need for
any additional research and 'promotion, it would be preferable to ex-
pand the funds available to the National Wheat Institute rather than
to create a rival competing administrative structure with identical
objectives.
"In order for Farmers Union to support any such legislation we

would require that it conform to the following basic principles:
"(1) No program should be instigated unless approved by two-

thirds of the producers voting in a referendum; 
"(2) Voting members of the Board"—or th Council, whatever the

governing body would be called—"should be elected by producers;
"(3) Voting members of the Board of Directors should be made up

of wheat producers with provision for additional nonvoting member-
ship on the body from the manufacturing and end-user sector of the
industry as may be needed for consultation on matters related to those
sectors of the industry;

79-076-72-3
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"(4) Periodic referenda should be held to allow wheat producers to
decide whether they want to continue the program.
"Producers of raw agricultural products are spending more than

$120 million per year for various forms of promotion.
"Very frankly, we find the effectiveness of advertising and promo-

tion questionable where only the raw product is involved, such as would
be the case for wheat in this proposed legislation. On the other hand,
such producer concerns as more effective marketing techniques, in-
cluding bargaining, are ignored in the objectives set forth in the
legislation."
This ends the statement that President Dechant wrote to the com-

mittee members on April 26. I would simply add a few remarks to that.
Wheat, as President Dechant said, is now covered by a promotional

program. Under the Wheat. Research and Promotion Act of 1970 (P.L.
91-430) , a National Wheat Institute has been established and is now
functioning with the purpose of promoting wheat and wheat product
sales. The National Wheat Institute has available for research and
development that portion, not reimbursed to producers of the $4.2
million of inverse subsidies collected on wheat exports during the
1968-69 marketing year—an amount something in excess of $2 million.
At this time, when the National Wheat Institute has been opera-

tional for only a short time, there is no rationale, we think, for crenI -
ing a new organization with precisely the same function. Common
sense dictates that the existing organization be allowed to function
until such time that its efforts can be evaluated as to their effectiveness
in expanding sales of wheat and wheat products.
After the results are known, and if there is a real payoff from this

existing program, including greater net returns to the wheat producer,
then the 1970 act can be amended to provide additional funding with
the proper safeguards.
By going this route, and by refraining from enacting overlapping

and competing legislation at this time; you on this committee and in
the Congress will retain for yourselves an opportunity to take an-
other careful look at the wheat promotion program before giving it
any additional funds beyond the inverse subsidy moneys.
We urge you not to forego that opportunity, particularly since a

wheat research a:nd promotion program already exists and there is,
therefore, no reason to enact new legislation at this time.
This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and I would

be pleased later to respond to questions.
Mr. PURCELL. Now, are you obligated to be some other place during

the day?
Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, I do have a Senate committee appear-

ance; I am schedule to be the lead-off witness this afternoon at 2 o'clock.
Mr. PURCELL. On what?
Mr. BARTON. This is on the extension of the Older Americans Act

before the Labor and Public Welfare Committee. I would be pleased,
if it is the pleasure of the committee, to submit to questioning at this
point. If that is the pleasure of the committee, this would make it
possible for me to make that other committee hearing.
The other hearing is at 2 o'clock this afternoon.
Mr. PURCELL. I think that without objection, we will ask you some

queStions now.
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Let me explain to the witnesses and to members if they do not know,
the members have been asked to be at the House Chamber at 15 min-
utes until 11 in regard to J. Edgar Hoover's funeral or memorial
service. This, of course, we had no way of calculating before today,
and we will comply with that reque§t. Therefore, our scheduling may
be significantly thrown off. I think we will have to meet this afternoon,
unquestionably. If anyone has any real hardship because of that, if
they will let the clerk know, we will try to accommodate him.
Now, first, let me say, Dr. Barton, that I personally am very disap-

pointed that the Farmers Union would see fit to oppose this bill. I am
not lecturing you, just telling you my opinion. This has been worked
on about 9 years that I have specific, personal knowledge of, be-
cause I have been working on it that long and thought that we had
finally gotten all segments of the wheat industry coordinated in an
effort to try to sell wheat.
I think that is what this does and I am very sorry that you do not

believe it does.
Now, do you feel that even if there may be merit—and I am not

saying there is or is not—in these objections that you have made, that
the effort to try to get domestic use of wheat built up just can't be
accomplished with this bill? Is that your feeling?
Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, we are not necessarily saying that. We

are saying that we do have a program going. We have the National
Wheat Institute operating. It does have approximately, as I under-
stand it, the amount of money that this bill would provide during the
first year that is, enough money, something between $2 and $3 mil-
lion, to try this approach. It would allow us to get some research opera-
tion underway, and to try to see if this is an effective way to go. We
would simply like to see that tried first, and then if it does prove effec-
tive, then the 1970 act providing for the National Wheat Institute can
be amended to go beyond. You on this committee will have an oppor-
tunity to consider that program, and then add additional money to that
existing institution for further research beyond the inverse subsidy
money if that is the pleasure of your committee and the Congress at
that time.
We simply think that, at this point, there is no reason to pass new

legislation adopting a new council, particularly since the National
Wheat Institute is under the direct control of producers. All of the
members as I understand it, are members of organizations represent-
ing wheal producers and are also, themselves, wheat producers.
Mr. PURCELL. There are segments of wheat processing that are not

just producers. The very purpose of this is to get everybody involved
in making wheat into a food involved in it.
Now, you asked for a referendum here. Let me ask you this: Who

decided that the National Farmers Union would oppose this bill? Did
you have a meeting or a referendum or some kind of a get-together?
Who decided that you would oppose this?
Mr. BARTON. Well, we have had discussions. We have not had an

opportunity to discuss it directly in convention or to take a specific
Board position. Texas Farmers Union has had a full board meeting
since the bill has gone in, and has passed a resolution to oppose the bill
unless it has basically these changes that we recommend made in it.
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But we do not see ourselves as making a decision for the producers.
All that we are saying is, if this is enacted, then let us provide for an
opportunity for producers to make a direct choice as to whether they
want the program and then to have direct control over the board or
the council to operate the program once it is setup.
Mr. PURCELL. Have you kept up with the history of this development

at all?
Mr. BARTON. Yes; I have some familiarity with the history.
Mr. PURCELL. Are you familiar with the fact that it has taken all

these years to get the various segments to even agree that there will
be the kind of participation there is? And how would you propose get-
ting the money if it is going to be a totally producer-controlled
organization?
Mr, BARTON. Mr. Chairman, I would simply go back to the state-ment that I have made, that we do have some money, between $2 and $3

million.
Mr. PURCELL. I am not asking about some money. I am asking if youare going to have anything like this, how would you propose partici-pants getting the money, taking in the processing of wheat, withoutgetting the cooperation of those who are processing the wheat?
Mr. BARTON. I think if we are going to have this kind of program onthe scale that is contemplated in this bill, then this may be as good ascheme as any for collecting the funds. But we are questioning thevalue of putting this amount of money into research and promotionwhere we are not sure who is going to pay the cost. We think, clearly,that the middlemen—the millers, the bakers—are not going to pay thecost of this program. They are either going to pass it on to the con-sumer or pass it back to the producer.
Mr. PURCELL. How would you ever know whether they did or not? Iwon't argue; it has to go somewhere. But if it is coming out of thepocket of someone in the processing chain and there is money derivedto sell more wheat, how are you going to—I don't know that I can provethat it won't come out of the consumer, but I don't know anything thatthe consumer does not pay for.
Mr. BARTON. We are simply saying that since it may well, it is goingto come either from the consumer or from the producer in the finalanalysis, that we 
Mr. PURCELL. Where would you want it to come from, then? Whereelse could it come from?
Mr. BARTON. We didn't indicate that it specifically 
Mr. PURCELL. Well, answer my question, now. Where could it comefrom except, let me say, the consumer? It is not just going to rainmoney, I will guarantee you. It is going to have to come from some-place. But don't you think the consumer pays for research on auto-mobiles?
Mr. BARTON. As I say, it is not going to come from the middlemen inthe industry. They are going to pass it forward or backward. But whenyou have that, then there ought to be representation.
Now, we did not specifically recommend that the consumer havemembership on this board, but I think that would be a legitimate rec-ommendation if consumers are going to pay the bill.
Mr. PURCELL. Do you have consumers on your board? And every-thing you do is paid for by the consumer, whether you are selling milkor meat or mil o or corn or whatever your people are selling.
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Mr. BARTON. I suppose you would say we are looking out for the
producer. We are saying that the producer ought to have control over
the program because he is likely to be paying a substantial part of
this program.
Mr. PURCELL. All right. I am a miller out somewhere. How am I

going to pass it back to the producer?
Mr. BARTON. Congressman, I know that the processor, the miller, is

going to be the collecting agent under this bill. He is going to collect
the money, presumably in a separate invoice, a separate item is passed
on to the baker and the baker is going to pay up in the short run—that
is, immediately.
Now, the most immediate thing that is likely to happen in that im-

mediate transaction is for the baker to pass that additional cost on to
the consumer. But you and I both know that the marketing system does
not really operate that simply, that in the final analysis, that it is a
more pervasive and difficult to understand. In the final analysis, par-
ticularly if we have, let's say, more stringent controls on the prices of
food products, or even if we have the controls that we have now, it
might be to the advantage of the millers and the bakers to pass that
cost back in the form of lower prices to the farmer than to pass it
forward. This could occur either for reason of price controls or be-
cause they are afraid of losing markets, or for some other reason.
We know that the bakers were objecting to the passage of the Smith-

Melcher bill to increase price supports slightly on wheat a few months
ago. They were afraid of what would happen, I suppose, to sales of
bread if that were to pass. So, we are not sure that the same thing will
not happen here, so that it will be easier to avoid losing markets by
passing the costs back to the farmer in the form of lower prices than to
pass it on to the consumer.
Mr. PURCELL. Okay. I want to ask one more question.
Last year, in Texas, for example, they passed the referendum that

created a wheat commission. In that instance, the farmers themselves
did vote to have a two-thirds majority to impose upon themselves some
kind of a checkoff. Now, your members are pretty much up in the area
where these same wheat farmers came from. And. I am concerned, and
I am not clear whether or not the farmers in the area that wheat is
grown in Texas have this same feeling. And you say that there was a
board meeting in Texas and the board decided to oppose this bill. Is
that right?
Mr. BARTON. This is correct, yes.
Mr. PURCELL. Well, I have many other questions, but in the interest

of time, I will ask Mr. Zwach to present whatever questions he may
have.
Mr. ZWACH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just one basic question: do you feel that the National Wheat In-

stitute is now doing a good job of promoting wheat products?
Mr. BARTON. Congressman Zwach, we are not sure at this point. The

National Wheat Institute has been in operation, for 18 months, some-
thing like that. We think it has not operated long enough, it has not
actually gotten contracts out and projects being conducted so that
these could be evaluated in terms of whether they are expanding sales
and demand for wheat products. But it is in operation, they do have
money for research, and we ought to give that National Wheat Institute
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a chance to operate so that we can assess the results. Then, if it pays
off, we can expand a little in this area.
Mr. ZWACH. It is your view that this duplicates that effort?
Mr. BARTON. This is correct.
Mr. ZWACH. And you have the feeling that there ought not to 136 two,

that perhaps this effort should be concentrated in one, with more input
of money?
Mr. BARTON. This is correct. This is what we outlined in our state-

ment, Congressman Zwach, that we do have the National Wheat In-
stitute in operation. We do not see any need for another organization
since this one is operating and can be expanded if and when it proves
that it shows results, so that it should be expanded.
Mr. ZWACH. That is all at this moment.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Foley?
Mr. FOLEY. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, except to say that

I am glad to see Mr. Barton testify before the subcommittee. Although
I do not happen to share the views of the National Farmers Union on
this occasion, I am glad to see you, Mr. Barton.
Mr. PTJRCELL. Mr. Price?
Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to ask the gentleman, how many state organizations have sup-

ported the national position that you have just presented to the sub-
committee?
Mr. BARTON. Congressman, we have not had board meetings in any

States except Texas that could have taken an official position on this
bill.
Mr. PRICE. Then how can you as a national organization or a spokes-

man for the national organization come here in opposition to the bill
if you say you have one State that has supported your position?
Mr. BARTON. Congressman Price, we understand that the Nebraska

Farmers Union will be communicating essentially the same view that
we have on this bill, that the North Dakota Farmers Union will be
doing the same. We think that South Dakota will. There should be
communications coming in. There simply has not been time for me to
have in my hand the documents showing that they are on record in
opposition along the lines that we are talking about, of amending the
bill.
Mr. PRICE. That is just four or five out of 50 States. It seems to me

that as a national organization—I am beginning to find out that a lot
of these national organizations do not represent the farmer back home.
It seems to me that you are getting the facts before coming here and
representing that you are representing the farmers views throughout
the United States based upon what you think they might say, and you
actually have only one State, so you think, that has endorsed this. Yet
you are coming here as a representative of a national organization. I
think it is a drastic mistake for you to come before this committee
and make testimony without the background of the 50 States in the
Farmers Union in representing that.
Mr. BARTON. Congressman, let me repeat that I only have the official

board statement from one State, the State of Texas, there are other
States that have communicated to us. I gave you some examples of
some of the leading wheat producing States that have reported to us
that they are in accord with our position.
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And again, let me say that in terms of representing wheat producers,
we are saying in this connection that if this bill can be amended to
kick it back to the producer, directly to the producer, so the producer
can vote upon whether he wants this or not, then this is great. We are
not in any sense trying to stand between the producer and the Con-
gress in making a decision. We are simply saying that the producer
ought to be able directly to make a decision as to whether he wants
this kind of program or not, given the fact that he is likely to be the
supporter.
Mr. PRICE. My point is that you are the representative of a national

organization. And you are coming here and saying that you are
presenting the viewpoint of all of the members of your organization
throughout the United States.
Mr. BARTON. Congressman, I do not think that you would—I am not

sure, but I do not think that you could speak on an issue and say that
you represent 100 percent of your constituents at any given time. Now,
I am not saying we are not representing all of the producers, but I am
saying that insofar as we have been able to obtain the information,
we have the overwhelming support of our membership and our State
organizations. And I think this is about the best you can expect from
national organizations.
Mr. PRICE. Well, I had people visit me yesterday from their various

States and they belonged to the organization and they knew nothing,
about any meeting or referendum they had in their organization pass-
ing on the information to the national organization representing their
views. Can you provide this committee the names of those States where
you have their permission to express this viewpoint before this com-
mittee as that being the position taken by the Farmers Union?
Mr. BARTON. I think, Congressman, that the States will be supply-

ing that information directly to the committee.
Mr. PRICE. No, I am asking you, can you supply it to this com-

mit/tee?
Mr. BARTON. We can supply it. We would prefer that the States

supply it, because I think this is the general approach where there
has not been an official position. I do have the statement adopted by
the Board of Texas Farmers Union that I am perfectly willing to
submit for the record, where there is an official position on paper.
Other than that, I would simply say that I think it is just as appro-
priate, more appropriate, for the other States to directly communi-
cate the views of the Nebraska Farmers Union and the North Dakota
Farmers Union, and so on, to this committee. And they will be doing
so.
Mr. PRICE. In other words, there is no use for your national orga-

nization here in Washington? Is that what you are saying?
Mr. BARTON. I don't think that I am saying that at all, Congressman.
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, is it your desire to have that put in the

record, the position of the Texas Farmers Union?
Mr. PURCELL. Whatever his testimony covers.
Mr. PRICE. I would like to ask, if there is no objection, that the

Texas Farmers Union position be put in the record.
Mr. PURCELL. Without objection, so ordered.
(The statement referred to follows:)
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WHEAT RESEARCH AND PROMOTION

Whereas, a Wheat Research and Promotion Bill known as the Wheat Foods
Research, Education, and Promotion Act has been introduced into both the
Senate and House, and
Whereas, the actual administration of the act will be provided by a board of

15 directors of the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation composed of 5 producers,
5 processors, and 5 end product manufacturers, and

Whereas, the wheat producer will be consistently out voted and will have
little say in the administration of the act, and
Whereas, the research and promotion assessment will be in all likelihood

paid by the farmer through lower prices for his wheat rather than by the con-
sumer in higher bread prices, and
Whereas, research and promotion programs for farm commodities have con-

sistently proven that little if any effect is felt by the farmer through higher
prices for his particular product, and
Whereas, research and promotion programs for food commodities merely

compete against each other without creating an appreciable demand for the
product, and
Whereas, no provision has been made in the proposed bill for subsequent reg-

ular referendum to determine whether the research and promotion program
should be continued,

Therefore be it resolved that the full Board of Directors of the Texas Farmers
Union meeting in Waco, Texas on April 22, 1972 go on record opposing H.R.
13514 and S. 3276 known as the Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education,
and Promotion Act in their present form, and
Be it further resolved that should the said act be amended to provide for a

two-thirds wheat producer membership on the Council with provision for a
referendum each two years for effective producer control that the Texas Farm-
ers Union Board of Directors will support the Wheat and Wheat Foods Research,
Education, and Promotion Act as amended.

Mr. PRICE. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Bergland?
Mr. BERGLAND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Barton, the National Wheat Institute is financed by inverse

subsidies on wheat exports. As I recall the legislation, this fund is
produced by these inverse subsidies will be governed to a large extent
by the world wheat market.
Do you think that this is a reliable means of financing an on-going

research and marketing development program? It appears to me that
this is going to be a very unreliable source of funds with which to
finance a project that ought to be continued for some time, once under-
taken.
Mr. BARTON. I certainly agree with you, Congressman Bergland,

that this is not the source that we should rely upon in the future. And
we are not saying that. We are saying that there is some money in the
pot at this point—that is, there are some $2 or $3 million now in the
hands of the Wheat Institute. They are now in the process of making
contracts with universities and others to do the research and carry out
promotional projects. All we are saying is, we have an organization,
we have an on-going program; let us wait a few months or a small
amount of time and see how this is going to work, and check it on the
basis of this existing organization. Then, if to the satisfaction of this
committee and the Congress, it is operating effectively, then that leg-
islation can be amended to go beyond the inverse subsidy source of
money and provide for whatever additional source of funds you want
to add to it on a continuing basis.
Mr. BERGLAND. But it is a fact, though, that as long as it is tied to,

the inverse subsidy, the means of financing will be very unreliable?
Mr. BARTON. I would certainly agree.
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Mr. BERGLAND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Sebelius?
Mr. SEBELMS. I have just one little question, I guess, because it is

related to what you and Mr. Price have referred to. I am not going to

pursue that except the one point.
Now, who makes up the issues that you choose for your rating of

the Congressmen in the National Farmers Union? Does it come from

the grassroots, where they recommend that you rate the Congressmen

as to their relationship to farm programs or by how they voted on the

draft?
Mr. BARTON. Well, we try to make decisions on that, Congressman

Sebelius. To the extent that you can—
Mr. SEBELMS. Stop right there, What do you mean "we"? Who are

"we"?
Mr. BARTON. This is made through a consulting process with the

national president of the organization, with the staff giving advice to
the president, with the State presidents and State organizations, and
taking into consideration all of the policy statements of the State orga-
nizations so that out of this, we try to come up with a list of legislation
that was most interesting, most important to our membership.
This is obviously an imperfect process as all are. But we make sure

that we try to do this.
Mr. SEBELIUS. I will just make one comment and let it go at that.
My farmers out there who belong to the Farmers Union; they are

supplied the percentages, but they are not supplied with what the vote
was on. They ask me that I explain it to them. Then they laugh at their
national organization.
That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Link?
Mr. LINK. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank Mr. Barton for coming

forth and presenting the views of the Farmers Union. He has been
subjected to some criticism as to the source and the reason for the
position they take.
Mr. Barton, in the organization of the National Farmers Union, is

the national board and the national office authorized by the national
organization to take positions and represent the national organization 
onissues such as this?
Mr. BARTON. Certainly, the national board is authorized to do this,

Congressman Link. And, of course, the president of the organiza-
tion, in consultation, fills in details. But the national board is author-
ized to make these decisions.
Mr. LINK. Then in this respect, you are perhaps acting no differently

from other witnesses who come before this committee and speak for
the organization that they represent. Is that right?
Mr. BARTON. This is exactly what I have been trying to say, Con-

gressman. I certainly think that is the case.
Mr. LINK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. MT. Kyl ?
Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It is always a pleasure to have you here, Mr. Barton. I will try to

ask you some questions which you can answer very specifically and
briefly.

First, it was my understanding that this bill deals primarily with

79-076-72-4
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funds for research rather than with funds for promotion. Is that a
correct assumption?
Mr. BARTON. I think that it does have research and promotion in the

title. You can double check me on that. But my understanding is that
it would be a mixture of research and promotion which would be per-
ceived as most effective in expanding sales and demand for wheat
products.
Mr. Km. Go a little farther on that one question, we have some

additional witnesses here. The gentleman from Harvard, for instance,
makes the point very clearly that if this program were carried out as
it is intended, the benefits would accrue to the consumer because of
improved diet, and so on.

Is that not correct? There is a possibility or a very strong probability
that if we do the proper research, it would be of benefit to the ultimate
consumer?
Mr. BARTON. I think that is a clear possibility, Congressman Kyl.

My understanding is that some of the projects that are under considera-
tion by the National Wheat Institute would conduct this kind of re-
search. That is, this is being, prototyped, modeled at this point through
the National Wheat Institute. We will find out more precisely, I think,
whether this is true through ithe research output that is coming out
of the money that is already invested in the National Wheat Institute.
Mr. KYL. Now, so far as this referendum is concerned, if we had

a referendum, what size acreage would you set as the minimum for
the farmer participation in the referendum? Would it be everyone
who produces 15 acres of wheat, for instance? What would be the
standard?
Mr. BARTON. Our view is that all legitimate wheat producers would

be entitled to vote and would have a vote on an equal basis. Now, I
do not think there is a definition in this bill as to what. is a legitimate
wheat producer. The bill simply says a wheat producer is a person
who produces wheat in the United States.
Mr. KYL. Of course, as the bill is written, that is not a matter of

consequence.
Mr. BARTON. It is a matter of consequence in the sense of who is

going to be representing producers if this bill should be passed, on
the council. So, you still come up with the problem of defining
producers.
Mr. KYL. If you were setting the standard this morning, what kind

of acreage limitation would you place on it?
Mr. BARTON. Congressman, I am not prepared to set that standard

this morning. I would simply say that legitimate wheat producers
should be included, and that they should have a vote and have an
equal vote.
Mr. Km. I am not arguing with you, I am not trying to set up a 
Mr. BARTON. I understand, Congressman. I simply do not want to

be put in that position this morning. I think this is something that
we have not given that much thought to with respect to this specific
bill, except to say that we would be in favor of all wheat producers
voting and having an equal vote in a referendum.
Mr. KYL. Well, whether they produce 5 acres of wheat or 500 acres

of wheat.
Mr.. BARTON. I am going to leave that open, but I think if the person
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who produces 5 acres of wheat is a legitimate producer, if he has pro-
duced some wheat, then he ought to be included. He ought to have
a vote.
Mr. KYL. Do you remember offhand what the cost has been, actual

cost, has been for conducting referenda in similar situations in the
past?
Mr. BARTON. Not offhand, no.
Mr. KYL. Do you have any idea as to these comparative figures,

either from total bushels produced or total farmers involved, the
number of people who are wheat growers who are members of the
National Association of Wheat Growers, or the number of members
who are wheat growers who are members of the Farmers Union?
Mr. BARTON. Congressman, I am not prepared this morning to give

you those statistics.
Mr. KYL. OK, fine.
Thank you, sir.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Denholm ?
Mr. DENHOLM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I shall not inquire of

the witness.
I thank you for coming, Mr. Barton, and I commend the National

Farmers Union for what the members of that organization have done
in the past in the interest of producers. I assume that is your intent
in testifying here today—and at all times in the future, is it not?
Mr. BARTON. It is, Congressman Denholm. Thank you.
Mr. DENHOLM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
Mr. PURCELL. We will recess now until 11 :30 or as soon thereafter

as possible.
(Recess.)
Mr. FOLEY. Ladies and gentlemen, the service for former Director

Hoover is just commencing in the Rotunda, so I am going to take the
responsibility that I hope Mr. Purcell will endorse of suggesting that
you return at 1 :30 this afternoon. I doubt very much if the committee
will be able to recommence the hearings prior to the noon hour. So,
the subcommittee will stand adjourned until 1 :30 p.m., this afternoon.
(Whereupon, at 11 :35 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene at 1 :30 p.m., the same day.)

A/ LERNOON SESSION

Mr. PURCELL. The committee will come to order.
If there are those of you who are with others that are scheduled to

testify, we will be glad for you to appear together if you choose to do so.
Our next witness is Mr. Howard Morton, chairman of the Wheat

and Wheat Foods Foundation from Longmont, Colo.
Mr. Morton, if you would for the record tell us who is with you, we

will appreciate that, please.

STATEMENT OF HOWARD L. MORTON, CHAIRMAN, WHEAT AND
WHEAT FOODS FOUNDATION, LONGMONT, COLO.

Mr. MORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Those seated with me are
Mr. Floyd Root, of the Oregon Wheat League, and Mr. Elwood
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Brown, president of the Washington Association of Wheat Growers,
and Mr. Leo Witkowski, president of the Texas Wheat Producers
Association. They will follow my testimony.
My name is Howard L. Morton. My life has been chiefly devoted to

the commercial production of wheat on acreage near Longmont, Colo.,
where I was born and still reside. My purpose here today is to
speak for wheat producers in support of the Wheat and Wheat Foods
Research, Education, and Promotion Act (H.R. 13514; S. 3276). Thus
my role is that of spokesman for the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foun-
dation, in which I have been a producer representative, a director and
chairman of the board since its incorporation; and speaking for the
National Association of Wheat Growers which I have served in a num-
ber of capacities; for Great Plains Wheat, Inc., in which I have held
several offices; and for the 25 or more State wheat growers or wheat
groups associated in the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation. I
would like to enter into the record the names of the charter members
of the foundation:
The National Association of Wheat Growers; the Western Wheat

Associates, Inc.; Great Plains Wheat, Inc.; U.S. Durum Growers
Association; Kansas Association of Wheat Growers; Montana Grain.
Growers Association; Nebraska Wheat Growers Association;  Okla-
homa Wheat Growers Association; South Dakota Wheat Producers,
Inc.; Texas Association of Wheat Growers; Wyoming Wheat Growers
Association; Oregon Wheat Growers League; Washington Associa-
tion of Wheat Growers; Idaho State Wheat Growers Association;
Kansas Wheat Commission; Nebraska Wheat Commission; North
Dakota State Wheat Commission • South Dakota Wheat Commission;
'Colorado Association of Wheat rowers; Colorado Wheat Adminis-
trative Committee; the Oregon Wheat Commission; the Washington
-Wheat Commission; Idaho Wheat Commission; and now, the newly
formed Texas Wheat Producers Board.

All these organizations representing men who grow millions of
bushels of wheat each year have explicitly or implicitly, through vari-
ous memberships, endorsed the Wheat and Wheat Foods Research,
Education, and Promotion Act.
Many of us have been involved for the past decade and more in co-

operative work with the flour millers, bakers, macaroni manufacturers,
the U.S. Department of Agriculture and leading research scientists to
develop the concept embodied in the Foundation and now the act,
introduced March 1 with multiple, bipartisan sponsorship. The move-
ment behind this bill started with the writing of a statement of urgent
needs in human nutrition research as they relate to wheat in the early
1960's. It gained thrust and momentum in a series of meetings begin-
ning February 9, 1965, held under the auspices of the Secretary of
Agriculture. Step by step, the Foundation organization was structured,
bylaws and program approved, and finally after many compromises
and scores of drafts were reviewed, the bill as you have it was ap-
proved.
In retrospect, such a course of action seems not only improbable but

impossible. It would appear to be almost a minor miracle that wheat
producers, the processors, and the endproduct manufacturers were
able to stay together that long. In the same sense, it is almost a major
miracle they were finally able to agree.
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Other witnesses will comment on certain details of the remarkable
document finally accepted by the three groups. I would like to stress
that in this day of financing moon shots, missiles, and programs for
model cities, the funds to be raised under the act cannot be considered
large. We're talking about slightly more than $2 million at the mini-
mum and almost $6 million at maximum. Perhaps more important, the
act would raise these funds without cost either to government or to
taxpayers, which is indeed a refreshing note. Yet those moneys bring 

igreat promise, not only to wheat growers and others associated n the
combined industry, but to the public as well. I quote from the "Pro-
gram of Proposed Research":
"We know very little about what is perhaps the first and oldest of

all foods. . Yet wheat foods are rich in carbohydrates, protein and
certain vitamins and minerals. Protein adequate in quality and quan-
tity can be furnished in diets containing cereals in large amounts and
protein from animal and other sources in small amounts. Further,
there may be distinct advantages to such high cereal diet. It is known
that heart disease and associated afflictions are less frequent in those
areas of the world where wheat, rice and other cereal grains are con-
sumed in greater quantity."

Perhaps the implied hope of that paragraph helped keep the
Foundation group together. Or, perhaps it was the increasing current
attacks on the integrity and value of wheaten foods—which in the long
run tend to depress their use or bar their consumption, even among
those who would benefit most—those of lower income. After all, wheat
producers, processors, and endproduct manufacturers are faced with
that per capita consumption of their products has dropped from more
than 200 pounds per year in 1910 to less than 110 pounds today.

It is for such reasons and those to be presented by other witnesses
that wheat producers earnestly solicit your approval of this proposed
legislation and hope for favorable action and the vote of your col-
leagues and you when it comes to the floor of Congress.

This concludes my comments, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you, sir. All the other statements that you

gentlemen have will certainly appear in the record and you may
present them in detail or you may comment in any way you like. But
do as you choose.
Mr. Root, we would like to hear from you at this time, please.

STATEMENT OF FLOYD ROOT, ON BEHALF OF THE OREGON WHEAT
COMMISSION

Mr. ROOT. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am
Floyd Root. I live and operate a wheat farm at Wasco, Sherman
County, Oreg. I am appearing today on behalf of the Oregon Wheat
Commission, which I served as chairman for 9 years, and the Oregon
Wheat Growers League, of which I am past president. I am also a
past president of the National Association of Wheat Growers and have
been a member of the executive committee of the Wheat and Wheat
Foods Foundation since it was first organized.
May I add my voice and those of hundreds like me—the producers

of wheat in Oregon, Washington, Idaho and nearby areas—to that
of Howard Morton in urging your support of the Wheat and Wheat
Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act?
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While some of our soft wheat varieties find their way into pastries,
puddings and mixes, the bulk is shipped abroad in export to the Far
East. In fact, seven out of every 12 bushels of wheat produced annually
in the United States are exported. Yet we support this program of
research, education, and promotion for wheat used as domestic, human
food within the United States for a number of reasons.

First, if the program is successful—and we believe it will be—it
will result either in a greater per capita consumption or at least a
leveling off of the present decline in per capita consumption. As a
consequence, there can be nothing but less pressure on the price of our
product which now competes not only with the wheat of other nations
but with supplies at home so plentiful that they serve to depress the
market, and require us to limit our production.
Second, the findings of research conducted in behalf of wheat used

for food within the United States are just as useful to us overseas
as they are to the end-product manufacturers at home. And finally,
the techniques for promotion that we feel certain will be developed
under this domestic program can be adapted with slight modification
to our overseas markets.
We can see nothing but good in this proposed act—for the national

and our local economy, for human nutrition research, for our effort
to see wheat abroad, and for the public. On this basis, we subscribe
completely to Howard Morton's testimony and ask your support here
and in the final vote on the Wheat and Wheat Foods Research,
Education, and Promotion Act.
Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today.
Mr. PURCELL. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Witkowski.

STATEMENT OF LEO WITKOWSKI, PRESIDENT, TEXAS WHEAT
PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. WITOWSKI. Chairman Purcell and members of the subcom-
mittee, my name is Leo Witkowski. I am current president of the
Texas Wheat Producers Association and wheat grower in my present
location for the last 33 years.
As you know, our farmers must produce for highly competitive mar-

kets in an atmosphere of spiraling production costs and low market
prices. We certainly hope that this situation will reverse itself some-
time soon, but until it does we feel a crucial need to organize ourselves
and support efforts such as the proposed Wheat and Wheat Foods,
Research, Education and Promotion Act, to increase the use of wheat
and wheat foods.

Last year Texas producers voted by two-thirds majority to launch
a self-help research and market development program for wheat in an
effort to strengthen farmer income. We fully realize the value of such
research programs for we have watched the progress made by other
major wheat producing States in the Great Plains area since the early
1950's.

Despite the worldwide and domestic needs for food and the exten-
sive production of wheat in the United States, knowledge of the nutri-
tional contributions of wheat products in the human diet is very small.
The opportunity producers now have to work with millers and end-
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product manufacturers for research and to communicate the nutri-
tional aspects of wheat is vital.

Together, we can do a job that will benefit each segment of the wheat
industry and make valuable contributions toward meeting the present

and future nutritional requirements of our Nation.
Wheat producers' boards and commissions have concerned them-

selves with foreign markets chiefly. Millers, bakers, and end-product
manufacturers have concerned themselves mostly with advertising.
There is a distinct need for the three segments of the wheat industry
to work for the basic concept of good nutrition, domestic and world-
wide.
Texas farmers produced less than one-half of their normal wheat

crop last year, and this year's crop doesn't look too (rood so far. Wheat
producing counties in our State have been hard hit by these economic
setbacks, and we recognize an important need to take advantage of all
opportunities we have to improve our income and keep our farmers on
the land. We need more promotion and research, and the bill this com-
mittee is considering today represents a step forward in the right
direction.
I appreciate very much this chance I have had to indicate the sup-

port of the Texas Wheat Producers Association for the Wheat and
Wheat Foods, Research, Education and Promotion Act.
Thank you.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you sir.
Mr. Brown, we will be glad to hear from you at this time.

STATEMENT OF ELWOOD BROWN, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON

ASSOCIATION OF WHEAT GROWERS

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is
Elwood Brown. I am a farmer from Bickleton, Wash., and am here
today representing the 3,300-plus members of the Washington Associa-
tion of Wheat Growers, of which I am president. We appreciate this
opportunity 'to appear before you.
I speak in support of the Wheat and Wheat Foods Education and

Promotion Act. This appearance is merely a continuation of our many
years of support for this legislation. We understand there is some
farm group opposition to this Act, which we find a little surprising
and somewhat inconceivable.
This is the situation as we see it: For probably the first time in

history, producer representatives in the 10 commercial wheat pro-
ducing States, the wheat millers, and the wheat end-product bakers,
are all alined on the same side of the same issue. Amazing. These
highly competitive people, who are usually trying to take advantage
of each other in order to increase their individual share of the con-
sumer dollar, have put. other differences aside and stand together on
this issue. Utterly amazing.
But well they might; per capita wheat consumption in the United

States has been declining for years. It has been nutritionally maligned
and, because it contains the magic "calorie," has been excluded from
many regulated diets. This exclusion has been on the flimsiest of
evidence;  no one really knows much about the nutritional qualities
of wheat or its effect on the human body when used in conjunction
with certain other foods or in a balanced diet or how really important
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it might be in diet balancing. Much Government and producer financed
research has been done on developing new uses for wheat—to small
avail in increasing wheat consumption. But little research has been
done on its nutritional value. And if wheat consumption trends are
to be reversed it has to be done on the basis of nutritional value.
The reason for the previous lack of expensive research is economic.

While results would be valuable, the results would do nothing to
increase the competitive position of the company or companies
doing the research. Since the total wheat and wheat foods industry
is marginally profitable, with many single operations unprofitable,
no single company, group of companies, or industry segment can
afford to make expenditures that cannot be reasonably predicted tx.
increase their competitive position within the industry. However, if
all within the industry contribute equitably to the research then
competitive positions are not altered and perhaps total consumption
can be increased to the benefit of all.
Further, if all elements join in the financing of this effort it can

be accomplished without financial detriment to the industry. Why?
Because the cost can be passed on to the consumer. Lest this alarm you,
let me remind you that at the greatest contemplated collection rate of
2,5 cents per hundredweight of flour, the cost added to a 11/2-pound
loaf of bread would be .025—less than three one-hundreds of a penny
per ldaf.
Gentlemen, in this legislation you see the realization by all segments

of a chronically troubled total industry that they must join together in
an attempt to 'pull themselves up by their own boot straps." We
support it wholeheartedly and to us it is utterly inconceivable that
anyone speaking for any portion of the industry could oppose this
legislation unless he was seeking some special and selfish immediate
advantage for himself. We urge passage of this legislation.
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you and thank you

for listening.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you, gentlemen. It seems to me we might

ask this group of witnesses questions now and then ask any other
group that might come forward. I have one or two questions.
Mr. Witkowski, first let me ask you: Are you aware of the farmer's

attitude in your wheat-producing area of Texas, whether or not there
is opposition or approval of this concept or approach to the develop-
ment of the sale of wheat?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. I might say first, Congressmen, our Texas Pro-

ducers Association is certainly for it. Last night, I called five counties,
members of another farm organization, presidents and past-presidents,
and they were unaware that this was taking place.
Mr. PTJRCELL. Unaware that what was taking place?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. This bill, the testifying of the Farmers Union

against it. They were certainly for it. And as I said before, our
organization is for it.
Mr. PURCELL. And as far as you know—and I am not trying to

put words in your mouth—is it your judgment that the wheat-produc-
ing area of Texas is, by and large, for this concept of trying to develop
bigger markets for wheat?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. Yes, in my judgment, it is.



29

I would say that our growers, as a whoJe, are for it and the grass-
roots are.
Mr. PURCELL. Do you interpret this bill to be matter that will be

paid for by the producer in a way that he can ever feel that it is a
detrimental way?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. No, he will never feel it in a detrimental way.

There is quite a bit of controversy about this. And of course, we all
know that the cost will have to be passed somewhere, whether to the
consumer, the miller, or the producer. But whoever absorbs the price
of this bill, it is worth the price, because as far as human nutrition
goes, we lack a lot of knowledge, of knowing what we should know
about wheat. We know more about the food value of wheat for animals
in nutrition than we do for humans.
Mr. PURCELL. I do not want to monopolize this, but let me just say,

Mr. Brown, what is your judgment of the attitude of farmers, whether
they belong to your organization or not, in the area of Washington?
Mr. BROWN. Well, the judgment from our area, and I can speak for

the wheat growers, is that they are for this. We have brought it up
at our convention, we have supported it, it has been supported at the
national level, this particular concept.
The bill, at the time we had our State convention, was not written up

and presented to our people, but the concept of the Wheat and Wheat
Food Foundation has been supported entirely by the producers.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Root, would you comment on the same question I

asked the other two gentlemen in regard to the people of Oregon?
Mr. ROOT. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I would be glad to. The people of

Oregon, both the wheat growers and the Wheat Commission, have been
a little impatient that it has taken so long to develop this idea. They
have been behind it for years. The only problem we have had in Oregon
is to keep them hitched and to get all of these problems ironed out be-
fore the bill was presented to you people here on the Hill.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Morton, I did not skip you for any reason. I did

want to get the feeling of these people who come from other areas. Do
you want to comment on this question I have been asking them?
Mr. MORTON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Having been chairman of the

foundation for all of these years, I think I have fairly good first-
hand knowledge of the feelings of all of the State organizations, not
only those who are testifying today, but there has been very, very
strong support for the whole foundation research concept.
If I may, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Jim Stephens, president of the Mon-

tana Grain Growers Association, does have a statement that he would
like to have filed as a matter of record.
Mr. PURCELL. Without objection, that will be filed immediately fol-

lowing the testimony given by you gentlemen.
(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT, MONTANA GRAIN
GROWERS ASSOCIATION

I am James W. Stephens, Dutton, Montana, president of the Montana Grain
Growers Association, and I appear before you today in support of the Wheat
and Wheat Foods Research, Education and Promotion Act.

I am a dryland wheat farmer in Teton County, located in the heart of an area
of Montana known as the Golden Triangle, so named because it is the principal
breadbasket for our state's annual production of 100 million bushels of wheat.

• 79-076-72-5
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I am also authorized to speak today on behalf of the Montana 'Wheat Research
and Marketing Committee a division of the Montana Department of Agriculture.
Both the Montana Grain Growers Association and the Wheat Research and

Marketing Committee, which is our wheat commission, are members of the Wheat
and Wheat Foods Foundation, the national organization which formulated and
caused this legislation to be introduced.
Our two Montana organizations are self-help associations, entirely funded by

the state's wheat growers. This is true, also, of the Wheat Industry Council to
be created by the legislation under consideration. The three basic components
of the industry, producers, processors and end-product manufacturers would be
heldng themselves through an assessment on the product between the proc-
essing and manufacturing stages. We believe this self-help concept is of special
significance to you in the U.S. Congress, so accustomed to proposals from interest
groups which expect the government to pay the costs.
Ours is a perennially troubled commodity, and one that poses annual problems

to your legislative body. But, we are here today to try to effect at least a partial
cure for our unhealthy condition by supporting this legislation, which would per-
mit us to help ourselves.
With the assistance primarily of the Foreign Agricultural Service of the U.S.

Department of Agriculture, the organized wheat growers of this country have
proven their worth in the promotional and educational efforts undertaken for
development of foreign markets for our wheat.
'We have illustrated the nutritional value of wheat and wheat foods to citizens

of many nations overseas. Our exports of wheat have grown, to the benefit of
individual growers, the wheat industry and the economy of the nation.
However, here at home, our own citizens have not benefitted from similar

research, promotion and education about wheat and wheat foods, because financ-
ing of such efforts has not been available.
As a result, our per capita consumption of wheat and wheat products has

decreased 50 per cent in the last 60 years and our total domestic consumption,
despite tremendous population growth, has remained static year to year.
The legislation you are considering, if enacted, would permit research to be

initiated in nutrition, product, market, production and handling. Consumers
would be informed by field representation, nutrition education, teaching, product
information materials, product demonstrations, public speakers, exhibits and
displays. Promotion would come through professional advertising, medical mar-
keting, home economics marketing and school marketing.
We believe the evidence exists in the smaller scale programs of our individual

wheat-growing states, that such efforts could lead to substantially increased
domestic consumption of wheat and wheat foods.
We see in such a program an effective means of a partial reduction in the

nation's over-supply of wheat and an avenue of escape from the shadow of
surplus which haunts the wheat growers of this country.
I hope you are impressed as I am with the cooperative nature of this legisla-

tive proposal. We have blended three diverse elements of the wheat industry
into a workable plan for action to help all three.
This approach was not hastily drawn nor easily achieved. Our Montana groups

have a total of 12 years of meetings, planning and debating into the structuring
of this legislative proposal. We are satisfied as growers that the final plan before
you is fair to all and holds great promise of success through the unification of
producers, processors and end-product manufacturers.
Congress is justifiably concerned with safeguards in new legislation and this

act is so constructed. Not only may the annual program of the Wheat Industry
Council be . vetoed by any of the three participating groups, but also the U.S.
Secretary of Agriculture holds similar authority. Further, the act provides for a
5-year terminal date unless tenure is provided by Congress.
Our segment of the wheat industry, those of us who till the soil, ask you to

approve this legislation and, in so doing, provide us with the means of doing
something for and by ourselves to increase the domestic utilization of the wheat
we plant, nurture and harvest each year.
Thank you for your consideration.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Zwach, do you have any questions?
Mr. ZWAOH. No questions.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Bergland ?
Mr. BERGLAND. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Price?
Mr. PRICE. Nothing, Mr. Chairman, other than to ask Mr. Witkow-

ski, I would like to ask you a question regarding testimony that was
presented to us this morning by Mr. Barton regarding the Farmers
Union position in the State of Texas in support of this legislation. Is
this your understanding among the Farmers Union members at the
grassroots level in your area?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. They had no way to know about this. The first was

the March 28 National Newsletter. Well, they are just getting that,
and they knew nothing of this board meeting a week or 2 weeks
ago—I forgot what he said this morning; it was on a Saturday
anyway. But the grassroots, I called five counties last night and talked
about it and they knew nothing of it.
Mr. PRICE. These members that you talked to, they were members of

a wheat organization or 
Mr. Winiowsiii. They were wheat growers and Farmers Union

members. Two of them were not members of our growing organiza-
tion but they were president or past-president of the Farmers Union
group.
Mr. PRICE. In other words, you would say that the grassroots men

in our area, which I now represent, did not have notification of the
Farmers Union position as a State organization?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. Yes, on this particular bill. But in the past—as

you know, we passed enabling legislation in 1969 in Texas. We were
opposed for the same reason in Texas, but we passed it anyhow. We
had to have a two-thirds majority of our growers to do this.
Mr. PRICE. How many farm organizations do you know of that

are in opposition to this bill?
Mr. WyriiowsKi. I do not know of any. In our association, we

have members of the NFO, the Farm Bureau, and the Farmers Union,
and maybe some others that I do not know about. But we have those
three organizations in our Texas Wheat Producers Association.
Mr. PRICE. Do you know whether any members of the Farm Bureau

or NFO in our area support this legislation?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. Down in Smith County, the president of the county

organization is a NFO member and he is for it. That is the only
member of the NFO. But I do know a number of the Farmers Union
members that are for it.
Mr. PRICE. In summary, do you feel that the grassroots producer

had anything to say about the decision of the State board in support
of this bill?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. Not on this particular legislation.
Mr. PRICE. That is all.
Do any of you other gentlemen have any comments regarding

mthe States which you represent, the far organizations who have op-
posed the national position taken by the Farmers T7nion ?
Mr. MORTON. I have no knowledge of any discussions that have

taken place in the State of Colorado.
Mr. PRICE. My whole point is that it seems to me that many of the

national organizations are expounding their support of or opposition
to legislation when they appear before this committee without the
approval of State organizations which they purport to represent.
I think this is a good example of only one State actually on the record
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in support of legislation. It seems like a mighty poor way of making
testimony without the support of the organizations of which they are
in charge of making tesimony before this committee.
"Would you have any comments regardino. this?
Mr. ROOT. Mr. Price, I would like to say that the National Associa-

tion of Wheat Growers, as you see here today, are having their State
representatives making the testimony. I think this assures you that the
National Association of Wheat Growers understands how their States
feel about this position. I feel that some of these other organizations
may not be as close to their State organizations as the National As-
sociation of Wheat Growers is.
Mr. PRICE. -Well, I notice the Farm Bureau says here that they are

opposed to this bill because it would be an injustice to wheat producers
to institute the proposed program without a two-thirds favorable vote
in a producer referendum. -Would any of you care to comment on that?
Mr. WITKOWSKI. Congressman Price, I would. In 1957, our Texas

efforts were defeated. We passed a bill but the Farm Bureau put in it
that it would have to be voluntary. And we had the voluntary bill for 2
years, from 1967 to 1969, and no commodity groups took advantage of
it, simply because, on a voluntary basis, it will not work. But since
then, we have four groups—wheat, soybeans, grain sorghum, and
peanuts—that have taken advantage of it.
Mr. PRICE. Well, they (Yo on to say here, "We also believe that it would

be undesirable to depart from the precedent followed in the cotton and
potato promotion acts, which provide for refunds to producers that
(lo not wish to participate."
What are your thoughts on this?
Mr. MORTON. Congressman, when we look at that, the producers'

participation in this program is amply protected as far as the overall
funding of the program is concerned. He has veto power as far as any
program that is initiated by three votes out of five within the county,
which would eliminate any program that was to be developed by any
segment of the industry. Of course, the processors and the end product
manufacturers have this same right. So from this standpoint, the pro-
ducers are protected. Now, if we have done our job at a grassroots level
and have the support of the growers in developing the program, then I
think we have done an adequate job.
The bill does provide for a termination period here at the end of 5

years, which gives an opportunity for us to review the program to see
if it is doing the job that it should do. And here again, this is protec-
tion for the total industry as well as for the wheat grower.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Price, "Tex" Brown—I should say Ellwood Brown;

I rim under a nickname.
It seems to me that any time you request a referendum, the cost of

such referendum would be so high that it would defeat the purpose of
having the act to start out with. I do not know what the cost would be,
but it would be a substantial amount of that money that would be col-
lected under this act.
Mr. PRICE. Yes, I am not trying to argue with the gentlemen. I am

just trying to find out your thoughts from your areas. Your interpreta-
tion of this, then, is that the producer is protected through the clause
that is in the bill.
Mr. MORTON. Yes, I think he has adequate protection as far as the

i'u1its are concerned.
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r. BROWN. I think that is correct.
Mr. PRICE. That is all I have.
Mr. PuRcELL. Mr. Bergland, did you have a. question?
Mr. BERGLAND. Yes, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do have

a question directed to Mr. Morton.
It has been suggested that this bill, if passed into law, would es-

sentially duplicate the efforts of the National Wheat Institute and
therefore the program is unnecessary. Would you care to comment
on that statement?
Mr. MORTON. I do not think that this would duplicate the program

of the National Wheat Institute.. I think they can augment and sup-
plement each other.. -When we look at the National Wheat Institute, it
is financed for a very limited time. We look at research and we all
recognize the amount of time that is involved in research. -We look
at the inverse subsidy as far as the export program is concerned, and
we are looking at, I am sure, short-term financing.
The overall program as developed by this Act and by the proposed

program on research would certainly require more long-term financing
than what is available at the National Wheat Institute.
Mr. BERGLAND. Are you saying that the method by which the Na-

tional Wheat Institute is financed is so undependable that their pro-
gram can't continue with any degree. of certainty?
Mr. MORTON. No, I am not saying that their program can't be con-

tinued with any degree of certainty. I am saying that the program
that we are looking for here in this proposed program of research is
longer-range program than that which basically, the National Wheat
Institute is involved in.
Mr. BERGLAND. It is a more comprehensive effort?
Mr. MORTON. A more comprehensive effort.
Mr. BERGLAND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Link?
Mr. LINK. Mr. Chairman, I am not sure if I should direct this to any

one of the witnesses, but any one of them may respond, or a number of
them.
What provisions do you see in the act that will allocate comparable

or equal attention to the different wheat classes that are grown in
the United States?
Mr. MORTON. Mr. Congressman, there is a provision in the bill that

would allocate the funds (venerated under this bill in proportion to
the amount of end product used so that every segment of the industry
in terms of their end use products would receive funds accordingly.
Mr. LINK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Denholm ?
Mr. DENuoum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Morton, did you indicate in your testimony that you were in-

formed when the bill was drafted and you did • discuss it with the
people who drafted it?
Mr. MORTON. Pardon me, I did not hear the question.
Mr. DENHOLM. I am sorry. Did you have anything to do with the

drafting of this bill?
Mr. MORTON. I sat in on the original consultations with the Depart-

ment of Agriculture, the various wheat groups. the industry groups
.and all those involved in the early drafting of the bill, yes, and in
meeting with the various other groups.
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Mr. DENHOLM. Does the language of the bill restrict the promotion
of wheat within the United States?
Mr. MORTON. Yes, the actual promotion would be held in the domes-

tically utilized wheat here in the United States for human consump-
tion.
Mr. DENHOLM. Would it not be well to expand foreign markets for

the outlet of sales of wheat?
Mr. MORTON. This was contemplated early in the discussions, the

fact that we should encompass also foreign markets. It was the feeling.
I think, of the industry that this should be limited to a domestic pro-
gram, recognizing that Great Plains Wheat and some of these other
organizations, in cooperation with the Foreign Agricultural Service,
are doing a job in the overseas market.
I think the findings of research which we are very primarily inter-

ested in would have an effect as far as the export market is concerned.
Anything that is developed here in terms of research from the nutri-
tional standpoint, I am sure, would have a beneficial effect in the
export market.
Mr. DENHOLM. You indicated that you represented or are testifying

today on the part of 25 different organizations, is that correct?
Mr. MORTON. Basically, my testimony here today is as chairman of

the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation as a representative of the
National Association of Wheat Growers.
Mr. DENHOLM. How many wheat growers are there in the United

States?
Mr. MORTON. About 1,700,000.
Mr. DENHOLM. How many do the organizations that you are testi-

fying for represent?
Mr. MORTON. I could not give an exact number, but those that have

wheat commissions, of course, this represents the full complement of all
the wheat. producers in those States, plus, those members of the
National Association of Wheat Growers.
Mr. DENHOLM. Do you have an opinion as to the percentage of wheat

producers that you represent?
Mr. MORTON. I would say that this would represent at least 75 per-

cent of the wheat produced in the United States, possibly more. This
does represent the commercial areas and we look at the commissions
and so forth in all of these States.
Mr. DENHOLM. You indicated that you had made a grassroots effort

to ascertain what the people really wanted. I am a wheat grower and
if I had not been a Member of Congress, I would not have known any-
thing about this legislation. I wonder how many other people and
wheat producers there might be like that around the country?
Mr. MORTON. Well, I am sure that all the wheat growers associations

within their States, all of the wheat commissions, and Great Plains
Wheat have all communicated back in those States to fully inform
their people.
.Mr. DENHOLM. How active are the members of those organizations?
Do -they really care about pending legislation until something comes
out that is prejudicial to their interest? Is that not all too often when
they become concerned?
Mr. MORTON. I think anybody who belongs to a wheat commission

or any of these organizations, the fact that they are paying an assess-
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ment on all of the wheat that they produce in their State, and do
receive the communiques, are very much interested. I have served as.
chairman of the Colorado Wheat Administrative Committee on two•
occasions and we have had very good communications back with our
groups through our public relations and through newsletters, and they
are kept informed on all aspects of marketing.- and transportation, re-
search, or any other thing that might be of significance to the wheat
producers.
Mr. DENHOLM. Do you make any effort to keep the members of the

National Farmers Union informed as to what progress and provi-
sions are contained in the pending legislation now before this
committee?
Mr. MORTON. There were original discussions back several years

ago with the Farmers Union. As I recall the discussions they were not
interested in taking any position or doing anything at that time. We
have tried to do the same thing—I know I have attended meetings
with the Farm Bureau Federation and I have talked to people from
the Grange at various occasions, as have various other members. And
know that our National Association of Wheat Growers has been in

communication with the various other farm organizations. Not me
specifically, but those 
Mr. DENHOLM. How much money can be expected to accrue to the

proposed fund for research and education and wheat sales promotion?
Mr. MORTON. Well, the total fund that would be generated on this

is around $1 million—the top figure based on 2.5 cents would be
$5,700,000, as I recall, and somewhere around a million—just a little
over $2 million at the minimum.
Mr. DENHOLM. Is it contemplated that much money would be paid

into the fund annually by the growers—wheat producers?
Mr. MORTON. The funds collected here would be at the first proces-

sor level. They would bill this on to the next processor or end product
manufacturers, and then they would be responsible for the payment
of this assessment back to this processor, and then they would, of
course, be forwarded on from that point.
Mr. DENHOLM. In a hypothetical situation, a miller would purchase

wheat at 2.5 cents under the market and then pay or receipt collections
to the fund?
Mr. MORTON. The miller would not be buying the wheat on that

basis. Most of the wheat that the millers buy is bought at a terminal
position. Some of the wheat that he would buy may or may not wind
up as wheat for human consumption. But what would happen is that
when he ground this flour and sold it to the end producer user, then
the end product user would be billed for it.
Now, there cannot be any manipulation here as far as back to the

grower going through this type of a marketing system, because it
would actually be illegal.
Mr. DENHOLM. If I understand you correctly, then, it is an add-on

to the consumer cost of wheat products?
Mr. MORTON. At this point, looking at the price of a loaf of bread

and using this assessment, this would add on 1/150 of a cent to a one
pound loaf of bread, which could not be passed on to the consumer.
It would have to be absorbed. Eventually, the possibility arises that
with increased labor costs and all of the other associated costs in the
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production of bread, this might be absorbed or added on to at a later
date. But certainly, 1/150 of one cent could not justify a rise in price
of a loaf of bread.
Mr. DENHOLM. Let me say to you that I do not object to that theory

because we need education and research and promotion of wheat prod-
ucts. Now, when you break it down to the percentage of increase of cost
on a loaf of bread, it seems infinitesimal, but nonetheless, somebody
is going to pay to the fund $5.7 million a year. I am hopeful that will
enhance rather than possibly hurt the sale of wheat, the price of
wheat? Now, can you submit something for the record that will con-
vince me that actually supports a benefit to wheat producers as a
result thereof. I am hopeful that we are not imposing an additional
$5.7 million more for bread this year on the consumer with a malcon-
ceived notion of false hope for beneficial results to producers.
Mr. MORTON. I do not think it would be limited to bread as such in

the distribution of the funds.
Mr. DENHOLM. Excuse me. I have referred to the increased cost of

bread because you chose to relate the cost to a loaf of bread but I do
not believe it is material what particular wheat product such cost
might attack.
Mr. MORTON. But I think, Mr. Congressman, to clarify the record

here, the greatest advantages to the wheat industry and to the con-
sumer are the fact that we are developing a product here that can be
more nutritious and we know what our nutritional values are of our
product. So we are looking at it from the standpoint of not being a
cost if the program is successful and we think it will be, but actually,
a benefit to the wheat industry. And if it is a all successful, it would
not be a cost, it would be an increase in income to the wheat producers
and the processors and the end product manufacturers.
Mr. DENHOLM. Do you have any opinion as to a statistical analysis

as to the cost-benefit ratio?
Mr. MORTON. The only thing I would be able to present at this time

is by saying if we can just stem the decline in the per capita consump-
tion, the increase in population itself would—I do not know what the
figures would be, but it would increase the demand and the usage of
wheat by a considerable degree.
Mr. DENHOLM. Well, I certainly do not want to prolong the record by

an extensive inquiry of you at this time. The chairman asked some
very important questions at the outset that I think were most produc-
tive. I am concerned also from an overall agricultural point of view,
that if people do not eat wheat, what do thy eat and what happens
when you increase the consumption of wheat? Do we decrease the con-
sumption of other commodities? We must represent all of agriculture
and not one particular part thereof. I happen to be most favorable to
a better market for wheat but I believe we must retain objectivity in
representing all producers of agricultural commodities.
Mr. MORTON. Well, of course, there is always this realm of possibility,

but when we look at the nutrition of the people today, we find that our
nutritional standards are not up to what they should be if the medical
records are correct, and I am assuming that they are, that we have many
nutritional deficiencies. And of course, the balancing of that diet in
terms of meeting adequate nutrition, I think, should be the primary
thing here that we are looking at.
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Now, when we talk about this new type of nutrition, this does not
always relate itself to wheat alone,. it can apply to other cereal grains
and other cereal products as well. So they might also reap some benkfit
from this.
But here again, it is trying to get something that is satisfactory to

the consumer and does meet nutritional requirements.
Mr. DENHOLM. Well, in conclusion, then, it is your testimony that

75 percent or more of the wheat growers are in favor of this legisla-
tion?
Mr. MORTON. I would say that 75 percent of the production I believe

was the way I put it there, and I don't know 
Mr. DENHOLM. I do not recall but I thought you were talking about

numbers of wheat growers.
Mr. MORTON. I do not know if it would be 75 percent of the wheat

growers, but I know it would be at least 75 percent of the production
and possibly as high as 75 percent of the wheat growers.
Mr. DENHOLM. IS it not true that 16 percent of the producers pro-

duce 87 percent of the total production of wheat?
Mr. MORTON. This is true.
Mr. DENHOLM. Well, then, how many people are you talking about

when you say that you represent the growers?
Mr. MORTON. I would have to, Mr. Congressman, to determine the

amount of farmers who are involved in these actual programs get those
figures, and I could get those and supply you with those tomorrow if
it would be your wish.
Mr. DENHOLM. I am not going to require that it be part of the

record, because I am aware of the number involved. I do want the
record clear and to show that you are speaking for the producers
of 75 percent of the total production of wheat and not for 76 percent
of the growers of the total producers of wheat.
Mr. MORTON. I will have this information to you.
(The information referred to above follows:)

1971 Wheat Production in States Represented by Howard Morton'

North Dakota 
South Dakota 

Thousand
bushels

285,281
68,768

Nebraska  107, 436
Kansas  312, 605
Oklahoma  69,500
Texas  31, 416
Montana  112,011
Idaho 50,623
Wyoming  7,382
Colorado  70, 920
Washington  118,921
Oregon  34,500

Total (12 States)  1, 269, 313
U.S. total  1,639, 516

1 NOTE.—These 12 States account for 78.6 percent of the total U.S. wheat production.
Source: Statistical Reporting Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Mr. DENHOLM. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PI7RCELL. Mr. Zwach, do you have one more question?
Mr. ZWACH. Yes, one quick question.
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I am an author of this bill. As I read it, the purpose of it is to
limit this whole program to increase, hopefully, use, research, pro-
motion, education for human consumption. You are not contemplating
the use of these funds for research in increased livestock feed and
any of these other segments? I would like clarification.
Mr. MORTON. No, this is strictly for human consumption.
Mr. ZWACH. Thank you.
Mr. PURCELL. Gentlemen, thank all of you very much.
Our next witness is Dr. D. Mark Hegsted, professor of nutrition,

Harvard University.
Doctor, we welcome you here. I have refrained from making elab-

orate statements about witnesses today, all of whom could be spoken
about in very complimentary language. But let me say to you, sir, that
the Committee welcomes you. I do not know whether the other com-
mittee members have had a chance to know who you are or not.
This gentleinan is a leader in the human nutrition area. When

the nutrition problem first showed itself, Dr. Hegsted reviewed it and
knew as much about human nutrition as many otliers knew about
animal nutrition.
So we welcome you here and appreciate your knowledge and what-

ever you have for us today.

STATEMENT OF DR. D. MARS HEGSTED, PROFESSOR OF NUTRITION,
HARVARD UNIVERSITY, BOSTON, MASS.

Dr. HEGSTED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be here.
I am professor of nutrition at the Harvard School of Public Health
and Chairman of the Food and Nutrition Board of the National
Academy of Sciences-National Research Council.
I assume since your time is limited, you would prefer if I com-

mented on my testimony rather than read it. I would like to make
a couple of preliminary comments relative to this morning.
I think it should be very clear if we are going to get into a research

program that this has to be a long-term program in human nutrition.
There are many projects that will require 5 years to complete. If
anyone believes they can put some money into a program like this
and evaluate the results within 2 or 3 years, they might as well 
Mr. PURCELL. Doctor, would you speak a little louder?
Dr. HEGSTED. Let me repeat that research in human nutrition is long-

term, it is hard, it is expensive. If anybody believes that they can start
a program now and evaluate it within 2 years, they might as well
quit, because you can be sure that results are not going to be available
in 2 or 3 years. I think anything like this has to be accepted only as a
long-term project.
I would also like to comment, Mr. Chairman, that I am testifying

solely on research in human nutrition. I do not even know the pro-
visions of the bills or how they are to be financed, and I limit my
testimony to this area.
The things I have to say, I think, are fairly limited. One is that it

is fairly clear, I think, that the chances of feeding the world in the
future rely largely on cereal grains. We know that nowadays, the
populations that consume a lot of cereals are those populations that
are generally recognized to be the least well nourished, and these are
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populations with limited resources, limited knowledge, poor medical
care. The cause of their malnutrition is not entirely clear, but the im-
pact of what we do know about these populations has led to an em-
phasis on the deficiencies of cereal grains as sources of food. I think we
should realize that the future of the world, and perhaps even of this
country, nevertheless is going to or may rely on cereal grains, and if
we are going to make strategic and important choices as to how to feed
the population, we have to know both the potential and the limitations
of cereal products as sources of human food.

It has been noted already that cereal consumption has continued to
fall in this country. This is clue largely to two factors. One is that the
population as a whole is consuming less food as we become less physi-
cally active and also, by replacement of cereals with other products,
especially those that are high in fat and sugar. Neither of these trends
is desirable as far as our national health: is concerned.
Most people knowledgeable in the area of' coronary-artery diseases,

which is the major public health problem of this country, would believe
that the population would be better off by consuming more cereals and
vegetable products and less meat, milk, and eggs. Nevertheless, there
has been very little direct research which emphasizes the role that
cereals may play in ameliorating heart disease.

Since cereal products are almost universally consumed, although in
varying amounts, they form a logical mechanism for the distribution
of nutrients, and we have had a fortification program in this country
for over 25 years, which included fortification with iron to combat iron
deficiency anemia. Nevertheless, no one has made any study of whether
or not that program has been successful, and over the last years, it
has become clear that iron fortification has not been very successful.
Some of the sources of iron that we have added to cereals are not avail-
able—that is, not absorbed—and we find the whole iron fortification
program under attack. This is one of the, perhaps the most widespread
nutritional deficiency in the United States, and we simply have to find
some way to either make iron fortification work or find out whether
it does or does not work. If it does not work, then we have to find some
new approaches to combat this important deficiency in the United
States population.
The fortification program has also included vitamins, thiamine,

riboflavin, and niacin. Our record 'here is really not very distinguished,
although these deficiencies have practically 'disappeared from the
United States population. We do not have evidence to demonstrate
that the fortification program was responsible. Now there is suggestive
evidence that we might fortify cereals with additional nutrients such as
folic acid, vitamin B6, and perhaps magnesium and zinc. All recent
evidence is that there are nutritional problems in this country related to
these nutrients. Yet we have practically no good public health data
on prevalence, we have very few adequate methods to assess nutritional
status with regard to these nutrients. And certainly, if we are going
to make any decision to change and improve the fortification program,
it has to be done with a follow-up program that will demonstrate or
evaluate its efficiency or lack of efficiency.

It has also been emphasized today that the cereal products have been
among the whipping boys of the food products for the last several
years. Much of this criticism is based on nonsensical and inappropriate
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comparisons, but I think there is no doubt that this has had an adverse
effect as far as the public is concerned. Much of the public does use
cereal products from a negative point of view.
It seems to me that the main problem is that the cereal industry

has had very little ammunition to counteract these attacks, and it seems
sometimes to me that the cereal industry believes that their product is
not very nutritious. They themselves do not have enough information
about the nu trItional role of cereals to counteract this adverse
publicity.

Practically everyone has heard so much about the so-called protein 
gap in the last 10 or 15 years that there seems to be a generalimpres-
sion that this is the primary nutritional deficiency in the world. The
fact is that most Americans consume much more protein than they
need and as I have already commented, they would be better off to
replace some of the high protein foods with cereals. liut even in the
developing part of the world where "protein-calorie" malnutrition
is an important disease in young children, there is accumulating
evidence that this may be largely due to a failure to consume enough
food—not simply protein, but simply an inadequate food intake. That
does not mean that increased production will necessarily solve the
problem, be-ause we do not know why these children do not eat enough
food. It may be because they cannot consume enough of cereal diets;
their stomach capacity is not big enough. It may be because there is
not enough food in the house, of course; it may be because the mother
does not know how to feed children; it may be cause the child is sick
from other things a good proportion of the time and this cuts down
on his food intake.
We certainly know that diets that are very high in cereals are not

adequate for very young infants, but the evidence suggests that some-
time later, high cereal diets do become nutritionally adequate. We do
not know when this transition occurs. And of course, I have a very dif-
ficult time even defining what I mean by a high cereal diet, because
there are so few diets and the high cereal diet in one part of the world
is quite different from a high cereal diet in another part of the world,
depending upon what other foods are consumed. But if we are going to
feed the world, some of these problems certainty have to be answered.
I did not want to miss the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to comment

on the expenditure of research funds if they should become available.
At least some of us are disturbed by a tendency for the bureaucracy
to continue to grow in this country, and particularly within the USDA.
there has been a tendency to form research groups within the estab-
lishment, and there really is no evidence that this is the most effective
way to expend research funds. The bureaucracy is a consumer of
scientific manpower, but not a producer, whereas universities conduct
their research and produce people at the same time. I would suggest
that, particularly in nutrition, where many disciplines have to be in-
volved, ranging from economics and social anthropology to education,
medical sciences, public health sciences, and so forth, that it is not wise
to sequester scientists away in isolated research institutions. It would
be much more effective to undertake research within established uni-
versities where training and research are accomplished at the same time.
So in summary, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that increased

cereal consumption in this country would be beneficial; that we are
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grossly unprepai.ed to make many crucial decisions that we have to
make now and in the future; that most research on cereals has focused
on the negative aspects; and that the current tendency to downgrade
cereals will not be changed until we have an appropriate body of
knowledge developed. This body of knowledge will be obtained most
efficiently by university-based research programs rather than by ex-
panding in-house government efforts.
Thank you.
(The complete statement of Dr: Hegsted follows:)

STATEMENT OF DR. D. M. HEGSTED, PROFESSOR OF NUTRITION, HARVARD SCHOOL OF
PUBLIC HEALTH

I am D. M. Hegsted, Professor of Nutrition at the Harvard School of Public

Health. I am currently the Chairman of the Food and Nutrition Board of the

National Academy of Sciences—National Research Council.
Of all of the food crops that are produced the cereals are among the most

efficient crops we have available. They provide more food per acre than most

crops, they are almost universally consumed in a variety of forms, and can be

grown in widely different areas of the world. As the world population continues

to grow, cereal products will provide the greatest opportunity to produce enough

food. This is already true in much of the world and may become increasingly

true in our own country in the future.
However, if we are to feed populations largely upon cereal products, we must

have enough knowledge to know how to use thew products most effectively. We

must know their full potential and their limitations. We do not expect that

populations can live upon wheat alone but we must know the maximum utiliza-

tion that can be made of such products and still produce satisfactory nutrition.

It is well known that those populations which rely largely upon cereal products

today are those that are least well fed. These are poor populations, with very

limited resources, limited knowledge, poor medical care, etc. The studies to date

have tended to emphasize the inadequacies of cereal products. However, these

populations could not exist without cereals. They are the products which make

survival possible and some families maintain good health even though they

consume large amounts of cereals. We need studies which focus upon the

advantage and potential of the cereals as human foods and how to make maxi-

mum utilization of them rather than how to replace them. We must determine

how to maintain adequate nutrition with maximal utilization of cereal products.

I assure you that this is much more than a semantic problem.
In our own country we have seen a gradual fall in cereal consumption over

the past 50 years or so. This is due in part to the fact that we are becoming

an increasingly physically inactive population and require less food, and also

represents a replacement of cereals by other foods, especially those high in sugar

and fat. Neither of these trends is advantageous as far as our national health
is concerned. We believe that the increasing rates of coronary heart disease
are largely attributable to the change in physical activity and the change in diet.
The American people in general would be better off if they consumed more
cereal and other vegetable products. If people would replace a substantial propor-

tion of the meat, milk and eggs they consume with bread and unsaturated
margarines, one would expect a general lowering of the serum cholesterol level
and a decreased rate of coronary heart disease. However, one needs evidence
to show that these expectations will be realized. There have been practically
no studies which focus on the role that cereal products might play in ameliorating
heart disease in this country. Rather, the studies have focused almost entirely
upon the role of fat with the expectation that the cereals somehow take care
of themselves. We need more aggressive research and action if we are to get
a balance into the general view of the causal and preventive factors in this
important area.

Since cereals are consumed almost universally, albeit in varying amounts, they
provide one of the most logical mechanisms for distributing nutrients to the
population when this is desirable. Unfortunately again, we do not have a good
record even in this area where the advantages of the products seem clearly
evident. The fortification of bread and other cereals with iron was begun over
25 years ago based upon evidence that there was a substantial amount of iron
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deficiency anemia in the United States. This seemed entirely logical. However,
no attempt was made to determine whether, in fact, the fortification program
was beneficial in combating iron deficiency. Now 25 years later we are confronted
with the fact that iron deficiency is still prevalent in the Unite:d States and the
whole concept of iron fortification is under attack. We do have reason to assume
that the amount of iron deficiency is less than it would have been had we not
used iron fortification, but it has been far from a complete success.

It is well known that the absorption or utilization of iron from foods depends
upon many factors—some of which are known, some unknown. Different forms of
iron added to different kinds of foods do have different utilities in combating
iron deficiency. The fact is that many of the so-called "iron fortified foods"
are practically without utility and that up until the last 5 years or so practically
no one was even interested in the problem.
The responsibility for this unfortunate state of affairs is divided. Nutritional

scientists, the medical and public health professions, the industry promoting the
products, etc. have not been alert or sufficiently responsive to the public need.
Nevertheless, the fortification of cereal products still appears to be one of the
most logical ways of combating nutrient deficiencies in this country. We must
determine whether these mechanisms are effective, how to make them effective,
or find new approaches.
The fortification program has included not only iron but the addition of the

vitamins, thiamine, riboflavin and niacin. Deficiencies of these vitamins have
certainly decreased in the United States in the past few decades. However, again
it is quite unfortunate that these programs were undertaken without any defini-
tive plans to determine their effectiveness. Food habits have changed, the gen-
eral economic level of much of the country has changed, we are uncertain why
various deficiency diseases have decreased. The record is not distinguished.
At this time there is accumulating a substantial body of laboratory evidence

which can be interpreted to mean that the fortification program might be ex-
tended to include such vitamins as vitamin I3f, and folic acid and perhaps min-
erals such as magnesium and zinc. However, the data upon which such decisions
ought to be based are extremely limited. We do not have good methods for deter-
mining Whether an individual is deficient in such nutrients, and we have little
data upon the extent of deficiency in the United States. No adequate surveys to
evaluate the nutritional status of the population with respect to these nutrients
have yet been undertaken. We can no longer expect to make decisions upon
important public health programs without adequate data and once the decision
is made there must be appropriate follow-up studies to determine the effects of
such programs.
As I am sure that most of you are aware, the cereal products have been a

favorite whipping boy during the past few years among food products. Much of
this criticism is based upon nonsensical and inappropriate comparisons and
evaluations. There is no doubt, however, that these kinds of articles weaken
the confidence of the public in the products and much of the public has a gen-
erally negative view of bread and many other cereal products. The primary
difficulty is that the cereal industry has very little ammunition to combat these
kinds of attacks. Without an aggressive research program, and thig certainly
does not exist today, they will continue to be vulnerable. Indeed, it often seems
to me that many of the producers, millers and bakers have accepted these criti-
cisms as fact. There is not enough research going on to even convince the people
in the industry that their products have an important nutritional role to play.
Everyone has been told about the "protein gap" so often that most people ap-

parently believe that this is the most important nutrient in the whole book.
Without going into the techntealities, I would simply like to state that there is
an increasing trend away from this point of view. The great majority of Ameri-
cans consume much larger amounts of protein than they need. Most Americans
would be better off if they ate more bread and less meat, milk and eggs. Even
in the developing parts of the world where so-called "protein-calorie" malnutri-
tion is prevalent in young children, there is an increasing body of evidence to
indicate that the primary gap is calories—total food—rather than protein. The
children do not get enough food. However, this does not mean that the problem
will be solved by increased production. We do not know why these children ap-
pear to eat less than they should. Is it because they cannot eat enough of the
bulky cereal diets? Is it because there is not enough food in the house? Is it
because they are ill from other diseases a large proportion of the time? Is it
because the mother does not know how to utilize the foods available?
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Diets that are high in cereals are inadequate for young infants. Sometime
later in life good nutrition apparently can be obtained from at least some of the
diets high in cereals which are consumed in various parts of the world. However,
the studies are few and until we have better data upon human requirements and
field studies in different parts of the world we will continue to be in a difficult
situation. Appropriate strategies for feeding the world's population must depend
upon diets high in cereals but these cannot be developed with the information
now available. Maximum utilization of wheat and other cereals depends upon
knowledge of their limitations and nutritional capabilities under differing con-
ditions.
I do want to comment upon the utilization of additional research funds should

they become available. There is a disturbing tendency for the bureaucracy of

this country to grow. Particularly in the USDA there has been a trend toward
the establishment of research centers within the bureaucracy. There is no evi-
dence to suggest that this is the best way to effectively utilize research funds

and considerable evidence to show that it is relatively ineffective. I would call
your attention to the report of the Committee on Research Advisory to the USDA

of the National Academy of Sciences—National Research Council. The major

limitations on good research are funds and people. The bureaucracy is a con-

sumer of research people but does not produce researchers whereas the universi-

ties conduct research in such a manner that they train young people at the same

time that they produce results. I do not believe that sequestering scientists away
in isolated research establishments, without the stimulation of students or the
ability to train students, is an effective way to do most research. This is a par-

ticularly poor mechanism for studies in nutrition which ought to involve inputs
from many different disciplines—economics, social anthropology, education, bio-
chemistry, and various medical and public health sciences. Research programs

should only be undertaken with full consideration of the immediate and long-

term aspects of the program.
In summary, Mr. Chairman, increased cereal consumption in this country

would be beneficial and cereals provide the major hope for feeding the world
now and in the future. Yet we are grossly unprepared to make many crucial

decisions because we simply do not know enough about human nutrition and the
role cereal products can play in meeting nutritional needs. Most current research

focuses on the negative aspects of cereals in human nutrition. This current

tendency to downgrade cereals will not be changed unless an appropriate body

of knowledge is developed. This body of knowledge will be obtained most effi-

ciently by university-based research programs rather than by expanding the in-

house government efforts in research.

Mr. PURCELL. Thank you, Dr. Hegsted.
At this time, the committee will have to recess to go answer the

vote, which is on an agriculture bill on reforestation. S/Ve will be ill
recess until as soon as we get back, I hope not more than 15 or 20
minutes.
(Short recess after which the hearing was resumed.)
Mr. PURCELL. The subcommittee will come to order.
Doctor, if you will, please, resume the witness chair. We might see

if there are questions of you at this time, please, sir.
Mr. Zwach, do you have questions?
Mr. ZWACH. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman.
I regret, Doctor, that I was called over to vote while you were testi-

fying, but I heard some of your testimony. I am referring now to
page 3 of your testimony, the last paragraph, where you say, "As
I am sure that most of you are aware, the cereal products have been
a favorite whipping boy during the past few years among food prod-
ucts. Much of this criticism is based upon nonsensical and inappro-
priate comparisons and evaluations. There is no doubt, however, that
these kinds of articles weaken the confidence of the public in the prod-
ucts and much of the public has a generally negative view of bread and
many other cereal products. The primary difficulty is that the cereal
industry has little ammunition to combat these kinds of attacks."
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Now, I was not aware, not very much aware, Doctor, that we were
having this type of attack on the value of cereals. I am very aware,
coming from the mid-West, of this type of attack on milk and meat
and the attempt to destroy public confidence in them.
Then I go to page 4 of your testimony, and there without any evi-

dence, you attack milk and meat and eggs.
I think the whole sense of your testimony is that we do not know

enough about any of these things, and I think that certainly is true of
milk and meat. As new evidence comes out it looks like it refutes all
previous evidence.
I will just read now from your statement where you attack these

products and create a lack of confidence in those products.
"We believe that the increasing rates of coronary heart disease are

largely attributable to the change in physical activity and the change
in diet. The American people in general"—and then you make this as
a positive statement, without, apparently, research; you are putting
the words in front of the fact ?—"The American people in general
would be better off if they consumed more cereal and other vegetable
products." You make that as a positive statement. "If people would
replace a substantial portion of the meat, milk and eggs they consume
with bread and unsaturated margarines, one would expect the general
lowering of the serum cholesterol level" and so on, and less heart
disease.
Now, are you not creating the very thing with regard to meat and

milk and eggs that you refer to over here as bad and that destroys
confidence?
Dr. HEGSTED. I do not think so, Mr. Congressman. We have worked

a long time on diet and cholesterol. I can document some of this. But
I could point out that about 3 weeks ago, the Food and Nutrition
Board passed a resolution recommending that the intake of saturated
fat, among susceptible American men, and that includes 60 percent of
our population—they would be better off to reduce their consumption
of cholesterol and saturated fat. I think that when we have a disease
that kills half of the American population and the evidence is so strong
as to relate it to serum cholesterol as one of the important risk factors,
it is prudent for men to modify their diet and intake of cholesterol and
this is the sense of the Food and Nutrition Board, also.
Mr. ZWACH. Having a dairy industry in my district in Minnesota, I

am especially interested in this, and I have watched the evidence and
it comes strongly on both sides of this question. Apparently, we need
a lot more research. And it seems sort of odd that the food of nature
that is so good for the young all at once becomes a killer with a few
added years.
But I just would like to say that I appreciate your statement with

regard to cereals and the lack of confidence, and we want to build this
up. I really do not appreciate your statements in this other realm of
total uncertainty where you attack the other foods of America. I would
think you would limit yourself to positive statements with regard to
the lack of information and research on cereals and not get over into
the other area, where a great deal of research apparently needs to,
be done with regard to these other products.
It seems to me that your testimony ought to be directed to the posi-

tive with regard to cereals. Do you ric 4; agree?



45

Dr. HEGSTED. Well, I think you have to recognize that if people eat
more cereals, they are going to eat less of something else. Nobody is
going to recommend that the American public eat more food than they
are eating now.
Mr. ZWACH. I think you make a basic statement that lack of ac-

tivity is perhaps the major problem. It could well be. I would not want
to say this, because our early pioneers, and all through history, meat
has been a major diet and never known to be a killer. And milk has al-
ways been a major diet and had never been labeled as a killer.
But I would think research in this ought to be, certainly, docu-

mented. Really, what I am trying to say, I do not appreciate people
making statements about something before the facts—suspicions are,
referred to, the sort that you have referred to here with regard to
cereals.
Dr. HEGSTED. I would think the difference in the amount of evidence

in these two areas is—there is no comparison.
Mr. ZWACH. That is what you think. But—
Dr. HEGSTED. If you look at the amount of money that has been spent

on heart diseases research in the last 10 or 15 years—
Mr. ZWACH. And is it not true that the more that is studied, the

more they are uncertain that milk and meat products are not the
culprits?
Dr. HEGSTED. No, I do not think so.
Mr. ZWACH. That is the documentation I have seen. Certainly, there

is a whole realm of uncertainty, and for a doctor, a nutritionist of long
standing, to make that positive statement—I would like to see you re-
strict yourself to cereals.
Dr. HEGSTED. I think there is no doubt that people who have elevated

cholesterol should reduce it and the easiest, most practical way to do it
is to replace some of the saturated fat in your diet.
Mr. ZWACH. I have had so-called high cholesterol for five years. I

have cut all butter, all lard, all cheese, all eggs, all bacon all of these
products. And you know, it has not gone down an iota—not one iota.
I mean there is a lot of uncertainty in this thing. I resent your making
that statement with regard to the mid-West, which is our great dairy
and livestock industry, and make that as a blanket assertion. Because
there are all kinds of evidence on every side by eminent doctors— are
you an MD?
Dr. HEGSTED. No, I am not, I am a Ph. D.
Mr. ZWACH. Eminent doctors, eminent men all over disagree with

you. I want you to positively push cereal. I am an author of this bill.
I want to sell cereals. I want to dispel fears about inadequacies to the
extent that the truth comes out. I want to know the truth. But I also
want to know the truth regarding milks, meat, and eggs.
Dr. HEGSTED. I could not agree more. But I think you have to rec-

ognize the American Heart Association, the American Diabetes Asso-
ciation, the American Institute of Nutrition, and the Food and Nutri-
tion Board, to name some of them, have taken the position I have
taken here.
Mr. ZWACH. A lot of them have taken the opposite.
Dr. HEGSTED. I do not know of any.
Mr. ZWACH. I have seen a great 'deal of documentation in that area.

So let's leave it at that and agree that there needs to be a great deal of
research in cereals and in these other areas.
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Dr. HEGSTED. I see.
Mr. ZWACH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. SebeliUS ?
Mr. SEBELIUS. I did not hear the Doctor's testimony. I have it here

and I know that he is working on research in nutritional things.
That is one of the reasons I am on this bill because we will get

greater study on the use of cereals and their nutritive values. This
basically does not concern us, but before this committee tomorrow, we
are going to have a hearing. Am I correct that rabbit meat has more
protein than the ordinary other meats we have and less fat, less cho-
lesterol?
Dr. HEGSTED. What kind of meat?
Mr. SEBELIUS. Rabbit? Or do you know?
Dr. HEGSTED. I think you are right, it is a low-fat meat.
Mr. SEBELIUS. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Doctor, let me ask you just a couple of questions. I

am not challenging your authority. As I stated when you were pre-
sented, I recognize you are probably one of the leading human nutri-
tionists in the country and I respect you for that. But I had occasion
to be one time in New Zealand, where they live on whatever grass
would produce, primarily dairy products and meat. I got to talking
just to laymen, most of them politicians, I guess, about cholesterol
problems, and they honestly did not know what I was talking about.
I do not know whether it is against the law in New Zealand to bring
the subject up or not, but they did not seem to have any heart ailments
because of cholesterol. Do you know anything about that?
Dr. HEGSTED. I think I can speak to that, because New Zealand Heart

Association published a statement about 4 months ago similar to
the recommendations that I made here. They do have a lot of coronary
disease in New Zealand and they have recommended that saturated fats
be reduced and unsaturated fat consumption be increased.
Mr. PURCELL. Do you know whether or not, and maybe in a small

country, they keep pretty (rood records on it, do they have a higher per-
centage than we or other 

good
'countries, as far as you know, of

heart trouble?
Dr. HEGSTED. I cannot give you the percentage, but they are high.

They are similar to the united States 'and among the highest in the
world.
Mr. PURCELL. All right.
Thank you very much, Doctor.
Dr. HEGSTED. Thank you.
Mr. PURCELL. Our next witness is Mr. Howard L. Holmes, president

of the Chelsea Milling Co., Chelsea, Mich.
We will be glad to hear from you at this time, sir.

STATEMENT OF HOWARD S. HOLMES, PRESIDENT, CHELSEA
MILLING CO., CHELSEA, MICH.

Mr. HOLMES. May I have the next two speakers come up with me?
Mr. PURCELL. Yes, you may, and make sure for the record that it re-

flects who they are.
Mr. HOLMES. On my right is Mr. Anthony Owens, vice president of

the Pillsbury Co. in Minneapolis. On my left is Avery Jones, assistant
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secretary-treasurer, assistant general manager of the Statesville Flour
Mills Co., Statesville, N.C.
I am Howard S. Holmes, president of Chelsea Milling Company,

Chelsea, Michigan, and a director of the Wheat and Wheat Foods
Foundation. Until last week I was also chairman of the board of the
Millers' National Federation, trade association of the flour milling in-
dustry whose members maintain 85 percent of the production capacity .
in the United States in mills scattered throughout the country.
I appear before you today to record the support of the flour milling

industry of the "Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and
Promotion Act," identified as H.R. 13514 and to urge your favorable
action on this measure.
My position differs somewhat from most flour millers, since my

total production goes into the manufacture of a line of mixes. In that
sense, I am an end-product manufacturer under the definitions of the
act as well as a flour miller and would serve as a payer of any as-
sessment as well as the one who would be collecting it.
You will recall that the "Act" would establish a Wheat Industry

Council of 15 voting members, five from each of three groups—wheat
producers, processors and end-product manufacturers. The Secretary
of Agriculture would appoint another six non-voting members on the
same basis. The program would be voluntary in that a majority of the
voting members of each of the three groups and the Secretary must
first agree on what to do by way of research, education and promotion,
establish a budget and a rate of assessment. But once everyone is
agreed, then the assessment would become mandatory, with refunds
available to those who paid the money only upon termination of the
program.

This insures that the wishes of the entire industry—the growers,
processors and end-product manufacturers—will be carried out pur-
suant to a democratic determination of all actions.
In my personal opinion, it is one of the most unusual yet most demo-

cratic plans for industry self-help ever devised. It was forged into a
workable plan in what might be termed a crucible of conflicting opin-
ions. But even those adamantly opposed to mandatory assessments
admitted that thus far all voluntary programs had failed or had
faltered because of dwindling support. Thus was developed the volun-
tary-mandatory concept.

Several other notable compromises were necessary before inter-
agreement on the "Act" was reached. Millers insisted that the amount
of the assessment—ranging from a minimum of 1 cent to a maximum
of 21/2 cents per hundredweight of processed product, and set at 1 cent.
for the first year—be separately set forth and identified on an invoice.
This was accepted. Others expressed the fear that funds collected on
soft wheat products for example—like the packaged mixes that my
firm makes—would be spent on bread or something else.
At this point, those framing the "Act" were aided by the only ques-

tion of constitutionality raised by legislative counsel in the House and
Senate—namely, that those paying an assessment should be the pri-
mary beneficiaries of that assessment or it would be unconstitutional.
Accordingly the stipulation was written into the measure, Sec. 17,
that "Funds collected to finance said plans or projects shall be
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expended on behalf of, and in proportion to, the assessment on the end
products represented by such assessment."
And one last compromise appeased those who feared they might be

forever burdened with a program they did not relish. The "Act" pro-
vides, Sec. 32(a) that after 5 years all voting members of the Wheat
Industry Council must unanimously agree, not just the majorities of
the three groups, to continue.
The prevailing spirit that has made possible the successful culmina-

tion of 10 years or so of work on this concept—the faith, trust, readi-
ness to compromise and unfaltering belief in the common goal—is the
justification for giving the breadstuffs industry this opportunity to
help itself.
On behalf of the flour milling industry which has members who

both mill wheat into flour and manufacture end products and there-
fore would be paying as well as collecting the assessment, I earnestly
solicit your favorable action on this important measure, and pray for
its speedy passage through Congress.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Owens, you are next.

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY C. OWENS, VICE PRESIDENT, THE
PILLSBURY 00., MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, it is a pleasure for me to
join with Howard Holmes and the other witnesses you have heard
thus far in urging your favorable consideration of H.R. 13514 and
its equivalent, S. 3276, known as the "Wheat and Wheat Foods Re-
search, Education, and Promotion Act." My name is Anthony C.
Owens. I am a vice president of the Pilsbury Co., Minneapolis, and
the general manager of its Agri-Products Division. As such, I serve
on the executive committee of the Millers' National Federation, and
endorse completely the testimony you have heard from Mr. Holmes.
It was not an easy decision for our company to accept the principles

in the proposed legislation just outlined by Mr. Holmes. After all,
Pillsbury, like Chelsea Milling Co., mills a substantial amount of
flour which is incorporated into its own endproducts, which places
us in a similar position as both the collection agent and the one who
foots the bill for the program of research, education, and promotion
outlined in the act.
But a number of considerations weighted the scales in favor of the

"Act." In the first place, neither the milling industry nor the bakers
have ever been able on a sustained, continuing basis to raise the large
amounts of money required for research, education and promotion
on a scale adequate to the need. Second, the member companies of the
Milling industry or any similar segment of American business cannot
raise money for research that promises immediate return. No company
can for a prolonged period afford to invest, for example, in human
nutrition research in the hope that perhaps one day it will pay. off.
In business there is no tolerance for "perhaps," "maybe," "possibly"
and other long shots. But in industry-sponsored research, such as con-
templated under the "Act," there is latitude for longer odds.
For such reasons, and because we believe the products of wheat

desperately cry out to be presented in a strong, affirmative light in edu-
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cation and promotion, we strongly support the industry in urging
this Committee and the Congress to enact H.R. 13514 and S. 3276 as
quickly as possible.
Thank you very much.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you, Mr. Owens.
We will be glad to hear from you now, Mr. Jones.

STATEMENT OF AVERY S. JONES, ASSISTANT SECRETARY-
TREASURER AND ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER, STATES-
VILLE FLOUR MILLS CO., STATESVILLE, N.C.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I am Avery S. Jones, Statesville,
N.C. My appearance here is as spokesman for a relatively small,
family-owned enterprise, Statesville Flour Mills Co. of States-
ville, N.C., suppliers to the bakery trade the cookie and cake
industry, and to a shrinking market in family flour. There are many
like us in the Southeast. I am president of the board of the Self-Ris-
ing Program, made up of millers catering to that trade in South-
eastern United States. I am a former president of the National Soft
Wheat Millers Association, and a director of the Millers' National
Federation. Both the latter organizations have endorsed the "Wheat
and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act," H.R.
13514 and S. 3276. I heartily subscribe to the testimony of Mr. Holmes
and Mr. Owens.
Frankly, gentlemen, it took me and the company I represent a long

time to come around to a position of endorsing the "Act." Perhaps
that can be explained by the fact that we are single unit, independent
flour millers. There is, by any yardstick, enough Government already
in our business.
Yet if we remove our rose-colored glasses and look at the problems

confronting us realistically—in the harsh light of truth—we know
that as a small company we cannot afford research, education and
promotion—no matter how badly they are needed. We must join 

education,

with others, as we have with our fellow members of the Self-Rising
Program and the Soft Wheat organization, to gain combined resources
if we are to make even a small dent on the surface of the problem.
And even our voluntary organizations, as valiantly as they may try,
have never been able to command funds in the amount needed to do
the job.
So while the "Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and

Promotion Act" may seem to provide just enough money to buy pea-
nuts to those accustomed to billion dollar budgets for national defense,
poverty programs, outer space, and the like—the minimum $2,300,000
seems big to us; the maximum $5,750,000 of the act seems real big.
We like the fact, too, that the money won't come from taxes or the

U.S. Treasury. We prefer that kind of independence. We like the idea
of the industry paying its own way. And as a soft wheat miller and
a member of the associations of that group, we like the bills identified
as H.R. 13514 and S. 3276. We hope you pass the measure as soon as
possible.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank all of you very much.
Do you have any questions, Mr. Zwach ?-
Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I want to welcome Mr. Owens of Pills-
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bury. You know, Pillsbury is a very fine 'name, long and honored in
Minnesota, and I wanted especially to welcome him here.
Mr. PURCELL. I did not know they were in Minnesota.
Mr. ZWACH. They have found other fine places to go, also.
Mr. PURCELL. Gentlemen, let me say, and I should not say this until

the bakery people testify. But I think most of you have testified on
the progress that the users of wheat in the food business have shown
and I cannot be overly complimentary, as far as I am concerned, be-
cause I take some degree of pride in having helped, at least kind of
stirred people along. To me, we are just living in too complicated a
set of circumstances to long afford not to be cooperating—from the
producer clear through to the end-product user. We must, in my judo--
ment, move forward. and I cannot fully express my appreciation for
the work, the attitude, and the cooperation that all segments of the
industry have developed. To me, this is a landmark today, or the day
will be if we get this passed; that will be a landmark day. And I think
we can.
I do not say this with any degree of vindictiveness or bitterness in

any way, but why this is not more news worthy than it is, I do not
know. If you will notice, over at our press table, we have no guests
at this time. I can assure you if we were here on some self-destroying
or backbiting project, we would have it full. Why good things are not
news, I have no way of saying to you. But if all of us will continue,
and I know we will, to work 'together, I think we can see, to the benefit
of the American consuming public, but also to those who produce and
process wheat, some degree of improvement. I do appreciate your
being here.
W are not through with the witnesses yet. But I think there are

no questions of you gentlemen. You have been very convincing, appar-
ently, and we do appreciate your being here, very much.
Mr. HOLMES. Thank you.
Mr. PURCELL. The next one on my list is Mr. John P. Hauswald.
Mr. LAMPMAN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hauswald had to go. He asked

with your permission if his statement could not be entered as part of
the record.
Mr. PURCELL. It will be entered into the record at this point.
(The complete statement of John P. Hauswald follows:)

STATEMENT OF JOHN P. HAUSWALD, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD.
HAUSWALD BAKERY CO.

Mr. Chairman and distinguished Committee Members. my name is John P.
Hauswald. I am Chairman of the Board of Hauswald Bakery Company, Balti-
more, Maryland.
I am appearing here today on behalf of the American Bakers Association in

support of H.R. 13514 and its companion bill S. 3276, entitled The Wheat and
Wheat Foods Research, Education and Promotion Act.
The American Bakers Association is the major trade association of the whole-

sale baking industry. Its membership is comprised of baking companies of all
sizes throughout the nation. The Board of Governors of the Association has long
supported the aims and objectives of the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation,
which would be established should the bill now under consideration by this
Committee be enacted into law.
To finance its operation, the bill would require a mandatory assessment of not

less than 1¢ and not more than 21/2¢ per cwt. of flour purchased by the end
product manufacturer. Since most flour consumed in the country is purchased
by the baking industry, this assessment would be paid initially by the baker
under the terms of the bill. It is anticipated that the assessment which amounts
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to approximately .015 of a cent in a pound loaf of 'bread would be absorbed by
the baker. The impact would be less in other bakery products which use less flour.
In and of itself, this additional assessment would not be reflected directly in
higher prices to consumers. On the other hand, we recognize that it is put into the
total cost equation of a baker's operating costh and would be a factor in addition
to labor, ingredients, overhead, distribution and all other costs which are even-
tually reflected in the price paid by the consumer for the end product. But we do
not anticipate that this assessment on the baker will have any immediate impact
on the price of his product.
The Board of Governors of the Association has affirmatively indicated its sup-

port of this mandatory assessment not to exceed 21/20 per cwt. of flour with a limit
of 10 per cwt. during the first year of operation of the program.
The Board supports this bill because it would enable the joining together of all

segments of the industry—the grower, the miller, the baker—in 'the development
of a badly needed program of research, education and promotion for wheat and
its products.
The industry has considered at great length the obtaining of financial support

on a voluntary basis. Unfortunately, experience has shown that, for one reason
or 'another, all who benefit are not necessarily willing to share the cost of such a
program. Ultimately, the burden has fallen on the shoulders of a few. The man-
datory assessment feature of this bill would, we believe, distribute this burden
equitably among all beneficiaries for the common good. Therefore, the Board of
Governors of the Association supports this crucial feature in the legislation.
You have heard from others concerning other aspects of the legislation and

what it is hoped it will achieve. We, too, view the legislation in the same con-
structive manner. It may have some weaknesses which will appear as the pro-
gram develops. These, we are sure, can be readily corrected by amendment to the
Act or by administrative determination as the situation requires. We request that
this Committee act favorably on this bill which is the first effort by the wheat
growers, flour millers and bakers to advance increased consumption and under-
standing of their products.
I appreciate very much the opportunity to present our views to your Committee.

Thank you.

Mr. PURCELL. Next is Mr. Dolch and Mr. Quinlan.
You may proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF WALTER W. DOLCH, DOLCH'S PASTRIES, LTD.,
MAQUOKETA, IOWA, ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM QUINLAN,
GENERAL COUNSEL AND WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, AS-
SOCIATED RETAIL BAKERS OF AMERICA, ANNAPOLIS, MD.

Mr. DoLcx. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would like
to apologize for not having extra copies of my prepared statement.
They are supposed to be in the airmail. 

iMy name s Walter W. Dolch. I am the owner and president of
Dolch's Pastries, Ltd., a retail bakery in Maquoketa, Iowa. I have 'been
a director and member of the executive committee of the Wheat and
Wheat Foods Foundation since its first formal organization, and
earlier belonged to the group struggling to draft bylaws, a program,
and finally a bill of proposed legislation satisfactory to wheat pro-
ducers, processors, and endproduct manufacturers.
I am also a past president of the Associated Retail Bakers of Amer-

ica, the national trade association of retail 'bakers, on whose behalf
I appear today.
With me is William A. Quinlan, general counsel and 'Washington

representative of our association, who also is intimately familiar
with the background of the legislation and able to answer questions.
The Associated Retail Bakers of America strongly endorse the

"Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act,"
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known as H.R. 13514 and S. 3276, urge your favorable consideration
of its provisions, and hope for its early enactment. Like Mr. Hauswald
and the wholesale bakers, we are fully aware of the fact that we would
help pay the cost because the very small fraction of a cent per pound
of product cannot be passed along by the baker. Neither can it be
passed back to the miller, or by the miller back to the person selling
the wheat. We're stuck with it.
But at the same time we feel the cost of the research, education, and

promotion provided by the measure would be a sound investment—
both for bakers and for their customers, the public. Perhaps if the
act had been in force as law during recent years, our combined in-
dustry and its products would not have suffered from the recent rash
of outrageous attacks. For example, food faddists and quacks circulate
unfounded attacks on white bread. Even some scientists report experi-
ments from which they draw erroneous conclusions unfavorable to
wheat foods. If we had the research and educational capabilities pos-
sible under this act, I doubt that an enlightened public would give
credence to such statements and reports.

Its purpose is also to help feed the hungry with low-cost well-bal-
anced, nutritious diets by developing new, simple to use, economical
foods made from wheat.

Finally, the retail baker sees in this act a better chance to pre-
sent his products to the public as foods recommended for good nutri-
tion, foods contributing to the improvement of life. For all these
reasons, members of ARBA across the country believe the "Wheat
and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act" to be
urgently needed and fervently hope for its passage by this Congress.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you very much.
Mr. Quinlan, do you have anything to add to this?
Mr. QUINLAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would like to add a couple of

points very quickly.
I might say that like the other organizations that finally came to

this meeting of minds, we had a few difficulties, too, in arriving at
that point over this period of 10 years or so. We were in on the
very inception of the conferences at the Department of Agriculture
and have worked with the group since.
At the beginning, however—I might say first of all that philo-

sophically, we were not particularly 'anxious to bring government
into the research programs or other programs of the industry, but
we in the baking industry knew from hard experience that programs
based purely on voluntary contributions would not work. We had
had a couple of major programs of that kind and they all had broken
down by first one large contributor pulling out, then another, until
the whole thing collapsed. So we came reluctantly to the conclusion
that only through legislation of this kind could we have an effective
and workable program.
When the legislation was developed in the very early drafts, we

opposed it, frankly, because there were some objectionable things
about it. In the early drafts, there were proposed congressional find-
ings saying, in effect, that every one of our little bakers was subject
to Federal regulation under the commerce clause; saying in effect
that every one of our little bakers affected the public interest and
was implicitly subject to regulation as a public utility. We could not
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endorse legislation with those findings, but the others came to the
conclusion with us that they were not necessary to the constitution-
ality of the measure. They were taken out.
There was a question earlier from one of the subcommittee mem-

bers as to why the bill was limited to domestic food uses and does
not extend to exports. Well, it does extend to exports and it does not.
Since the baker was going to pay the bill, and we know from practical
experience, those of us who go back as far as 1933 to 1936, when we
had experience with the processing tax that the baker paid that was
held unconstitutional, then the windfall tax to recapture it and the
need of our industry members proving to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice that they had in fact absorbed that exaction, had not been able
to pass it along to the consumer—we knew from that experience that
we would pay this bill, this small amount of one-fiftieth of a cent per
pound of breed and even less for other types of foods. But nevertheless,
the bakers feel that the end results of this are going to be profitable to
them as well as to the consumer and the first processor and the grower;
that -with the increased volume of sales, they will more than recapture
that assessment they are going to pay.
Because of experience with voluntary programs, it was essential

that there be no refund provision. If there is a refund provision, the
very thing would happen that happened with our voluntary contribu-
tions: a large contributor would pull out and the whole thing would
collapse.
I think, Mr. Chairman, that those cover the points that occurred

to me. And perhaps they cover as well the objections that were listed
by Dr. Barton. I do not think his exceptions were well taken. He
talked about the producer bearing the burden of the assessment. That
simply would not be the case from my own direct personal experi-
ence, which I mentioned previously.
As far as concerns the referendum, if there were a referendum, we

would feel that all of the first processors and all of the bakers, almost
30,000 of us, would have to be heard in that referendum. It just would
not be practical. I think after ten years, we know what the position
of the 'baking industry is, because we have thrashed this out back
and forth, up and down.
He suggested that the end-product manufacturers be non-voting

members of the body that would be set up under the legislation. We
do not think that would be fair, since we are going to be the ones
to pay the assessment; we, of all people, should have a vote. But we
would like the others, too, to have votes. This is a joint project and
only as a joint project all the way across the board, from farm to end-
product manufacturer, can it be workable. That is why we have striven
so hard after a lot of discouragements for almost ten years to reach
this consensus.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PuRcELL. I just put in at this point, this is my statement, but

in my judgment, it would take about $3 million to hold a referendum.
I do not know where that money would come from and it would cer-
tainly destroy a year's or more revenue from this program. I do not
think that would be a very practical thing to do. So I appreciate
your observation very much.



54

Mr. QUINLAN. May I have one further point, however, Mr. Chair-
man, that I overlooked?
I think that the benefits of this research will extend to exports of

wheat because the knowledge gained from the research which we
as producers of domestic food products are going to pay for can be
used to extend the knowledge of human nutrition, not only in the
United States but throughout the world, and thereby improve con-
sumption of wheat throughout the world.
Mr. PURCELL. Yes sir.
Thank you very much.
Mr. Villa,ume, do you have an observation?
I will observe that St. Paul is in Minnesota, Mr. Zwach.
Mr. ZWACH. Yes, sir.
Mr. PURCELL. And a great manufacturing city.
Mr. ZWACH. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF WALTER VILLAUME, PRESIDENT, JENNY LEE,
INC., ST. PAUL, MINN.

Mr. VILLAUME. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the
Committee.
I have a statement to make. My name is Walter Villaume and I am

a macaroni manufacturer, head of Jenny Lee, Inc., St. Paul, Minne-
sota. I am also a Director of the National Macaroni Manufacturers
Association, the National Macaroni Institute and the Wheat and
Wheat Foods Foundation, the latter a sponsoring agent for the
"Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act,"
H.R. 13514, S. 3276. We endorse the measure and hope for its speedy
passage through Congress.
In Europe a few years ago, a "spoof" movie was circulated, called

"The Macaroni Tree." Some people believed it. But macaroni foods,
which you may know as "pastas," or "spaghetti," or "noodles," as well
as macaroni, don't grow on trees. They are products of wheat—
preferably a form of milled durum wheat, mixed with water, extruded
through dies to provide their characteristic shapes, dried, packaged
and sold.
While macaroni foods are perhaps the only wheat product that

has shown a steady rise in per capita consumption over the years,
macaroni manufacturers are nevertheless keenly aware of the con-
stant need for research, education and promotion. The macaroni
industry has no national brands sold coast-to-coast, border-to-border.
Instead, it's kind of a conglomerate of smaller, family-owned local
or regional firms, each dominant within restricted market areas.
Under these circumstances, there are no corporate giants in the

macaroni field with funds adequate to the task of research, education,
and promotion. Accordingly, we pool our resources and conduct an
association program for the benefit of all. Except we do have, because
we operate on a voluntary contribution basis, the problem of "free
riders." Our National Macaroni Institute promoted the product: we
promote our own brands. But there's always the guy who cashes in
on the product promotion without paying his fair share.
Thus, when the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation came along,

it appeared to be a long needed, necessary solution to our problems,
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especially when the stipulation was made that funds derived from
any one product group would be expended in behalf of that product
group. I was one of the three original incorporators of the founda-
tion: I took part in all the early meetings that led to the organization.
The hope and the promise that kept so many of us active for so long
have at last reached fruition in the "Wheat and Wheat Foods Re-
search, Education, and Promotion Act." I bring you the endorsement,
encouragement, and sense of final urgency of the macaroni manu-
facturer. We look for early passage of the measure.
Thank you.
Mr. PURCELL. Thank you, sir.
Are there questions of these gentlemen, Mr. Zwach ?
Mr. ZWACH. No;  except to commend them for what I think is a

very fine statement and to commend them all for the cooperation that
they have shown in this total effort.
I never knew, Mr. Chairman, that cereals, wheat products, espe-

cially, had come under severe attack as Mr. Dolch relates. I guess
we were so attacked by those who were opposed to dairy, meat, and
eggs that we were not aware that other foods were also under attack.
Mr. PURCELL. You just read Minnesota papers. The Washington

papers have carried that.
Mr. ZWACH. I think that your getting together demonstrates one

of the fine moments in my service on this committee, because usually,
we find a lot of divisions.
I am sort of disappointed that there are some notes that are not

harmonious. We are hoping that they can be resolved.
Thank you very much.
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Link, do you have questions or statements?

iMr. LINK. Mr. Chairman, n my State of North Dakota, we grow
three distinct, different classes of wheat and they all have a very
important place in the cereal market and foods derived therefrom.
We grow Hard Northern Red Spring wheat, we grow Hard Red
Winter wheat, and the Durum triangle as those of you connected with
the macaroni industry know, is located in North Dakota. We grow
about 80 to 85 percent of the Durum wheat of the Nation.
I would again repeat my question. This is not in the form of criti-

cism. But can you point out in the bill where the special classes of
wheat are protected in the promotion aspect of this research program?
Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Villaume, would you respond to that, please, sir.
Mr. VILLAITME. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Link, I do not believe that any.

reference is made in the bill to declassifying or classifying one or an-
other particular form of wheat. The Durum Growers l'Association,
which is presently represently by Mr. Bud Wright, who was unable to
be with us today—they, as well as our own national association, the
Macaroni Manufacturers Association very strongly endorse and hope
for and look forward to the passage Of this bill, which we feel is some-
thing that not only can we live with but would be advantageous to
our particular industries.
Mr. QUINLAN. I believe I can answer the question by reference to

the bill as well, Congressman Link.
Mr. LINK. Thank you.
Mr. QUINLAN. On page 15, lines 12 through 15, the bill reads,

"Funds collected to finance said plans or projects shall be expended
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on behalf of and in proportion to the assessment of the end-product
represented by such assessment." The various basic types of wheat to
which you refer are used in various basic categories of end-products--
the hard wheat in bread, the soft wheat in cakes and crackers and
so on; durum, I believe, in macaroni and what have you. So there is
a very practical reason why some of the groups represented in the
foundation felt that there must be a provision of this kind to require
a fair allocation of the funds that were collected. And as I believe a
previous witness mentioned, there was also a constitutional reason
for this clause in the bill, because some of the lawyers in the Senate
and House Reference Services felt that in order to insure the consti-
tutionality of the bill, there should be a provision against Peter bein
robbed to pay Paul, you might say, against someone assessing the
charge against, to cite an extreme, against users of hard wheat and
then using all the money for research and education and promotion
of soft wheat.
So we feel that this is a fair and reasonable guarantee on the point

that you mentioned.
Mr. LINK. Mr. Chairman, then does it follow that provisions are

made so that the funds that are collected on the end-products are
identified so that this source of fund collection can be traced to the
original product, the original variety of wheat?
Mr. QUINLAN. I personally, as counsel for the bakers, and I worked

with them for 48 years—all my life since I left law school, in fact—we
have an adequate guarantee here and there is provision for the issu-
ance of regulations by the body to be set up under the bill, which will
have to be approved by the Secretary. And the details, of course, will
have to be spelled out in those regulations. But here the bill itself is a
guarantee of a fair allocation.
Mr. LINK. Mr. Chairman then for the record, are these gentlemen

b
willino• to state that it is the intent that each of the classes of wheat
is to be adequately and fairly represented in the research and develop-
ment and promotion program?
Mr. PURCELL. Well, I think that is exactly what these witnesses

have said, Mr. Link. And I would say as one of the authors of the
bill and one who has worked on it for about 9 years, that this is
the full intent of the proposed legislation. It is the accepted belief
on the part of those who are involved in each segment of the end proc-
essing of wheat, and with that being the full intent, I think the full
agreement of those involved, that I would just reassure the gentlemen
that this would happen to the very best of human endeavor.
Mr. LINK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to make it clear that the reason for my interest is that while

these several classes that I have indicated are grown in my State and
are very important to my State, they do not constitute the majority
of the wheat production in the United States. I am sure you can ap-
preciate my interest in protecting these interests in my State.
Mr. QUINLAN. I am sure, Mr. Chairman, the bakers will be watch-

ing this closely, too, Congressman Link, because we do not want
the money collected from the retail baker, who is predominantly in-
terested in products other than bread, to be spent all on bread.
Mr. LINK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. Are there other statements any of you would like to

make at this time?
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Mr. DoLox. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PURCELL. I thank you again.
This concludes our list of witnesses for today. I would like to say

again that this represents the most truly cooperative effort that I have
been aware of in the wheat industry. It is very productive and we
hope very much that we can see this enacted into law very quickly

and I think we can. I thank all of you for being here.
There are some who sent statements in, who will be allowed to

place them in the record. The American Farm Bureau Federation
has asked to have a statement in placed in the record, as well as the
National Farmers Organization, Congressman Tom Steed, and the
Bakers and Confectionery Workers' International have a statement

that they would like to submit.
That will be allowed.
Mr. PURCELL. I will ask Mrs. Gallagher if she is aware of any

others who have asked that statements be included?
Mrs. GALLAGHER. Not at the moment, but we may have later.
Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I would be very interested in a copy of

the testimony of these groups that have not testified. Could they be
ma de available to us?
Mr. PURCELL. They are available now.
If there are others who make a request in, let's say, the next week,

Mrs. Gallagher, they will be received.
(The following letters and statements . were submitted to the

subcommittee:)

STATEMENT OF HON. AL ULLMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF OREGON

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: I am pleased to submit a

statement today in support of H.R. 13514, the Wheat and Wheat Foods Research,

Education and Promotion Act. I strongly support the enactment of this legisla-

tion.
During the last decade in this country, two trends have become clearly dis-

cernable, and the legislation this Committee is considering today bears on both

these trends. The first is the growing national concern about adequate nutri-

tion and diet. Along with this concern has come a corresponding awareness

that nearly half the families in our nation do not eat adequate diets or obtain

sufficient nutrition, despite the availability and low costs of most foodstuffs.

The second trend is that the consumption of wheat and wheat-based products

has begun to lag considerably behind the growth of population.
Both of these factors are interrelated. Nutritional experts tell us that wheat

and wheat food products, if properly processed, can supply a major amount of

necessary daily protein intake if they are used to complement other sources of

protein. The important point, however, is that wheat-based products as a class

are a cheap and readily accepted source of important nutritional requirements.

On this basis it is disappointing to note that even in my home State of Oregon,

which last year produced a record 38 million bushels of wheat, almost 100,000

households are believed to be maintaining inadequate diets in terms of nutritional

consumption.
Tied to wheat as an important nutritional source is the vital role wheat

plays in our national economy. Both as a raw agricultural product and as a

finished product, wheat is an integral element in our national economy. The

fact that consumption of wheat is not keeping pace with population growth

indicates unfulfilled economic potential. This should not be allowed to happen.

Part of the problem in this respect lies with public ingnorance. But part of the

problem also lies with the nation's food preparation industries which have

neither taken on the responsibility to inform the public not to upgrade serious

research into the nutritional value of their own products.
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In short, wheat and wheat-based products are an important element in oureconomy, and they should constitute an important element in our diets; butthey will fill these roles less and less if the industry itself does not take up itsresponsibility to insure basic nutritional content and to inform us how to usethat content to the fullest.
H.R. 13514 is designed to help overcome these basic failings, particularlyin the processing segment of the wheat industry. At no cost to the FederalGovernment, the wheat producing and processing industry would undertakea domestic program of research, education and promotion. While the funds tooperate this program would be collected under federal law, the assessmentsthemselves would come only from the wheat industry. Only wheat and wheatproducts destined for use as human food in the United States would be assessed.At a time when wheat-based products have not kept pace with populationgrowth and when much of our nation is found to be lacking adequate proteinand other nutrients, I find the approach in H.R. 13514 imaginative and vital.I strongly support this legislation, and I hope this Committee will report thebill quickly. It is a sound approach to a difficult and widespread problem.Thank you.

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM STEED, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE
OF OKLAHOMA

Mr. Chairman: For the past seven years the wheat industry has been develop-ing a program for the extension of the study of all aspects in the production ofwheat and its bi-products. I am pleased to be a co-sponsor of H.R. 13513, theWheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and Promotion Act, which fulfillsthis goal.
In my opinion, this proposed legislation would be equally beneficial to the threesegments of the industry: the producers, the millers and the end-product manu-facturers. Each of these groups has expressed individual approval of the bill ata Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation meeting in Chicago last December.The bill provides for the cooperation of the three divisions in working for theircommon interests—better markets, better sales, and more money for rural areas,as well as earmarking all proceeds accrued from the "check-off" program de-scribed in the proposal for research, education, and promotion of wheat.Finally, the prestige and popular acceptance of a commodity like wheat or-flour are essential to the continuation of its marketing success. On this basisalone, the studies demonstrating the nutritional value of the product are animportant and legitimate part of the American agriculture program. Such studiesare vital to the U.S. economy, where the milling and baking industries aloneannually amount to about 7% billion dollars in sales.
Therefore, I urge the members of the committee to act favorably on this legis-lation and to continue to support the further advancement of research, education.and promotion as viable programs of the agricultural community.

STATEMENT OF HON. ORVAL HANSEN, A REPRENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF IDAHO

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee: I appreciatethe opportunity of presenting this statement in support of H.R. 13514. As a co-sponsor of the "Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education and PromotionAct", I enthusiastically support this important proposal and commend you foryour efforts on its behalf.
It is all too clear that additional research and promotion is needed on anational basis on behalf of wheat and wheat food products. Since the early1900's, our per capita consumption of wheat-based foods has steadily declined.I recently noted that in the past decade the average annual consumption of wheatflour by U.S. consumers has decreased from a level of 120 pounds to 110 poundsper person. In my own state of Idaho, whose number one industry is agricultureand which ranks ninth in the production of wheat, this decline easily translatesInto a serious economic problem.
My support for this bill goes beyond my desire to sustain an industry that isimportant to the economic health of our nation. When we remember that bread

has for thousands of years been called the "staff of life", we can see that the realissue here is health and nutrition.
An example of this is the fact that we are rightly alarmed at the high inci-

dence of heart illness in the United States. Most authorities would agree that
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one of the major factors of heart illness has to do with the patient's dietary

habits. It is commonly assumed that because obesity is problem-related and

because it is also commonly assumed that wheat or wheat-based foods are a

contributing factor to overweight problems, that one "solution" to avoiding

heart disease is to avoid eating wheat.
I personally believe that it is this view which has contributed so significantly

to the declining per capita consumption of wheat. Were matters that simple, I

would say that we should all cut down on our intake of bread. However, as with

other complex problems, the evidence suggests that the causal relationship

between wheat consumption and heart illness is not so clearly defined.

For example, many of the nations of the world which have a high cereal and

vegetable consumption, such as Russia, China and Japan, do not seem to have

a high incidence of heart problems.
To test the causal relationship, the Idaho Wheat Commission recently spon-

sored a research project by the Stanford Research Institute. I would like to

include one quotation from the Institute's report at the conclusion of Phase II

of the project, dated January 1, 1971:
". . . the present investigation calls attention to the overall problem and the

complexity of the possible interactions. Although the present study did not

offer an explanation as to why wheat or wheat products have a beneficial effect

in control of atherosclerosis, it does suggest the existence of synergism among

the protein, carbohydrates and fat dietary components. Our experiments are

consistent with the idea that wheat should be considered an integral part of

man's diet. However, it is clear that any future study should be directed toward

longer term investigation with man."
The last sentence of this quotation speaks for itself, Mr. Chairman. It is

the very thing which this bill is designed to make possible. The needed research

will be beyond the financial capabilities of the various State Wheat Commis-

sions and will require nominal financial assistance of the Federal Government.

It is not merely the wheat producer, the wheat manufacturer, or the retailers

who will benefit from passage of the bill; rather, it is the American Consumer.

STATEMENT OF HON. MARK ANDREWS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today in support of H.R.
13514 to create a Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education and Promotion
Act.
As a Congressman representing one of the major wheat production areas

of the United States and a wheat producer, I am pleased to see the united
effort of the wheat industry in developing this self-help program to improve
the market potential for wheat and wheat products.

Self-help programs are not new to wheat producers. In my home State of
North Dakota, we have agreed to assess ourselves 2 mills per bushel sold. As a
wheat producer myself, I've made my contribution to the fund each year since
it's been established.

CHART SHOWING APPROXIMATE ANNUAL SELF-ASSESSMENT BY WHEAT PRODUCERS TO CARRY OUT WHEAT

RESEARCH, PROMOTION, AND MARKET DEVELOPMENT

State Assessment per bushel

Approximate
annual

assessment

Colorado  Up to cent'  $238, 000
Idaho  cent  235,000
Kansas   2 mills  465, 000
Montana  X cent  221, 000
Nebraska do  220,000
North Dakota  2 mills  300, 000
Oklahoma  X cent  165, 000
Oregon  cent  135, 000
South Dakota  3 mills  125, 000
Texas   M cent  150,000
Washington  34 cent  226, 000

Total  2, 480, 000

1 Colorado law permits levy of any millage necessary to meet approved budget up to 32 cent per bushel. Actual levies
determined annually.
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The work of the wheat commission has proven successful and has general
enthusiasm for an expanded program. Funds already raised by producers have
primarily been, spent in two areas: production research and foreign market
development.
Per acre yields of wheat have risen dramatically in the United States. In the

span from 1930-39, the national average was 10.7 bushels per acre. From 1940-
55, the national average had reached 15.4 bushels. By 1969 production had jumped
to 30.7 bushels; in 1970; 31.0 and to 33.8 in 1971.

Incidentally, spring wheat which I produce has gone from 7.1 bushels in
1930-39 to 14.2 in the 1940-55 period and 27.5 in 1969, 23.7 in 1970 and 30.7 in
1971. On my farm in Mapleton, North Dakota, we produced more than 40 bushels
per acre for the past years.
Not all of the credit is due to the commissions, but they did provide funds

and stimulation for a strong federal research effort.
A case in point is the development of Gaines wheat. Orville A. Vogel, a wheat

breeder of the Agriculture Research Service of the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture, working at Washington State University and directly with the Washington
Wheat Commission and wheat growers developed through introduction of
Japanese short-strawed varieties a revolutionary soft white wheat, Gaines. This
development has increased wheat production 50% over the national average and
has made a significant contribution to the economy of the Pacific Northwest where
this variety is produced. Incidentally, the new short-strawed varieties developed in
the United States is the foundation stock used by Dr. Norman Borlaug to develop
the high yielding varieties at Obregon, Mexico. The new short-strawed varieties
that created the green revolution in undeveloped countries and won Dr. Borlaug
the Nobel Peace Prize in 1970. The varieties developed in Mexico are spring
wheats and while of lower quality are being produced in the United States
because of the increased yield potential.
These two areas of production and foreign market development have been

essential to the U.S. wheat producer and received the appropriate priority. But
a third area has gained in importance, domestic market development. U.S. flour
consnmption, per capita. has steadily decreased over the past 40 years falling
to 110 pounds in 1970 from 169 pounds in 1930.

U.S. flour congumption per capita
Pounds

1930   169
1950   136
1955   122
1960   118
1965   113
1970   110

Wheat producers were aware of the need to develop a national program to
maintain or improve domestic utilization.
Methods were explored to develop a national approach without diluting their

long range objectives in other areas. Through their leaderships along with the
milling and baking industry a Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation was estab-
lished. One of the prime objectives was the development of a national industry
wide program—again a self help program—to promote wheat based products.
After many years of trial and error, give and take between industry representa-
tives. wheat producers, millers and end product manufacturers have agreed on
a course of action. This course of action is represented by the legislation under
consideration by this committee.
This course, H.R. 13514, is developed by the industry, for the industry and

deserves your consideration in this light.
Certainly one could find alternative methods of developing a national pro-

gram for the industry but in view of the many many hours of industry time
and effort in studying, developing and reaching agreement the program should be
given the opportunity to prove itself. I have often said that a good plan will not
work without the support of the people involved and that a poor plan can prove
effective if the people behind it want it to work and support it. In this case we
have a good plan with the right kind of support. I feel it will work and work
to the benefit of each segment of the industry.

Basically the act will finance a wheat oriented program of research educa-
tion and promotion by assessing one cent per cwt of flour the first year and an
additional one and one-half cwt of flour as a broader program is developed.
Unlike producer check-off, research, education and promotion programs the
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collection would be collected by the millers from the first purchaser of flour.
' A wheat Industry Council would be established with 15 voting members selected
by each industry group, producer, processor and end-product manufacturer,
nominating 5 members. There would also be 7 non-voting members: the Secretary
or his designee and 2 representatives from each industry group appointed by
the Secretary.
Unanimous agreement by each voting majority of each of the three groups on

the council would be essential for all policy-related action.
The Secretary of Agriculture involvement, while required in this type of

program, is kept at a minimum by: 1) Selection of voting member nominees
separately by each industry group; 2) Veto authority by each industry group
and the Secretary over programs developed; 3) Control of all funds collected
designated to the council subject to Federal audit, and 4) Specific prohibition
upon independent action of the Secretary on program budget or rate of assess-
ment.
In summary, H.R. 13514 is unique legislation. It involves the total industry.

Each segment producer miller and end product manufacture retain their identity
as representative of their group. Each group has the power of decision-making
with veto power but also the responsibility of cooperation if the program is
operative and effective.
The industry has recognized the legal authority and responsibility of the

Secretary of Agriculture, yet has retained primary responsibility for the program
initiated. The producers are protected from direct assessment as funds are
derived by direct billing of the first purchaser of flour.
Producers as well as other wheat industry groups will receive direct benefit

by slowing down or reversing the downward trend in per capita consumption
within the United States.
Chairman Purcell, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before this com-

mittee in support of H.R. 13514. I do urge your immediate and favorable action
of this important legislation before you—Thank you.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES L. FRAZIER, NATIONAL FARMERS ORGANIZATION

Chairman Purcell and his colleagues who have introduced H.R. 13514, the
Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education and Promotion Act are to be
complimented for their foresight and initiative in proposing a broad effort that
would encourage cooperation between all the major segments of the industry.
The National Farmers Organization generally has not been enthusiastic

about various producer check-off arrangements set up' to provide funds for the
promotion of one farm product at the expense of another in the total consumption
of food in this country. However, we regard the proposed method of establishing
the Wheat Industry Council, the control of funds contemplated by this bill
and the opportunity to bring about more coordination of the education and
research effort relating to the use of wheat as quite constructive and worthy of
support. The proposal to withdraw contributions to the authorized fund from
commercial channels will be acceptable to growers.

Certain provisions of the program should be carefully protected as the bill
moves through the legislative process. These safeguards are considered essential
to the wide acceptance that will be necessary if the program is to succeed:
The voting authority and veto provisions that require agreement by each

of the industry segments on any major decision.
The method of nomination that guarantees that voting control of the Wheat

Industry Council will be in the hands of members coming from the three groups
(producers, processors and manufacturers).

Control of funds by the Wheat Industry Council and not by any federal
agency.
The concept of limiting assessments that may be used to finance the program.
The National Farmers Organization supports the propOsed program because

we believe it may constitute a working basis for better understanding of wheat
producers' problems in pricing and marketing their wheat. In addition to improved
coordination of the research, education and promotion of the use of wheat prod-
ucts there is a compelling demand for wider recognition of the simple need for
better prices on farm products. There may be similar problems in the wheat
processing and manufacturing induStries but it is doubtful that there are funda-
mental shortcomings of comparable importance. Nevertheless, it is our fond hope
that cooperation by selected members of the three segments of the industry in
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this program will lead to more unity in approaching other problems of the whole
industry.

Use of the designated funds under the direction of a broadly based group of
producers and industry personnel will focus attention on certain research and
promotional actions that will attract additional support from other sources. We
urge favorable action on the bill.

THE MENNEL MILLING CO.,
Fostoria, Ohio, May 2, 1972.

The Hon. W. R. POAGE,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. POAGE : I understand this week you are holding hearings on H.R.

13514 known as the Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education and Promotion
Act. The proponents for this bill are very well organized and will present, I am
sure, many, many persuasive arguments for its adoption.
Many of these proponents are good friends of mine Unfortunately, I disagree

with them and would have liked very much to have had the opportunity to present
my side to your committee The timing for the hearing, however, prevented me
from being present, and I hope you can enter this letter into the record of testi-
mony without my physical presence
Dating back to the inception of this idea, I, as president of a large, independent

soft wheat flour milling company, have had many personal questions that have
never been answered For example, there is no representative of farmers east of
the Mississippi River where most of the good soft red winter and soft white
wheat used for domestic consumption is raised. The very structure of the bill,
designed by the National Association of Wheat Growers, prevents Eastern farm-
ers from being represented, since they are not organized on a basis of commodity
groups because of the diversity of their crop choices. Soft wheat is one of the
three most important grains raised in the eastern half of the United States and
•one of the four most important wheats for domestic consumption in the entire
United States. Soft wheat farmers are over half the wheat farmers in the United
States.
Many end-product manufacturers are not, or scarcely, represented. Examples

of these are manufacturers of breakfast cereals, snack foods such as ice cream
'cones and pretzels, most biscuits and crackers, various mixes, as well as the
chain store bakers.
There are no representatives of the grain trade such as grain brokers and

merchants, terminal and sub-terminal operators, country elevator operators, ex-
porters and the grain futures markets.

Similarly, there are no representatives of the means of distribution such as
operators of barge lines, railroads and truck lines.
Then, of course, the most glaring absence is that there is no representative

of the ultimate consumer. Of course, the cost of this program will be passed on
to the consumer in some fashion.
I question seriously the moral and ethical nature of taxing the consumer for the

purpose of persuading that same consumer to use any specific product. It seems
to me such a concept can proliferate into further fragmentation of pressures on
consumers in behalf of all sorts of products and pressure groups creating higher
costs for the consumer, possibly with nebulous benefits.

Additionally, this bill is unique in that there is no provision for any kind of
referendum, and there is no means of escaping the tax if you are opposed to it.
Bills similar to this one, such as the recent potato act, contain both of these
features.
I hope you will consider my questions when you decide to act upon this bill.

Very truly yours,
D. M. MENNEL.

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1972.

Hon. GRAHAM PURCELL,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Livestock and Grains, Committee on Agriculture,

Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN PURCELL : We appreciate the opportunity to comment on

H.R. 13514, the proposed Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and
Promotion Act.
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This bill represents a significant departure from previous legislative proposals
for commodity promotion programs in that it proposes to institute a compulsory
program without a producer referendum.
The rationale for this approach was set forth in a summary of the bill, which

was inserted in the Congressional Record for March 1, 1972, in the following
words:
While it might be considered better by some to assess program costs on wheat,

say at point of first delivery, it would then become a producers' program and
require approval in a national referendum among 1,700,000 wheat growers.
Millers and bakers would have no voice or control. Or, the fund might be paid
by the 100 or more processors and added to the cost of flour. In this case it would
become a processors' program. Or, as provided for in the Bill, the money may
be collected by the processor from the end-product manufacturer as a separate
item on the invoice, subject to the approval of all three segments of the industry
and the Secretary.
This is an extraordinary piece of reasoning. Since the proposed programs would

not result in a reduction in the supply of wheat—or an increase in the support
price—it is incorrect to assume that the cost of such a program can be passed
on to consumers merely by listing it as a separate item on bills sent to end-
product manufacturers. The cost of the program inevitably will be borne by
producers whether the check-off is made at the first point of sale or at the
point of delivery to the end-product manufacturer.

Accordingly, we believe that it would be an injustice to wheat producers to
Institute the proposed program without a two-thirds favorable vote in a producer
referendum.
We also believe that it would be undesirable to depart from the precedent fol-

lowed in the Cotton and Potato Promotion Acts which provide for refunds to
producers who do not wish to participate.
Farm Bureau supports voluntary promotion programs; however, we have a

long-standing policy of opposition to nationwide check-off programs where the
Federal government administers, or has veto power over, the program. The
Secretary of Agriculture clearly would have a veto over programs developed under
the proposed legislation.
For these reasons we are opposed to H.R. 13514.
We should appreciate your making this letter a part of the hearing record.

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM J. KUHFUSS,

President.

'STATEMENT OF ALBERT K. HERLING, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC RELATIONS, BAKERY AND
CONFECTIONERY WORKERS' INTERNATIONAL UNION OF AMERICA

Mr. CHAIRMAN: I wish to thank you for the opportunity to place this statement
into the record in connection with the Hearings being held in connection with H.R.
13514.

This statement is submitted in behalf of the 150,000 members of the Bakery and
Confectionery Workers' International Union of America. Our union is comprised
primarily of workers in the baking and related industries. This includes not only
bread, cake, biscuit and cracker products but also those products generally de-
scribed as "pasta" products—macaroni, noodles, spaghetti, etc.
Our interest in H.R. 13514 is directly related to our interest in the health of

the industries in which our members earn their living. We recognize that a healthy
and expanding industry helps to create a greater measure of job security for the
men and women who have devoted their lives in producing these products.

It is our hope that the passage of this legislation would create a program for
wheat and wheat foods research, education and promotion which would benefit
the nation in the vital area of improving nutrition, thereby assisting in the
development of a healthier population as well as improvement for the industry
and all those engaged in efforts connected with the industry.
We favor this legislation therefore, not alone as those interested in protecting

their investment in their jobs but also as consumers. We look upon this proposal
as a potential gain for the industries involved, the workers dependent for their
livelihood on the jobs in these industries, and the consuming public. That it will
benefit the farmers, if we can, through the proposed legislation, reverse the
pattern of the decline in per capita consumption of wheat and wheat products,
is quite obvious.
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In short, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, it seems to me that
this proposed legislation has a universal appeal and is deserving of universal
support.

STATEMENT BY HAROLD HOFSTRAND, PRESIDENT, U.S. DURUM GROWERS
AsSOCIATION

I am Harold Hofstrand, President of the U.S. Durum Growers Association,
a resident of Leeds, North Dakota, where my farm is used largely to raise
durum wheat for the manufacture of spaghetti, macaroni and noodles. Durum
is a very hard, amber wheat. When milled into coarse semolina or flour, it
produces what experts believe is pasta of the finest quality.
Our support of the "Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education, and

Promotion Act" (H.R. 13514; S. 3276) stems from several interests. Of courser
we want to encourage the consumption of quality pasta products because they
require durum semolina, granulars or flour in their making. But of all wheat-
based foods, pastas are consumed in greater quantities on a per capita basis,
year-by-year. So while we're devoted to the idea of their greater sale and use,
that objective is not paramount to our concern for fundamental human nutrition
and market research involving wheat products. We feel that research demon-
strating, for example, that high cereal diet tends to reduce blood serum choles-
terol, and thereby the threat of heart disease, will help the public as it helps us.
Even the best pasta made from 100 percent durum costs only slightly more

than the cheapest, degraded product made from other kinds of wheat. But
even the best is still an inexpensive food, and in these days of climbing food
prices, the economy of pastas is extremely important. They serve to extend
and enhance more expensive foods. Thus we believe in education to teach peo-
ple why durum-based pastas are better and how they should be cooked to pre-
serve their quality. Here again, the research, education and promotion pro-
posed in the Act would benefit the public.
On these grounds we join with other wheat producers, with processors and

the manufacturers of end-products to support the Act, and urge the Congress
to speed its enactment.

Respectfully submitted,
HAROLD HOFSTRAND.

THE BISCUIT AND CRACKER MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
AFFILIATED WITH AMERICAN BAKERS ASSOCIATION,

Washington, D.C., May 26, 1972.
Hon. GRAHAM PURCELL,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Livestock and Grains, House Committee on Agri-

culture, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN PURCELL : The Subcommittee on Livestock and Grains of

which you are chairman held hearings earlier this month on HR 13514, The
Wheat and Wheat Foods Research, Education and Promotion Act. The Biscuit
and Cracker Manufacturers' Association, which is the national trade organiza-
tion of the cookie and cracker industry, has been represented on the Board
of Directors of the Wheat and Wheat Foods Foundation since its inception.
The Association has continuously supported the objective of the Foundation to

achieve greater consumption and utilization of wheat and wheat based products.
At the same time, our membership has just as consistently opposed a manda-
tory assessment through legislation on end product manufacturers to finance
such a program. The Association's membership believes the financing of such a
program should be on a voluntary basis or alternatively, if assessments are
levied by law, each end product manufacturer should have the option to have
his assessment refunded.
At the annual meeting of the Association last week, this position was reaf-

firmed by its Board of Directors with instructions to communicate it to the
appropriate Congressional Committees considering the legislation. We request,
therefore, that this position of the Biscuit and Cracker Manufacturers' Associ-
ation be noted and this letter be made a part of the proceedings before your
Subcommittee.
With kind personal regards,

Respectfully,
JOSEPH M. CREED.

General Co!,
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Mr. PURCELL. Thank you again very much. I do not know when we
will have an executive meeting of this committee, but we will as
quickly as we can, and then we will pass this bill to the full committee
and I feel confident the full committee will pass it within the next
few weeks. I hope the Senate is doing the same thing and that we
will have this in the law before very many more weeks go by.
Thank you all for being here.
(Whereupon at 4:10 p.m., the subcommittee recessed subject to the

call of the Chair.)
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