


Chapter V 

The Conaumerand the Market 

From. its establishment in 1862, the Department has been, in 

Lincoln's words, a "people's department"--a Department dedica~d to the 

producers and Wiers ot the essentials ot living. Though a primacy 

objective ot the Department is service to u. s. farmers, the real 

beneficiary of agricultural productivity- and abunf.aac~has been, is now, 

and will continue to be the .Americancouumer. IDspection ot meat am. 

poultry to assure safety. • . grading of food and fiber to indicate 

quality ••• supervision of the marketplace to insure fair trading and 

freedom from aisrepresentation--are prime examples of Department services 

which help to move prod\lcts f'rom the producer to the consumer ef'f'icient~ 

and eeonaaic&lly for the benefit of all. 

Presid.entiaJ. Leadership in ConsumerLegislation 

President JohDs01l has emphasized consumer interests and protection 

throughout his adw1nistration. ~ January 3, 1964,he appointed Esther 

Peterson as Special Assistant for CeDBumerAffairs, and estahlished.the 

President's Cmmittee on Consumer Interests. The CClllllittee was to be •de 

up of representatives of Government agencies and private citizens. The 

Department of Agriculture was represented. on the Ccanittee. The private 

citizens made up the Consum.er M.visory Cou.cil. The Council superseded an 

earlier group with the same name. l/ 

y 29 F.R. 129; and Public Papers of' the Presidents, L.vpdon B, Johnson, 
1963-64, Vol. I, p. 108. 
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ID a Special. Message to tke Cangress on COD.SwaerInterests, 

delivered. February 5, 1964, the President e111,Phasizedthe need to pro­

tect and to provide services for consuaers . .Amongother 19questa he 

aske4 Congress to pass legislation tor the stricter control of pesti­

cides and tor the inspection tor safety and wholesoaeaess ot all aeat 

and poultry sold. in the United States. He also asked Federal agencies 

engaged in consumer educational activities to cooperate iD reaching more 

homes and taailies, aDd.to explore such posaiDilities as adapting the 

extension i,ervice concept to an urban setting. y 
A few d.&¥a later, in a message on health, the Presiclent repeated 

his .recoaaelldations regarding pesticides. Congress passed the bill, 

which prohibited the registration and marketing ot pesticides until a 

~sitive finding ot safety had been made, and the President signed it on 

May 12, 1964. g/ 

Congress, by a Joint Resolution signed by the Preaiclent on Ju'.cy' 3, 

1964, established a lfational COJlllli.ssion on Food Marketing, to study the· 

food industry from the producer to the consmaer. The COllllission began 

work in January 1965. It consisted ot 15 llellibers--5 Senators appointed 

by the President Pro Tempore of the Senate, 5 Congresaen appointed by 

the Speaker of the HOUBeof Representatives, and 5 public Mlibera appointed 
f 

by the President. Ji. Its Chai.raaa was Phil s. Gibson, retired Chief 

Justice of the Supreme Court of California. '?he Executive Director was 

Jj ~-, p. 263. 

g/ Ibid., p. 281; and 78 Stat. 190. 

J/ 78 Stat. 269. 
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George E. Brandow of Pennsylvania State University. The Department ot 

Agriculture provided the Commission with a great deal ot assistance. 

The final report of the Ccmnnission, entitled Food troll Farmer to Consumer 

was published in June 1966. 

The report reflected sharp clitterences among the members,nowhere 

stronger than in the area of consumer protection. The majority 

reca111eDded increased grade labeli.Dg of consumer products, Food and Drug 

AcJm1D1E>trationstandards of identity for JIUm1'more cODSumer products, 

restriction on the prolif'eration of package sizes, and other measures to 

perlli. t the consumer to make more rational. choices. The llinori ty regarded 

these recOIIDendatioas as an 1.nfriDgement upon the rights of marketing 

firms. 

The President cited. the report as a "good beg1nn1ug," and the 

diversity of opinions and views as "meal.thy ref1ecti011S ot the cmap1exity 

and illportance of the issues." y 

Shortly after the Jrational COlllllission on Food Marketing was 

established, _the President said to membersot the National Agricultural 

Ad'Yisory Coaad.saion: "We must have coDBumer prograas, to serve gro1fing 

family America." g/ This theme appeared in a number ot later statements. 

In his message to Congress on consumer protection of February 16, 

1967, the President passage Meat Act of 1967.rec0111Rended of the Whoi1.es011e 

!/ Public Papers of the Presidents, Lypdon B. Jolanson., 1966, Vol. I, p. 653. 

g/ Public Papers of the Presidents, Lynd.on B, Jobpson., 1963-64,Vol. II, 
p. 905. 

https://labeli.Dg
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Under this legislation, the Secretary ot Agriculture woul.4 be authorized 

to eater into cooperative agreeaents with States seeking to raise their 

stand.a.rd.a of meat inspection, &Ddto f'urnish these cooperating States 

with up to half' of the cost ot the inspection program and provide a major 

share ot the training of personnel to man the program. Jj 

The Department, through testimony by Rodney E. Leonard, then De:p11ty 

Assistant Secretary, endorsed such legislation and emphasized the need 'for 

encouraging the States to bring their inspection programs up to Federal 

standards. The National Livestock Feeders Association endorsed the pro­

posal, with the reservation that meat in intrastate commerce shoul.d be 

inspected and marked by State rather than Federal inspectors. The 

American Meat Institute endorsed the bill's objectives, but suggested 

that the proposed legislation. confused the areas of Federal and State 

responsibility. The National. Association ot State Departments of Agricul­

ture opposed certain provisions relative to jurisdiction over meat in 

intrastate commerce. Several meat packers ' associations opposed enactment 

of the bill. On the other hand, spokesmen for labor organizations and 

consumer groups urged that legislation 'be passed to make the u. s. Depart­

ment of Agriculture responsible tor inspecting all meat, that in intrastate 

as well as interstate commerce. y 

Jj u. s. Congress, 90th, 1st Bess., House of :Representatives, COIIJllli.tteeon 
Agriculture, SubcODllittee on Livestock· and Grains, HeariDga ••• Allend the 
Meat Inspection Act, 1967, 251 pp. 

g/ 3 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 261. 
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The Whol.eaome Meat Act was passed af'ter extended debate in both 

Houses of Congress, ·and was signed by President Johnson on December 15, 

J.967. The act broadened the meat inspection program by authorizing 

Federal-State cooperative arrangemDta whereby the Federal. Government 

would provide financial., tecl:micaJ., and scientific assistance to improve 

State meat inspection services. Grants of tunds could amount to one-halt 

the cost of the State program. The Act combined and updated statutes 

covering meat inspection, and gave tlle· Secretary of Agricul.ture new 

au.thori ty over associated industries--tra.nsporters, brokers, renderers, 

an1ul food aanu.facturers, etc.--to proride the means to keep unfit meat 

ou.t of the hWl&D food supply. The Act provided illaediate authority over 

intrastate plants producing products that a.re a hazard to heal.th it the 

State does not act to remove the hazard; authorized extension of the 

Federal. program to intrastate meat operations in States which fail to 

devel.op adequate State systems within a maxi.mumof three years; required 

foreign plants ex.porting meat to the u. s. to meet the same inspection 

requirements as u. s. plants, and extended the Act to cover operations in 

the District of Col.umbiaand the unorganized territories. 1/ 

The Wholesome Poultry Products Act of 1968 pa.ralleled the Wholesome 

Meat Act iD. many-ways. The basic problem was the saae--to assure that all 

pou1try was adequately inspected for wholesomeness. On February 6, 1968, 

President Johnson, in a message to Congress on consumer interest, cal.led 

'J.:/81 Stat. 5~. 

https://devel.op
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for passage of the bill. In discussing the need, he said: "In 1967, 

Americans consumed over 12 billion pounds of poultry, most of it inspec­

ted under Federal law. But the 1.6 billion pounds which did not cross 

State lines received no Federal inspectioll. And State inspection is 

m1ni:mal at best. Thirty-one States have no poultry inspection laws. 

or the rema1n1ng 19, oacy- tour have ettective laws in operatiOll. 0 Jj 

In hearings on the bill, the major objections were to provisions 

which, opponents argued, would permit the Federal government to take over 

State f'unctions. This argument was ottset, to some exteat, by those who 

called tor mandatory Federal inspection of all pow.try slaughter and 

processing operations. g/ 

The law as passed broadened the poultry products inspection pro­

gram by providing for State-Federal cooperation in developing and 

aamioisteriD.g State poultry products inspection programs with respect to 

intrastate activities. It provided authority for Federal. inspection of 

intrastate plants producing products that are a hazard to health if the 

State does not act to remove the hazard. It authorized extension of the 

Federal prograa to intrastate poultry processiDg operations in States 

which fail to develop adequate State systems within a specified period. 

The Secretary of .Agriclllture was given new authority OYer associated 

industries (transporters, brokers, renderers, an1maJ :f'ood manufacturers, 

'JJ4 Weekly COll,P. Pres. Doc. 227. 

g/ u. s. Congress, 90th, 2d Bess., Senate, COllllllittee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, Hea.riugs •• ,Who1esoae Act.PGUl.trYPrgd.ucta l.968, 289 pp. 
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and others) to provide the means to keep unfit poultry products out ot tb.e 

human f'ood supp~. The territorial applicability of the Act was extended. 

It prohibited. the distribution of adulterated or misbranded poultry 

products ill interstate or foreign cODDerce, and authorized the detention, 

seizure, and denial of' inspection tor apecif'ied causes. 1,/ 

The President signed the Act on August l.8, 1968, and proudl,1' said 

that "the Whol.esoae Poultry Products Act of 1968 will insure that dirty 

pl.ants will have to cl.ean up or cl.ose dOWD." g/ 

Marketing Legisl.ation 

The l.egislation just reviewed was directed prilla.r~ at consumer 

protection. Another type was directed prilla.ri~ at assuring the farmer 

f'air treatment in tbe :market. Both, ot course, work together. Exampl.es 

of tb.e l.ater l.egisl.atioa incl.ud.e amendlllents to the Federal Seed Act of 

October l.5, l.966; Agricultural Fair Practices Act of April. l.6, J.968; 

'fraasportaticm Performed by Agricul.tural Cooperatin Act of J~ 26, J.968; 

a.ad the lJ. S. GraiJl Standards Act ot August l.5, 1968. 

The amendaentsto the Federal. Seed Act, the Trauportation Per­

foraed 'by Agricul.tural Cooperatives Act and the U. S. Grain Sta.n4ards Act 

brought u:p to date l.egisl.ation which bad been in ef'f'ect tor·many yea.rs. 

The Agricul.tural Fair Practices Act made it Ulll.awful. tor handlers of 

'J.,,/Public Law 90-492. 

g/ 4 Week.q Comp. Pres. Doc. 1.251. 

https://Exampl.es
https://prilla.ri
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agricul.tural product~ to~ coerce a producer ia the exercise of 

his right to join and belong to a cooperative, refuse to deal with a 

producer because of his membership in a cooperative, discriminate against 

a producer 'Deeause of his membership in a cooperative, i.Ddu.ce a producer 

to refuse or cease to belong to a cooperative, or make f'alse reports 

about a cooperative. l/ 

CallllOdity Market Regulation 

Both consumers and taraera are protected to soae extent by legisla­

tion which regulates tbe commodity exchanges. ID the President's State 

of the Unio .. Message of January J...7,1.968,in referring to legislati011 

previous~ recomended, iD urging passage of amend•nts to the Conaodity 

Exchange Act, he said: "When we act to advance the consumer's cause I 

think ve hel.p every American •... I al.so urge final. action on a measure ••• 

to guard against fraud and manipul.ation in the Nation's commodity exchaDge 

market. " g/ 

In signing the Commodity Exchange Act amendmen.ts, on February l.9, 

1.968, President Johnsoo issued the following statement: 

In rq State of the Union Message last month, I urged 
passage of a bill to protect further the integrity of the 
Nation's commodity exchanges and the funds of the thousands 
ot Americans who deal in them. I ampl.eased to be abl.e to 
sign that bill into la.Y tod.&¥. 

It represents another significant step by a Congress 
that has the opportunity to make its mark as the greatest 
Consumer Congress in the history of our Nation. 

!/ 78 Stat. 697; 80 Stat. 975, 82 Stat. 93, 448; arui Public Law 90-487. 

g/ 4 Weel(cy Comp. Pres. Doc. 75. 

https://amendmen.ts
https://i.Ddu.ce
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CClllllOd.ityexchanges are the national. markets where 
agricultural products are bought am.sol.d. Last year 
those markets handl.ed approximate~ $75 billicm. in 
agricul.turaJ. transactions. 

Those simple facts make it quite clear that comodi­
ties are big business, and explain ~ the honesty a.mi 
soundness of the commodity excnanges are illportaat to all 
Americans. 

Si.Dee l.922, the Counodity Exchange Act and other 
Federal l.egisla.tion have encouraged cooperation between 
the Federal Government and the exchanges in preventing 
fraud and mark.et :manipulations . Under the Act, r-Q1IIJIOrli.ty 
mark.et conditions have improved great~. Nevertheless, 
additional. safeguards haye been needed for soae tille'. 

These amendments--the first of 8D1'substance in over 
30 years--respond to that need. 

The new l.egisl.ation adds the active and growing ar-
k.et in livestock. and livestock products to the caaod.1-
ties regul.ated under the Act, and increases the criminal 
penalties for illegal trading abuses such as market manipu­
lation and eml>ezzl.ement. Although regulatory responsibility 
for ('omodity trading will remain primarily with the exchanges 
theuel.ves, the new amendments will suhstanti~ strengthen 
the enforcement authority of the Secretary of Agricul.ture. 

Consumer groups, food processors, farm organizations-­
and the commodity exchanges themselves--have joined the 
Adm1n:1·stration in supporting this legisl.ation. 

The Senate and House CCIIIDittee 011 Agriciµture and the 
Congress are to be eonmended for their prompt action on 
this milestone ill caamodity market regulation. 

The law brought :tutu.res trading in livestock and livestock prod­

ucts wader regulation for the first time. In fiscal 1.968, there were 

3,273,000 transactions in these markets with an eatiaated val.ue of over 

l.5 billion dollars. It permitted tor the first time the establishment 

of m1ninmmfinancial standards for brokerage firms handl1ng regul.ated 
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commodity cuataners' trading. The law provided tor the f'irst time for 

the refusal, suspension, or revocation of licenses of brokerage firms 

and fJ.oor brokers if' these firms or individuals are found to be unf'it 

for various reasons to engage in the business for which the licenses 

are sought or have been issued. It increased penalties for certain law 

violations such as price ma.nipu.lation and embezzlement. F'or the first 

time, the issuance of cease and desist orders was authorized 1D cases 

where persons have been found. guilty of violation of the Act. The law 

extended. the fraud provision to all persOllS haacU i ng customers' orders. 

It required exchanges to enf'<i>rce their rules relating to trading and 

contract terms and authorized the Secretary to disapprove exchange 

rules Which vio.late or would. violate the provisions of the Act or regula­

tions issued thereunder. 

Trading on regulated markets expanded greatly during the period 

1963-68. Tile number of transactions on these JIUU"ketsrose from. 

10,739,000 in fiscal year 1963 to 14,703,000 in fiscal year 1968. This 

represents an increase in number of tran.sac~ims of' 36.9 percent over 

the five year period. During the same period the dol.lar value rose 

from $45 billion to $59 billion--aa increase of 31.3 percent. l/ 
The work was handled by the Commodity Exchange Authority, which 

reported to the Assistant Secretary for Marketing and Consumer Services. 

:No major changes took place in the orgaaization of CEA from 1963 to 1968. 

Y Alex C. Caldwell, "Commodity Exchange Au.thori ty," manuscript, Aug. 8, 
1968. In: Files, .Agricultural History Branch, Economic Research Service. 
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The Consumer and Marketing Service and Its Programs 

Nearly every agency of the Department has some responsibility tor 

consumer and marketing programs, but the primary responsibility for this 

a.rea rests in the Consumer and Marketing Service. It is.the direct 

successor of the Agricultural Marketing service, which was established 

in 1953 to centralize marketing and distribution functions of the Depart­

ment. 

Organization. On November22, 1963, the .Agricultural Marketing 

Sel"V'ice was headed by an .Administrator, who reported to the Assistant 

Secretary of Agriculture for Marketing and Consumer Services. Three 

units of A)I:;, the Marketing Information Division, the Matching Fund 

Program, and the Food Distribution Division, reported to the Administrator. 

The Market Quality Research Division and the Transportation and Facilities 

Research Division reported to the Deputy Adm1Di$trator for Marketing 

Research. ~e Cotton Division, Dairy Division, Fruit and Vegetabl.e 

Division, Grain Division, Livestock Division, Millt Marketing Orders 

Division, Packers and Stockyards Division, Poultry Division, Special. 

Services l>ivision, and Tobacco Division reported to the Depu.ty .Administra­

tor for MarketiDg Services for marketing services and related programs, 

or to the Deputy Administrator for Regulatory Programs for the adminis­

tration of regulatory acts, marketing agreements and orders, and related 

programs. Seven service clivisions reported to the Deputy Adm1n1,:itrator 

for llanagem.ent. Y 

y Robert Norton, "Organizational Structure of .Agricultural Marketing 
Service/Cons~r and Marketing Serrlce," manuscript, J~ 29, 1968. 
In: Files, .Agricul.tur&l History Branch, EconClllic Research Service. 
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ODJul.3' l, 1964, Secretary Freeman, in accordance with an 

announcement ot Mq 8, 1964, transferred the Of'f'ice of' the Deputy 

Administrator f'or Marketing Research, the Market Quality Research 

Division, and the Transportation and Facilities Research Division t<> 

the Agricultural. Research Service. 1J The continuance of' these tunc­

tions had been the subject of' controversy, and. the Secretary had pro­

posed tbeir eJ1w1:natiOD. However, this l!lad been opposed by segments 

of the food illd.ustry. 

On November 13, 1964the .AM3amiounced a number of' changes in 

its organizational. structure. A new Dairy Division was created through 

the merger of the milk order, standardization, inspection, and grading 

prograas former~ in the Millt Ma.-rlteting Orders Division and Dairy 

Di vision. The real 1gnmen.t was undertaken to provide better coordina-

tion of services to both the dairy iDdustry and consumers, and to reduce 

operati.Dg costs of administering the respective f'unctions. The f'ormer 

Dairy Division's Market Revs Bra.nch--which gathered and disseminated both 

dairy ud poul.try market news--was tranaf'erred to the Poultry Division. 

This transfer resulted. from the fact that poultry market news accounted 

for about tllree-fourths of the activities of' the Branch. A Laboratory 

Section was established in the Poultry Division's Inspection Bran.ch to 

meet the urgent need for increased emphasis on the physical. and_biological 

'JJu. s. Departmentof Agriculture, Press rel.eases 1537-64and 2074-64, 
~ 8, 1964and June 25, 1964; Ul4 Secretary's No. 1554andMemorandum 
Supplement 1, ~ 4, 1964and June 19, 1964. 

https://operati.Dg
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sciences associated with administration of the Poultry Products Inspec­

tion Aet. 'JJ 
On December 31, 1964, Secretary Freeman proposed a major reorganiza­

tion of tbe consumer, marketing, regulatory, and food distribution 

serrices of USDA. He proposed: Creation of a new agency--the Ccmsumer 

and Marketing Service (C&IE)--to perform all of the functions of the 

.Agricultural Ma.rketillg Service. Transfer of the Meat Inspection Division 

of the Agricultural. Research Service to the proposed C&M3. Transfer of' 

the warehouse exam1nation functions administered by the Agricultural. 

Stabilization a.ud Conservation Service to the proposed cue:;. Creation 

of' a Depu.ty .Administrator for Consumer Food Programs in the proposed 

cue to give stronger eaphasis to consumer services within tEDA. 

The Secretary also proposed the closing of several sll&ll research 

stations, and the eJim1nation of complete lines of research at other 

locations. This J.atter proposal, combined with the transfer of the a.eat 

inspection program, set off considerable controversy among the agricul-

tural. research profession, veterinary orga.ui.zations, and the meat and 

:poultry industries. The need f'or econaQ" was cited as a major factor in 

closing the research stations and eJi11ioating complete lines of research. If 

'JJu. s. Department of Agricul.ture, Press release 3897-64,KOY.13, 1964. 

g/ u. s. Departmentof' Agriculture, Press release 4398-64,Dec. 31, 1964, 
snd U. s. Department of Agricul.ture, Secretary's Meaorandum1'0. 1567, 
Jan. 4, 1965. 
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The Consumer and Marketing Service was established, essentially 

as proposed., on February 8, 1965. Y The transfer ot meat inspection 

had been strongly opposed when first proposed, but the chazige was made. g/ 

On February 16, 1965, the 4dm1uistrator of' the Consumerand Mar­

keting Service amiounced a realignment of the consumer food service 

functions. This included.: Abolishment ot the Food Distribution Division. 

Creation of' a Food Stamp Division to adm1nitJter the.Food Staap Program, 

which was authorized by the Food Stamp Act in 1964. Creation of a School 

Lunch Division to aomini!iter the National School Lunch and Special Milk 

Programs. Creation of a Camnodity DistrilDution Division to ad•dn1ster 

all programs perta:i n1 ng to the distribution to eligible recipients of 

donated food made available under Section32 of the .Agricultural Act of' 

1935, Section 6 of the National. School Lunch Act, and Section 4J.6o'f the 

.Agricultural Act of 1949; and, the distribution of ecmaodities for 

disaster or emergency relief. Creation of a Food Trad.es Statt to 

adm1n1ster activities designed to expand markets tor foods which are in 

plentiful supply and. facilitate and. increase their movement to consumers 

through normal chaml.els of trade. Creation of a ConsumerFood Programs 

1Ju. s. Department of .Agriculture, Preas. re1ease 398-65, Feb. 8, 1965, 
aad u. s. Department of .Agriculture, Secretary's Bo. 1567,Memorandum. 
Supplement 1, Feb. 8, 1965. 

g/ For example, see Memorandum,1'. c. Brady, Director of' Science and 
EG.ueatioa, to the Secretary, Feb. 17, 1964. In: Orville I,. Freeman., 
Correspondence Fil.e, lo'Dd,on Baines Johnson Library. 
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Services Staff to provide management,reporting, and statistical services 

for e.ll consumer food programs. Creation of respective Food Distribution 

Area Offices to adn1uister all the consumer food programs in assigned 

geographical areas of the U. S. 1/ 

On December 7, 1965, the Department &mlounced an administrative 

reorganization of the meat in.s:pection program, "to better coordinate 

various meat inspection functions and to align meat inspection practices 

to refl.ect more cl.ose~ the conditions in livestock marketing and aeat 

processing." g/ 

The reorganization, which became effective April 4, 1966, included: 

.Abolishment of the Meat Inspection Division. Creation of a Livestock 

Slaughter Inspection Division to supervise procedures governing the 

inspection of animals before and after slaughter. Creation of a 

Processed Meat Ins:,ection Division to supervise procedures governing the 

continuous inspection of meat processing operations, the preparation of 

meat products, am tbe inspection responsibilities covering the :fJQorta­

tion and exportation of meat products. Creation of a Technical. Services 

Division to provide across-the-boa.rd technical services to both the meat 

and poultry inspection programs. Its responsibilities include approval. 

of labels, standards, packaging, facilities, and equipaent; operation of 

!/ u. s. Department of .Agriculture, Press release 494-65, Feb. l.6, 1.965. 

g/ U. s. :pepu-tment<i>f Agricul.ture, Press release 3888-65, 4ol.8-65, and 
241-66, Dec. 7, 1965, Dec. l.6, 1965, and Ja.u. 24, l.966. 

https://across-the-boa.rd
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chemical, biological, and methods devel.opnent l.aboratories; and, review 

of meat inspection systems in foreign countries which export meat and. 

pou1try products to the U. S. .-Sillila.r functions which had been a part 

ot the Poultry Division's Inspection Branch were transferred to this 

new Division. Creation of a Compliance and Evaluation Sta.f'f to review 

a.nd analyze regulatory and operational procedures affecting both the 

meat and pou1try inspection programs. At the saae time, responsibility 

for investigating violations of the meat and poultry inspection laws 

was removed from C&l-tSand assigned to USDA's Office of the Inspector 

General. Reorganization of the meat inspection field structure through 

the creation of seven districts, each responsible tor conducting ~-to­

dq inspection activities within an assigned geographical area. Forma­

tion of a Meat Inspection Ad■in1strative Staf':f to provide adn1ui~trative 

managementservices for the three Washington-based staff divisions and 

the seven districts. 

The Poultry Division's Inspection Branch retained responsibility 

for ante-mortem, post-mortem, and processed prociucts inspection for 

wholesomeness of pou1try, poultry products, and domestic rabbits. Its 

field operations were not affected. As noted above, technical services 

previous~ performed by the Branch were tra.nsferred to the new Technical 

Services Division. 

Prior to the announcement in December 1965, it was kn.own that 

this reorganization was contemplated. The final form of the reorg&llization 
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represented a compromise. t.EDA had approved a new organizational 

st:ructure representing a com.p1ete merger of the meat and pou1try inspec­

tion programs, although this was never announced. The pou1try industry 

l.earned ot this, and during August, September, and October of 1965, pro­

tested stro~ against such a merger. Both the House and Senate Agri­

cuiture Appropriations Subcolmllittees--in respective reports on a fiscal 

year 1966 supplemented appropriations bill--included laDgu.age that such 

a merger bel.oY the management supervisory level sli1oul.d not be implemented. 

Pursuant to a proposal announced April 3, 1967, Secretary Freeman 

on May 8, 1967, established a Packers and Stockyards Mm1D11Jtration, to 

carry out all of the tunction.s adm1»1stered. by the Packers and Stockyards 

Division of C&IIJ, ine1ucling the Packers and Stockyards Act. 1:/ 

This action to create a new agency c11Jm1uated a 1ong-flt.a,nd1ng 

controversy regarding administration ot the P&S Act, and represented a 

second eoapromise on the part of WDA. Some tara leaders and organiza­

tions had, tor several years, proposed that anm1n1stration of the P&B Act 

be either tranaterred to the Federal Trade Ccamission, or takeD out of 

USDA and a new sepa.rate agency of govermaent--s1m1lar to F'l'C--created 

for its enf'orcement. The P&a Division, in C&M>'s forerunner ANS, was 

created trOJD.a branch of the .AM3Livestock Division ill J~ 196<>, in 

Vu. s. Department of .Agriculture, Press rel.ease 1059-67and 1474-67, 
Apr. 3, 1967and May 11, 1967; u. s. Department of Agriculture, 
Secretary's Memorand.ull•• 1613, Apr. 4, 1967. 
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response to these demands f'rClllta.ra l.ead.ers. Tb.is did not entl·re.q 

abate the controversy, which was resuaed. Aa a f'urther concession, 

then, tSDA established "the Packers and Stockyards .Adm1»1 stration as a 

separate agency of l:SDA at the cl.irection of' Congress--to achieve more 

vigoro\18 entorcement ot the Act. 

On June 20, 1968, Secretary Freeman announced that the Federal 

meat inspection and pou1try inspection programs WOlWibe aerged into one 

food inspection eampoaent of' CUIS, to ett'ect "improved levels of ccn­

sumer protection and. • • initial savings of' about $1 million ami~." l/ 
Consolidation of the Washington and regional operations 'began by mid­

J\111', and was to be cCll(Pl.eted by the end of calendar yea:r 1968. Details 

included: Coabini.Dg three units--tlle Inspection Brancll of' the Poul.try 

Division, the Livestock Sl.aughter Inspection Division, and the Processed 

Meat Inspection Division-•into two new Divisions, one tor Sl.aughter 

Inspection and one tor Processed Food Inspection. 

The new Sl.aughter Inspection Division would be responsible for 

admio1ster1Dg ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection tor both lives'bock 

8.Dd poul.try, as·-weJ.l as the humane sl.aughter program. 

The n.ev Processed Food Inspection Division would. be responsibl.e 

for the inspection of processed meat and poultry products, as well as 

import and export meat and poultry inspection activities. 

'JJu. s. Depa.rtaeat of .Agriculture, Press release 2002-68, June 20, 1968. 

https://Coabini.Dg
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A ConsUJ1er Protecticm. Program. Services Staf't--to replace the 

existing Meat Inspection .AdJn1uistrative Statt--would be respomible tor 

adJD1nistrative management, traiu1ng, and program plann1ng services for 

the canbined Consumer Protection program. Bo changes were made in the 

~eelmicaJ. Services Division or the Coapl.ia.n.ce and Evalution Statt, 

which continued to service both meat and poultry inspection programs. 

Twelve existing field units--seven meat inspection districts, and 

five poultry inspection areas--were combined into eight Regional Offices, 

each responsibl.e for tbe day-to-dq inspection activities for both meat 

and poultry products in fed.er~ inspected. plauts. The eight Regional. 

otf'ices report clirectly to the Deputy Administrator for ConsUDler 

Protection. 

This organizational structure for meat and poultry inspection is 

basic~ the same as that which was being considered in 1966, but which 

the poultry industry opposed. The 1968 reorganization stem.ed in part 

f'rOll a change in attitude on the part of Congress and the imu.stry. The 

industry was increasing4r concerned. that rising costs of inspection might 

result in Congress requiring that inspection service be paid for on a 

fee-for-service basis rather than out of appropriated 110ney--which the 

industry strongly opposes. Congress was e~ concerned with the rising 

cost aai manpowerrequirements of inspection, occasioned in part by 

enactment of the Wholesome Meat Act and the companion Wholesaae Poultry 

Products Inspection Act. The House Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittee, 

https://Coapl.ia.n.ce
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in ettect, directed the Department to seek a means of J10re ecoaaaical 

and ef'f'ieient management of' meat and poultry inspection services, and 

not to excl.wie the possibility ot aergiDg the two programs f'or better 

eCOBQII\Y' and coordiaation. 

Meat u.d Poul.tu Juspection. :rev government programs touch as 

many-people every dq as clothe •at and poul.try inspection services 

adw1n1atered by USDA'a Consumer aad Marketing Service. The responsi­

bility tor assuring .American conswners of' a totally am.adequate4" 

inspected supp~ of meat and poultry prod.ucts b.as been great.q increased 

in recent years by dramatic scientific, technol.ogical, and. operational. 

changes in the meat and. poultry industries. !he vol.ume of' meat am. 

poul.try products slaughtered and processeci. under Federal inspection 

alone has jumped f'rca 75.9 billiOD pound.a in fiscal. year 1963, to 

96.6billion pounds in 1968. 

Because this program is so iaportant, and because ot these changes 

in the 1.Dd.ustry, considerable pw>lic interest has been f'oeused upon this 

inspection service in the last f'ew years. 1/ 
To cope with these changes 1D the industry, two of the moat 

significant advanceaents in over 50 years in the f'ield of' consUler pro­

tection were reeomaended by USDAand. enacted 'by Congress. They were the 

'JJ See, tor emple, Jew York Times, NO'V'.ll, 1967, Nov. 19, 1967, Dec. 3, 
1967; WaJJ Street-Jo~. llov. 17, 1967,_Dec. 18, 1967; Wub1agon Post. 
•ov. 15, 1967, :Dec. , 1967, Feb. 20, 1968. ID: Historical Files, 
Agricultural History Branch, EcODOllic Research Senice. 
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Whol.eacae Meat Act ot J.967, and the Wholesome Poul.try Products Act of 

J.968. These two new J.aw will assure c0D8uaers that high standards of 

whol.esoaeness are unitorJLcy' applied tor the first time to allot the 

l'ation's meat and poultry supp~. 

In addition, the meat and pow.try inspection services have been 

consolidated into a sing].e food inspection service, to increase 

efficiency and assure consumers of Mxilmmaprotection. Extensive changes 

have been made in inspection procedures and standards covering whol.esome­

ness, sanitation, prociuct COJllPO&ition,am.labeling to :further strengthen 

the protection which this inspection af'f'ords consumers. 

Grad1ng. '!'he Department maiatained 567 grade standards in i968, 

covering most agricultural commodities. During the year, 20 stand.a.rds 

were revised. These covered frozen desserts, canned pimentos, frozen 

asparagus, green olives (canned), pecans 1n the shell, shelled pecans, 

F1orida oranges and tangelos, Fl.orida grapefruit, Florida tangerines, 

caulifl.ower, cantaloupes, rough rice, brown rice (2), mil.led rice, shell 

eggs {consumer and procurement grades), pork carcasses, sl.aughter swine, 

and flue-cured tobacco. 

Under the TOluntary grading and inspection programs, food 

specialists certified the qual.1 ty of more than 508 billion pounds of 

food and fiber in 1968--equal to one and a half' tons ot food and fiber 

for every person in the United States. 
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Regulatoey Services. The Department of .Agriculture administers 

more regulatory laws and programs to protect the interests of farmers, 

marketers, and consumers than any other Government agency. Effective 

enforcement of these laws safeguards the public against product mis­

representation a.nd unfair business practices. It also helps assure 

dependab1e food supplies and reasonable prices through orderly marketing. 

The Perishab1e Agricultural Commodities Act encourages fair trede 

practices in marketing fresh and frozen f'rui ts and vegetables. During 

fiscal 1968, USDAhe1ped settle more than 2,200 informal reparation 

disputes, resulting in payments of over $2 mi1lion to those claiming 

injury. More than 34o formal orders were issued, requiring payments of 

over $777,000 to those making claims. In addition, 338 disciplinary 

cases were settled. 

Full conversion to an automated system for issuing and renewing 

PACA licenses reduced costs, increased efficiency, and speeded up service 

to the fruit and_vegetable industry. 

The Federal Seed Act, a truth-in-labeling law, was modernized by 

Congress to insure more informative seed labeling and better protection 

for buyers of fa.rm and garden seed. Since we rely heavily upon the 

cooperation of State agencies to enforce this Act, cooperative agreements 

with 38 States were revised to provide tor greater State assistance in 

reviewing shippers' records. 

The U. s. Grain Standards Act was revised in 1968, to provide tor 

more rapid and econamical. moveaent of grain products by eJimiua.ting 

requirements for unnecessary inspection. 
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Licensing ot public warehouses under the U. S. Warehou.se Act 

continued to increase. Over l. 5 billion bushels ot grain storage 

eapaci ty eaae UDder license. We aade J10re frequent exuinations of 

licensed cotton and grain warehouses. 

Marltet1Df Jytreeaenta and Orders. Marketing agreeaents a.rad orders 

enable farmers to increase their barga:io:1ng atrength, to tit supp]¥ to 

demand, to expand markets, and gener~ to work together to solve 

marketing probleu. These are wluntary programs initiated and designed 

by faraera and operated with USBA guidance. 

About two-thirds of the milk bought by Americans tor dr1 nlri og 

in fiscal year 1968 caae from aillt dealers who paid taraera tor their 

llillt based on prices set under 73 Federal milk orders. 

Farmers marketed over $1.6 billion worth of truits and vegetables 

in fiscal 1968under 47 agreements and orders covering f'resh citrus and 

deciduous truits, dried :truits, tree nuts, peanuts, potatoes, vegetables, 

and hops. A new prograa became ettecti ve tor hops in July 1966, and the 

Texas citrus marketing order was aaended 1n November 1966 to provide 

tor advertising and sales prOllOtion activities. Import regulations were 

8da1o1stered tor avocados, limes, oranges, grapefruit, dates, walnuts, 

potatoes, aad onions. 

·cotton producers joined the ranks ot tamers utilizing marketing 

agreements and orders as authorized by the Cotton Research and PrOIIOtion 

Act ot J~ 13, 1966. Faraers approved a $1 per bale aasess•nt on upl.&Dd 

https://Warehou.se
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cotton to support cotton research and pr0110ti011 activities. A Cotton 

Board, selected by the Secretary of .AgricuJ.ture from. naninations made 

by cotton producer organizations, ada1u1atera the program. 

Market Ben Prograa. Every d.8¥, across the Bation, market nevs 

reporters gather up-to-the-llinute intoraation on supply and demand and 

the prices ot agricultural products. These Ti taJ. tacts are qui~ 

rel.qed nationwide to guide producers in ael.liDg their products and to 

help the agribusiness conmm1ty to operate aaoothly, ef'f'iciently, and 

equitabq. 

More than 220 Federal Market Ren ottices ( tied in with hundreds 

of State ottices) gather this intormation and make it avail.abl.e coast 

to coast through a 22 ,500 aile leased wire network. More than 4oo,000 

dif'f'erent reports, cOYering all tara cQIIIIOdities, were prepared and distrib­

uted in over 21 aillion separate aail.inga during tiacal 1968. The 

maaaMdia also cooperate extensively in getting 11&rketnm w the 

public. 

Matching J'uDd Prograa. M&D¥aarketing problems occur at State 

and 1ocal level.a. We attack theae through projects proposed and carried 

out by State Departaents ot Agriculture, but approved and partially 

financed by USDA. During fiscal 1968, the Consuaer and Marketing Service 

contri'buted $1,750,000 to help 44 State• pl.an and carry out 171 urketing 

service projects. Under this prograa the States match Federal tun.de tor 

cooperative projects aiaed at improving product quality &D4 developing 

110re efficient aarketing. 
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Other Programs of the Consumer and Market1ng Service. The Con-

sumer ead. Marketing Service carries on other activitiea, notably food 

distribution programs, which are discussed in other chapters of this 

volume. 

!be Packers &lld Stocqards Mn1u1,tration and Its Programs 

Organization. The Packers and Stock;rards Adm1n:J-.tration, as 

Mntioned earlier in this chapter, was established on May 8, 1967, to 

ada:fa:lster tbe Packers aad Stockyards Act of l92l, as aaended. JI 
The new adm:ln:t1:1tration is madeup ot two divisiou: Packers and Poultey 

Division and Livestock Marketing Division. 

The functions assigned to the new Adm1a1 atration are a continua­

tion ot these carried out by the Packers and Stocqards Division ot the 

ConsUller and Marketing Service. 

ID 1964, aeetings between Georgia and Michigan State officials 

and Packers and Stockyard.a Division personnel resulted in the aigniDg 

ot Memorandaot Understanding. These first two cooperative agree•nts 

enabled the Division and the States to usiat each other and to avoid 

duplication of e:ttorta in the livestock marketing field. Initial emphasis 

was given to l>onding and scale testing. g/ 

y U. S. Department of Agriculture, Secretary' a Meaorandua 1fo. 1.613and 
Supplement l, Apr. 4 and May 8, 1967. 

g/ John T. Coyne, "Administration of the Packers and Stockyards Act 1a 
the Jobnaon Ada:lu11tration," 11&Duscript, July 1968. In: Files, Agricul­
tural. History Branch, Economic Research Service. 
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On )IQ' 1, 1968, the Secretary ot Agricultw-e established the 

Packers and Stocqarda Poultry Committee. The CODDittee cODJSisted ot 

22 members troa various segments ot the poultry industry and represented 

the major poultry marketing areas ot the United States. It was formed 

to advise the Departaent on matters associated with the marketing of 

poultry and poultry products, particularl1' as they relate to the 

adm1 n1 stration ot the Packers and Stoclcy'arda Act. The coai ttee was 

particular~ needed 'because new techniques and channels in poultry 

marketing had. been adopted which departed significant~ fr01l traditional 

and long established marketing practices. !/ The first meeting ot 

the Committee and Departaent repreaeatatiwa was held. June 18-19, 1968, 

in Washington. The major problas eontronting poultry- operators 8Dd 

the Department were discussed. The need for regulations and type ot 

such regulations to facilitate aore orderly poultry marketing was also 

considered at length. 

Ko legialation of aaJor illportance aodityiDg the Packers and 

Stockyards Act vu passed f'roa 1963 to September 1968. However, a 

number of billa, including one drawn up in the Departaent, were 

introduced. Their general purpose, aa indicated in bearings, was to 

bring th• Act up to date vi th current trade practices and probl.ems. g/ 

'JJu. S. Departaent ot AgricuJ.ture, Secretary's Maora.dua Bo. J.635, 
~ 1, 1968. 

g/ u. s. Congress, 90th, lat Seas., Houae ot Representatives, Committee on 
Agriculture, Hear1ng11... Amendthe Packers and Stockyards Act of' 1921, 
1967, 78 pp., 8Ddu. s. Congress, 90th, 2Dd Seas., Senate, C~ttee on 
Agriculture and roreatry, Hear1 np. . . MApyemeat apd Regulation ot Stock­
yards, 1968, 137 pp. 
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A review of problems and achievements over the past five years 

indicates that constant vigilance :1s necessary to maintain a free, open 

and c011,Petitive ma.rketiDg situation at all levels within the livestock, 

poultry, and meat industries. The Packers and Stockyards M■1 n1 stra­

tion amiual.4 regulates trade practices involving $lit- billion worth of 

livestock, $18 billion worth of meat, and $4 billion worth of pou1try. 

During 1967, the agency handlt!d 6,200 ccaplaints of unfair practices 

8lld returned. more than $2.5 million in p~s to 599 ccaplaints. It is 

estimated. that 1fi thout regulations, livestock m&rketing rates could be 

twice aa high as they a.re present~ without pricing such markets out of 

business. In such a case, fa.naera would receive less and consumers 

would 'Pfq more. 

The Farmer Cooperative Service and Its Programs 

Cooperatives have long been a powertuJ. force on the agricultural. 

scene. Fa.rm.era annual.4 increase their net incomes by at l.east $500 mil­

lion through higher prices for farm proclucts sold and lower prices tor 

supplies and services purchased. Five out of every six faraers share 

ownership of the 8,4oo marketing and purchasiDg cooperatives that help 

farmers process, package, and market their own production or provid.e sup­

plies a.ad services. 

Q.rpn1~ation. i'he Department of .Agriculture, through the Farmer 

Cooperative Service and its predecessor organizations, has advised and 

encouraged. cooperatives for 55 years. Congress prorlded the legal 
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foundation tor the work with the Cooperative Marketing Act of 1926 and 

the Agricultural Marketing Acta of l.929 and 1946. In 1953, the Depart­

ment brought the tunctions together and established the Farmar Coopera­

tive Service to provide research, advisory, and educational work on 

probl.eas related to cooperatives. 1J 

Cooperatives have contributed to the ec0J10111icand social well­

being of :taraera and other rural peopl.e by l:ael.ping thea ad.Just 1;o the 

basic changes tak1 ng place 1D rural America. In order to hel.p coopera­

tives meet these changes, the Secretary ot Agriculture reorganized the 

Farmer Cooperative Serrlce on Jul1' 31, 1967, so that the agency coul.d 

"better help farmers and other rural people use cooperatives more 

eftecti vely." g/ 

The Serrlce was divided into three maJor program areas. The 

Cooperative Marketing and F&rlll Supplies prograa, divided into the Crops, 

An1 ■al and AD1-al Products, and Fara Supplies Divisions, waa to provide 

advisory assistance tor cooperati vea. !be Specialized Cooperative 

Research prograa was made up ot the divisions ·ot Cooperative Appraisal, 

Bew Services, and Business OrgauizatiOD.. The Cooperative Devel.opaeAt 

Program dirlaions were Rural Services, Training, and International. 

y '?his section is based on David. w.Angevine, "AetiTities ot Faraer 
Cooperative Service during the Johnson Ac'bn1n1stration," manuscript, Aug. 9, 
1968. In: Files, .Agricultural History Branch, Econmic Research Service. 

g/ u. S. Department ot Agriculture, Presa release 2422-67,J\U3' 31, 1967. 
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This reorganization, according to the Adm1nistrator, strengthened 

advisory assistance and research work by recognizing their unique and 

distinct dif'ferences. It brought together in a "total package approacb." 

like and interrel.ated functions. It recognized the impacts of change 

and continuing rural poverty and the aeed tor new cooperative services 

to assist interested groups with problems ot organizing and operating 

new cooperatives and add1ng new functions and services in existing 

cooperatives. It made it easier to work w1th governmental agencies at 

all levels. 

Prograu. The Farmer Cooperative Service had 33 active research 

projects under way in 1968. Grouped according to type, they were in 

the following areas: Cooperative financing, cooperative status, pricing 

and pqment practices, cooperative aanagement, cooperative memberand. 

public relations, bargaining power, mergers and unification, and 

organizational structure. 

These study areas largely are on the frontiers of cooperative 

knowledge &D.d aeek to discover aev principles and guideposts to build 

stronger cooperatives. They deal vi th practical, problem-oriented 

situations confronting cooperative management. They provide inf'ormation 

and answers to questions relating to cooperative performance, needs, and 

new areas of activity. This enables aanagement to make better decisions, 

thereby increasing incomes and available services •.. Aa an example, assistance 

in 1968 on three separate dairy :merger studies could. ·result in _sa,-ings 
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of $4,000,000 for members by acting on the reca1111endations. Taese 

studies required the service of but one professional man for one year. 

Every year, the Service receives Jl&D1'requests for advisory and 

developnent assistance. These cover such general areas as: Mergers and 

consolidation; Feasibility of new services and factions; Wqs to improve 

operating etticiency; Ways to more effectively integrate operations; 

Organizational structure and operations; Pricing, patronage, and service; 

Providing educational. and t;,-aioing assistance; Among low-income groups-­

including assistance to Indians in North Dakota, Spanish-Americans in 

l'ew Mexico, and Negroes in a number of Southern States; and .Assistance 

to governments of developing countries in hel.piDg thea strengthen the 

operations of their cooperatives. 

together with other agencies in the Department, Farmer Cooperative 

Service al.So has made important contributions in decreasing the out­

migration of rural workers. Bot including new facilities costing less 

than $500,000, new construction by cooperatives during 1968 is valued 

at $120,650,000. Ia this way cooperatives provide jobs for rural people, 

thus supporting rural businesses and industries and bel.piDg to strengthen 

rural. cODDVu1ties. 

.As an example, at the request of a regiou.J. marketing cooperative 

in the Southeast, the Fanner Cooperative Service recamnended where it 

should locate soybean processing and grain storage facilities. Through 

better prices for producers as well as new expeJlditures for taxes, 



- 31 -

wages, and the purchase of supplies and services, an additional $1 mi1-

lion a year will be added to the incane of the <'OJIIIUD1ty. 

other Programs of other Agencies 

Hear}¥ every agency of the Department is concerned with both the 

consumer &ild. Yi.th the marketing of agricultural products. However, since 

their major activities and organization are discussed in other chapters 

of this volume, their activities relating to the consumer 8Dd.the a.arket 

a.re discussed in those chapters. 

The Consuaer and the Farmer 

For lll8QY' years, the Department has sought to serve botll the con­

sumer and the farmer by helping to cut marketing costs. As discussed 

elsewhere, this has been a major goal of our research work. In this 

instance, both the consumer and the farmer can benef'i t. 

The most critical area is that of prices for farm products. 

When the price of cattle drops substantial.ly, the price of beef drops. 

When the price ot cattle rises, the price of beef rises. Price support 

and related activities (there is no price support for cattle or meat) 

a.re blamed iD one instance by the t&l'Dlers, in the other by the city 

dwellers. For this reason, the problem is discussed. in greater detail. 

in the chapter on incane and abundance. 

https://substantial.ly
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For Jl8DY'food.a, the farmer receives so small a part ot the con­

sumer's tood doll.a.r that it he gave bis products a1f8¥, retail prices 

would decline very litt1e. For examp1e, the retai1 price ot a one-pound 

1oat ot white bread averaged about 22 cents in the third quarter ot 1967. 

The farmer received about three cents for the wheat. With tree wheat, 

the bread would still have cost 19 cents. There are maey other sueh 

f'oods. Among them are various bakery products, canned and frozen 

fruits and vegetab1es, and ice cream. Farmers receive a l.arger share of' 

the retai1 price for foods like eggs, tresh beef', chicken, butter, and 

cheese. For moat foods, the farmer receives 1ess than halt of' the 

retail cost. On the average, in 1957 he received 38 percent ot the 

retai1 food bill. l/,. 
.Another~ of looking at the prob1em is to consider the percentage 

ot diaposab1e incaae spent for food. In 1958, the average was 20.9 per­

cent; in 1963, J.8.9 percent; and in 1968, 17.2 percent. 

Farmers, too, are consumers. Moat farmers 'buy aost of the food they 

eat, the clothes they wear, and the dwellings in which they 11 ve. 

They, too, benef'i t from the ccnsuaer and marketing services ot the 

Department. 

y George L. Mehren, uFood Prices," u. s. Department ot .Agricul.ture, 
Press release ll9-68, Jan. 13, 1968. 
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