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It is popular to contend that bold new a..."ltitrust theories 

will eliminate numerous social problems. So it is we are witnessing. 

a flood of proposals to cure inflation, unemployment, productivity 

shortfalls. ac;lvertising abuses, nutritional defic:i,encies, industrial-­

concentration,. and almost every conceivable economic difficulty. 1 

rnq~stioning application and testing of these patent,.,..sedicine 

cl·ai::ls in the food industry are leading, in iny opinion, to counter­

proc:uctive, centralized gm;ernmental planning in the guise of anti-
·t 

trust policy. Hence, I would urge every Ah'.eric·an to ctitically 

co~sider the ~erits of emerging antitrust policy rather than accept~· 

it 2t £ace value. 

Antitrust policy has historically develo?ed as a unique 

.,...;~.!:'.!re of pol.,itics, economics and la-w. Over an' 86-year period, 

Cor:g:;-ess has generally legislated a national econodc policy of 
~ Jl . 

,. 

£re.e co::rpetition. Economists have joined in an atte::pt to define 

2 cc~ce:;it of free competition worthy of achiever:lent. Lawyers,· as 

2d ..... 0ccates and judges, have engaged in a case-by-case interpretation 

o:: t:iese la,;,;s and theories. 

The policy originated in 1890 with the SheTIJ.an Antitrust 

Act, ~hich requires each firm to make its business decisions inde­

·. ps~cently ar.d to avoid monopolization or attempts to c::onopolize. 2 
. , 

. · ,-b-.,.-- Co·n· ~,..-es-.,_ ..... 1..., .. c,- .::, , in response to claims.· that the Shen:::a.'1 Act was too 

~12. 5·,.:e, 3 enacted the Federal Trade COE!Dission Act 4 oiJtlawing "unfair 

::.e:::::J::s of co=?etition, II and also passed the Clayton ;_ntitrust Acts 

I .0 r/1 -~-e-e ii ~l ltfl £ff. <.: r7 /2 ✓ ~J >n fl~'/,-" J' ~,, 
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prohibiting, among other things, acquisitions a.:u.d p~ice discrimina­

tion that may substantially lessen competition or tend to create a ,, 

monopoly. 

In 1936, the Clayton Act was amended oy an anti-chain 
• 

· store bill known as the Robinson-PatQan Act to □ore specifically pro-

hibit discriminations in price, service, or facilities, in an effort 
C 

to stop concessions demanded of food suppliers by large chain stores.SA 

In 1938, the Fede.ral Trade Commission Act was 2.!.-:!enc.ed to prohibit 

deceptiye acts and practices.6 

Any objective ranking of these acts i!l terms of ability to 

preserve the fundamental aspects of competitiorr affecting both the 

. competitor and .the consumer would rank the Sher::.:.an Act prohibitions 
' ' 

against price.fixing and other per se illegal restraints of trad~ 

in first place ,by a ·wide margin. The Sherman Act prohibitions 

against illegally obtaining or maintaining the 22.rket power to con-
• ' I 

trol prices or cexclude competitors have been effective as well, but 

time-consuming .to enforce, due to the complex econocic issues in­

volved. 

The remainder of what is popularly regar,ded as Ame,~ican 

antitrust legislation reads well on paper, but is the subject of mixed 

reviews from a,:practical standpoint. Theoretically, an anti-merger 

statute intended to nip incipient monopolies in the bud is difficult 

to criticize. ,Likewise, the concept of preventing discrinination or 

the inducement.thereof when it is destructive of cor::petition is appeal­

ing. The problem has been one of application. All too often such 

legislation has been viewed as a tool to mair..tain the status quo in 
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the face of inevitable and desirable change. 

The Clayton, Federal Trade CoIIlIIlission, and Robinson-Patman ,, 

Acts are all based on the idea that public interest will be best served 

by preserving.many small firms operating in a purely competitive mar­

ket.7 Obviously, that policy has not been literally enforced, or we 

would all be associated with World War I horse and buggy industries -­

instead of a modern, international marketplace requiring-economies of 

scale to survive. 

A realistic compromise between theory and practial reality 

has resulted from a strenuous adversary process. For exa.2ple, count­

less antitrust. enforcement resources were expended over n.any years 

out of fear tha~ the rapid develooment of a more efficient food distri­

bution system would d~stroy small food retailers. 8 Xevertheless, the 

trend to modern methods prevailed. E=ficient small stores offering 

convenience survived, and the facts clearly establ:..sh that the consumer 

is significantly benefited where scale economies accrue.9 Indeed, mem­

bers of the federal agencies who fought this delaying action now admit 

that in the food industry "divestiture or deconcent=-2.tion ... could 

well raise prices and inj tire ~onsuner i•~elf are." lO* 

In s.p.ite of the inconsistencies between theo:!:·y a..."1.d reality,. 

* Enforcement of the Robinson-Patr:i.2.n .,.\ct provides cou:1tless illus­
trati6ns. For instance, food retailers, over the years, whooper­
ated truck fleets were forced to n.!Il empty on return trips because 
the FTC viewed back-haul allowances by suppliers as disriminatory. 
While this area of policy is still ~urky, press~~2 to iwprove pro­
ductivity has forced the agency to ½egin clarifying its position 
on the subject. (FTC Advisory Opinion, Digest :io. 147 (Oct. 23, 
1967) and subsequent clarificatio~; 3 Trade Reg. ~ep. 118089 at 
20537-20538, :120498, ~20850, ,21021). 
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a gradual give-and-take, case-by-case interpretation of the four un­

derlying statu~es resulted in evolutionary changes that h2.d no crip-
- ' 

I 

pling or shock~effect on business generally, since there was sufficient 

time and opport~ity to present opposing- views and to adjust to policy 

shifts. 

The.;i:-egulators, however, were not totally satisfied with 
',.·,w .: 

that approach~ They desired a more ir:Bediate involven:ent in business 

decisions. Bu~inessmen provided an escape for the adz!inistrators by 

demanding more certainty regarding the applicability of antitrust 

policy. _Consequently, the issuance of government guidelines became 

1 * FTC T d R 1 . R 1 . h b" d" 1 1 ff popu ar. _ ra e · egu at1.on u es, wit 1.n 1.ng _ega_ e · ect, 

cover numerous areas. 11 Recently, in a further effo::-t to avoid case­

by-case interpr~tations, the Federal Trade Co0E1ission sought and se­

cured legislat~on providing that a cease and desist o~der against one 

industry membe.?; 1 will subject other incustry members to a $10,000 per 

day penalty, pfoviding they had notice of the order 2.::.ci engaged in acts 

that would be• violation of such order.12 

The result has been to am the regul2.tors -:dth strong proce-
,,-i.. ... 1 

dural devices to. minimize the role of the historic:::l 2.cive!"sary system 

of policy evolu~ion. Since the pen2.lties for viol:::tion a!:'e so im2ense, 

many business· people fear incurring the wrath of t:--_ese regulatory 

* For example, the FTC issued restrictive tr2c~c rules govern­
ing prospective mergers in the dairy industry. (38 Fed. 
Reg. 17770 (1973); 1 CCH Trade Reg. Rep. ,4532). In the 
case of grocery manufa6turing firns, the Federal Trade 
Cowmission promulgated rules regulating propose::: -;:,~2-:-gers 
(1 CCH Trade Reg. Rep. 14430). Si~ilarly, the Justice 
Dcpartment;issued merger guidelines (1 CCH Trade ~eg. Rep. 
14510). 
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czars. As a result, desirable changes in market structure, dictated 

by changing circumstances, may be slowed substantially to the possible 

detriment of consuµ1erwelfare. Still, our business system has been 

sufficiently strong to endure. I suspect that change can still occur 

as needed, even under the guidelines approach to antitrust policy, to 

permit continuation of the efficient system ·we have come to expect. 

I cannot say the same for the move now afoot to establish 

the next generation of antitrust policy. Reduced to its lowest com­

mon denominator,· that policy would 2.llow the government to restruc­

ture, through dlvestiture orders, any industry deemed to be too con-

centrated. Current examples of the FTC's attempts to create such 

a policy include suits against the ~our largest ready-to-eat cereal 

manufacturers 13 and the eight largest oil marketers in the u.s. 14 

for so-called 'i'sha:-ed oonopolies." · ! f these proposals succeed, they 

I 

wil 1 outlaw the narket structures o ::: ,, :::,o:1t on~ - third of U.S. ind us try. 15* 
I believe that the 5hock of such E. change ·would be too great for 

our businesH''co~n.un:i.ty to absorb ,;d.t:--:out sor::e unpleasant effects. 

·Th~ FtC's assault in the c2reol case goes to the very heart 

of nlll'1:1erous segnents · of the food in<::.: . .1stry wheYe many companies find 

themselves among the top four to eight firms 2ccounting for more than 

half of a segment's sales, 16 

In '1972, the Federal Trac1.e Commission charged that Kellogg, 

General Mills, General Foods, and Quaker were participating in a 

.c·•-• 

* Publicity !nd:i.cates that the recently announced investigation of the 
autornobild industry is based on this same emerging policy 0~all Street 
Journal, (Aug. 4, 1976); New· Yod: Tir:1es, p. 1 (.--\ug. l~, 1976);Chicago 
Tribune, .s1p;.,4, p, 9 (Aug. 4, · 1976)) ·• . 
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"shared monopoly":. of the ready-to-eat (RTE) cereal industry. The 

charges were said to be justified, based on the linited number of 

firms in the business and their aggregate market share -- an approach 

that had no prior basis in either legislation or case law. A few of 

the facts of this case may serve to illustrate the "wonderland" phil­

osophy associated•with this type of antitrust policy. 

In June; 1969, Rufus E. Wilson, then Chief of the Division of 

General Trade•Restraints at the FTC, in an internal memorandum sug­

gested that an>RTE case be instituted. on the basis that the industry 

was a "non-competitive"'·business "with a three-firm market share of 

83%, with entry,virtually barricaded by these three firms ... " He 

referred to the "controlling oligopoly" as including Kellogg, General 

Hills, GeneralFoods, but not Quaker. 17 

In view of that background, th~ naming of Quaker as a respon­

dent, along with the top three firms in the business,, came as a sur­

prise. Facts adduced in the trial have not cleared uo the confusion. 

These facts showthat Quaker's share of sales has never exceeded 10% 

of the business, .·and that for the 26 years preceding 1970, Quaker's 

average share of, the RTE business was 4%, compared to the aggregate 

share of 82% e_11j.oyed by:the three largest firms. 18 For 31 of the 35 

years preceding.the 1972 complaint, Q;_raker was not even among the top 
. 19 .. . · four firms. s ,In.ifact.,. Quaker only achieved fourth position in 1968, 

moving from sixth position where its share of the business for years 

had been in the.1magnitude of 2% to 4%. 20 Interestingly, Nabisco, 

which was not ,named.a respondent, averaged 9% of the business from 

1937 to 1970 compared to Quaker's 3.8%: 21 
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Whi~,~ we may never learn precisely what the Cor:Llission hoped 

to gain by iny:e>lvinf Quaker, it seecs apparent that we were included 

because of oui;: -~'uccessJul competition against the rest of the indus­

try in the mi~,1960's -- since before then our share had been only 

in the 2% to~~% range .. You might say we are being penalized for com­

peting vigorou..~~y with the three industry leaders -- Doving from a 

modest RTE bu.~iness to the fourth-ranking position in the industry. 

Is the FTC now ~~ying .that internal growth by a small competitor to 

a fourth-place po~ition warrants suit? Is that an tm.bending, bureau­

cratic dedicat:L:og to a four-firm concentration ratio? If so, there 

is clearly a point where a company should stop competing, because of 

the new risk that a government bureaucracy may decide that success 

has made it par:_t, of a "shared monopoly." 

The remedies the FTC seeks from Quaker are li::iited and con­

tradictory to ,-tJ1e .. basi<: charges of the complaint. It: w2nts to prohi­

bit us from maki~g any acquisitions in the RTE cereal area for the 

next 20 years .}2 :~ Quak~r has not acquired a cereal business in the last 

50 years,23 an9- has nq,present plans 0£ doing so. 

The only other relief requested from Quaker is the prohibi­

tion of its sh_el.f,.,.space programs designed to assist retail grocers 

1 . , . ?4 
in-managing qi,~pJ,,;:i.ys of.RTE cerea in tneir stores.~ But the thrust 

of the complain~on th~s subject is that Quaker did not push its shelf­

space program~Ar<l enough in competition with the prograQ offered by 

Kellogg.25 ~~~ .fTC staff would, there~ore, ban that which the com­

plaint claims ~u~ker should have pro□oted aggressively. This is con­

tradictory ... J•i,:,i., 
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Much more is sought from t::e three industry leaders (Kellogg. 

General Mills,, ;~nd1 General Foods), i:::::2.uding a sweeping restructuring 

of their businesses, ,extensive trac.e~:::-k licensino- and a redistribu-
- ·:. . o•. 

tion of some~;top-:-selling brands. "!::e ?TC staff wants three new com­

panies spun out~_of Kellogg, asking t::.::.t Kellogg give up its Rice 

Krispies and---Sp~cial rK brands, along ;,;.:.th manufacturing facilities 
•. J, 

and other unnamed labels, to get the :::ew companies started. General 
. ' ' . 

Hills would. have. to spin off one ne;.; :m::pany and give it a plant and 

the Wheaties.· b~and, while General Foo.:s ,;-1ould also have to spin off 

one new company::and _give it a bra.nc 2s yet unspecified. 26 

The1£oremost pressure on ~e~eral officials to take an 
. . . . . I . 

anti-big business stand and bring t:::.s ty?e of case is to be found in 

an overly simplistic ideal called ,. "'":::-~_.:.stic competition." Since the 

late 19th century, orators in the : :·:.:. '.:::.ce.1 arena 1:.2.ve proclaimed 

over and ove,r.:that the .strongest e::,::.:=.:-- is one involvi1:.g many small 
.. (.. 

business units pperating in a pure:y :o=oetitive marketplace. 27 This 

belief h~s pr,_rrneatc'!d pur thinking ,:.:, ::. :,rinciple 0£ the first order. 

It has become a.political and social ~~eal. But t~e principle is, 
.,,J 

as many leading,-economists have r.o:e.:. "self-deceptive" because "com-
i.. I 

petition so ,1conceived has never ex:'..s:~d in any eco~o:ny and, in fact, 
'.: ' 

could not exi5-t./ 128 . A well-intent::.c:-.=2 cinori ty in the acadet!lic 

community has.,embraced that self-cec2~t::.ve illusion as the cornerstone 

of a move to,.fragment American inc.:'._:s::·::. This illusion built up 

steam with ~he,claims of depressic:--. e:o::o::::ists thE.t concentrated 
1 I ' 1 , 

industries were'extracting supra-co=~etitive profits. 29 It was en-

cased in a sh~1;Y veneer in the 1960 · s :.iy incit,_s trial organization 
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economists who claimed that industry performance is dictated by in-
. 30 

dustry structure. Thus, the apparent solution looked simple--

atomize an· industrv, and better performance ·will flow. 

In-that connection, it is appropriate to repeat Harry Truman's 

belief that ·:.~.~If;,you laid all the economists in the U.S. in a straight 

line, they ',d "pc;,int in· all directions.'' 31 The truth is that the s true-
-

tural view- is inot fully establishe'd, even in industrial organization 

economics. 3.Z/,;,Unfortunately, "trust-busting" claic.s receive prominence, 

and informed explanations to the contrary are often ignored. Conse­

quently, a theory; unsupported by empirical evidence and still being 

hotly debated,J-among economists, has been adopted by the FTC as the 

basis of a radical change in antitrust policy. 

None- .of the .four major U.S. antitrust s t2tutes decrees that 

an industry ·may.:be dismantled solely because soc:1.e c.:rbitrary, aggregate 

level of concentration is reached. This past June,' Thomas Kauper, 

recently Assistant UiS. Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust 

Division, ·stated· that 1he did not believe that Congress had yet dele­

gated this role-.} 3 The Justice Department has dropped a "shared mon­

opoly" case against tire· manufacturers. 34 f:Tevert:-~eless, the 

lederal Trade Commission is assuming a regulatory :role, similar to 

that of the,:Inte-rstate Commerce Commission, in ·which it would judge 

the structurl:.:.'and performance of an industry as if it were a public 

utility, ·k and> then reorganize and regtila te the ind es try in order to 

* For example, individual firm rates of .return o:: c2.pital em­
ployed will be acceptable to the regulators only if they 
compare favorably with the average rate of rete::n of all 
manufacturing firms in the U.S. In re KelloG[, et al., 
Docket NoJ.;8883. 

-9-



improve its performance. It is doing so despite Congressional deli­

berations duringwhli.ch.there was expressed a total op?osition to the 

establishment t_of_~·any trade conrrnission that ·would be 2.u.thorized to 

regulate industry- generally as if it were a public utility. 35 

Current Congressional activity demonstrates that Congress 

does not feel~it-has delegated such authority to the FTC. If the 

FTC has the power to restructure industries under existing laws, why 

are members .of; Congress presently debating the merits of anti-concen­

tration bills.';to;,accomplish this very objective? Very recent examples 

are the Hart-S.cott Antitrust Bill 36 2nd,,Indiana Sen2.tor Birch Bayh' s 

bill to break up:vert~cal integration in the count:::--y's 18 largest oil 

companies by dividing them into separ2te firms eng2.ging only in pro­

duction, refining, pipelines, or mar;:eting. 37 If Congress believed 

that federal ~fficials: already possessed this powe=, why bother? 

In;my:view, the Agency is being goaded into continuing the 

pursuit of,these~doubtful horizons by a proliferation of the works 

of popular writers who characterize the profit-2axi□izing goal of 

business as cold-:-hearted. William Robbins, in his book The American 

Food Scandal,}~: charged the four lar6est cereal producers ·with "pro­

fiteering" and- ):;li.e food industry, in general, with lying to the Amer­

ican people apout the true price and quality relationship of their food. 

Speaking for::Qup,ker, these charges are false. The point is, however, 

that these book;:;,, have a strong, iwJTte(~iate, poli tic2l ir:ipact, even 

when inaccurate .. · Through emotional 2.ppeals, they cause fear and 

confusion. This leads to demands for someone to act. 
l_. 1. , •• I 

Federal offi-

cials react under such pressure and are so doinp, despite the conse­

quences. 
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Befdr~·this process carv~s the new policy in stone, I sin­

cerely hope that .. someone in a position to be heard. will cry out with 

the truth that:: federal·· reorganization· of industry is necessarily 

based on a false"· assumption. That asst!IIlption is that non-elected, 

transitory government·officials have the.wisdom, despite a general 

lack of business'• experience, to more properly structure an industry 

than the vast"·' combination of economic forces bearing on the market . 

. Thes-public'should be inforr:!ed that the U.S. is, by this 

policy, movingin~o a new era of central economic planning. Fright,­

ening questions arise i Who in the federal goverru::ent will fill this 

god-like role'·of 'reorganization? ffno will determir?.e which firms de­

serve what sh~r~:of each industry after deconcentration? If after 

reorganization'Some firms, through co=petition, enla:-ge their market 

shares, will i. another round of r_eorgE.::ization be required, and, if 

so, how often?;~" 

Havef federal bureaucracies previously de:::onstr2.ted such 

high competence'and skill in coordinating lesser t2.sks tn2.t they de­

serve our faith .. with such a monumental responsibil:.t:y and undertaking? 

Were you satisfied with their perfo~ance during price controls? Did 

the. effects of the Russian wheat cie2.l r::eet with yot!r approval? Have 

you been impressed with regulated ind1.1stries such 2.s railroads con­

trolled by th~~ICC? H~s the postal service heen up to your expec­

tations? Have you been impressed with the governcent' s canagerr:.ent 

of our Sociaf Security ·fund? Since b;.1.!'e~ucratic r--i~es I!!e.Y often be 

perpetuated to'insure job security for the regulators theoselves, 
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can we be'sure.that they are a toler2.ble substitute for the impartial ,, 
laws of supply and ,demand? 

· For :.business people, the best indicator of growth of the fed­

eral government is the number of new regulations t:1at continually pour 

out of Washington. Before they can become official, all regulations 

must be published in the Federal Register. When it was first pub- -­

lished in 1936, the Register had 2,411 pages. By 1974, it had grown 

to 45,422 pages. Last year it grew to an astronocical 64,000 pages-­

growth of 42% from the previous year. One source likened the massive 

document tc>' the most monumental book since Gutenberg's Bible! It is 

estimated tha,t each American family pays·· $2,000 per year (at least 

one year's· 'supply of· groceries) to support this and other aspects of 

the federaf·bureaucracy.39 

This-movement to fragoentize and sterilize corr.estic firms 

comes at an ·odd moment in our econooic history. ,~'ith the passing of 

the stable international economic syste□ establis~ed at the end of 

World War II,· so passed America's ability to r~e2ain isolated. Ameri­

cans cannot afford to be overly protective of econocic. ideals other 

than those capable of satisfactory per.:ormance in both domestic and 
.: l_' 

international.marketplaces. 

Gi'ven:the worldwide, intensive competition for scarce re-
L, .. 

sources, "bigness'' in American business may finally be COP.ling into 
,-, I •• 

an age when it -may, by necessity, be ''goodness" in critical economic 

areas. The federal government, however, has lir:iitec its econo□ic 

focus to domestic market protection via its en~erging antitrust policy, 

with seemingly little concern for the internation2l i::!plications . 
. . :.1 
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The four laws that make up our national economic antitrust 
t;; C: ~:~ 

,, 
policy were framed and passed when development of the national mar­

.· .. ;. , .L •. 

ketplace greatJY:.overshadowed international trade in econoraic impor-

tance. The p¢'f,i9ds surrounding 1890, 1914, and 1935 were times of 
.. ,,.,,,; .... :-:. 

political iso.l~tionism as well as strong grass-roots discontent with 
.:).1, ... 

domestic economic'· conditions. Rather than now using these laws to 
' - ,, J :·.,' 

dismantle our :.ibµ$·iness system, it seems more appropriate to consider 
.: :;r ..... I.. 

whether these~acts remain valid in the present era when international 
:'• l •·• 

economic consig.erations must rank equally with domestic priorities in 
, .. , .... ,,. 

order to _assu~etf?at t~e U.S. retain its competitiv·e position in 

world markets1.,:;'.:J.~houldn' t we be looking to secure er!trepreneurial 
. .. L... . . . ' .. 

opportunity within the context of a strong, private enterprise system 
. . i: I L. ':: ,: 

rather than et119-~~~ on·.~ project of destroying our bt:s :.ness structure 

in favor of fl,_g~a.nt bureaucracy? 
J. .. 

The fact of·the matter is t~at concentratio::. of business 
' ,r ' ~ t 

40 
in the U.S. iif lower than in other naj or countries i:1 the world. 

In the Soviet.:'Union, concentration is a fundamental ?rinciple of that 
'.I', 

t nation's centrally planned economy. Tr.us, in terns of international 
i'/ '.,. ·, I'. 

' trade, the· strokes of our antitrust law brush may be painting us 
:·, 

into a very tighttcorne~. 
""' : (; . ;, ' ' 

Additionally/ I am curious as to how the regulators will 
.. '\·:,.I, : . ·. 

stimulate the·innovation required to discover substitutes for dwind-
L .... i ~ ~-: • 

ling supplies .. Qf 'necessary resources •. improve productivity, and in-
::L L: r ~ .. . _; , · 

crease consurne..r·satisfaction. Structural remedies, as sought by 

the FTC in the·:RTE cereal case, could effectively• stagnate a target 

industry. Innov~tion ·normally flows f_rom experir::entation and . 
c,Y ;_ :: 1 
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risk-taking, spurred on by the profit motive. Whether firms will 
;1_ 

invest in R&D-·and take risks to produce major innovations is an open 

question if, upon success in the marketplace, they ·will be told to 

divest the successful assets or license trademarks, royalty-free, so 
.• 1. 

that others may capitalize on their hard-won goodwill and success. 

It was·' alarming to learn that the cereal business was se- ·­

lected as a te.st .. case because it was viewed as having less political 

clout than others. 41 This implies a desire by some regulators to quietly 

establish this controversial policy ·without risking political and pub­

lic debate.· the.real problem with such a low profile is that it masks 

an attempt to.;withhold freedom of choice from A!:lerican consumers. It 

seems some fe~~ral regulators have concluded that consl!I!lers buy too 
..... l-- . 1 I 

many varietie~ of ready-to-eat cereals. The trade::22rk licensing remedy 
. tJ .. _). . .. 

in the cereal case is designed to discourage develop~ent of further 
.I.,! 

varieties. Yet;:, Americans have jealously guarc.ed their constitution­

ally protected freedom. of choice in other areas. i,;"r..y ·would we surren­

der this freedo)ll to government officials in deciding what food prod­

ucts we will consume (so long as there is no health or safety hazard)? 
I • , 

How long will ,our freedom of choice last else·where if we let federal 
:.,- '. 

officials assume.they have the right to absorb it in this instance? 

An. individual ',s economic, social, and political choices are interwoven 
. '·· ; 

and not easily:separable. Restriction of one ~ust have substantial 
,.! .. '! •. L 

effects on the others.· How safe are our freedor:1s of speech and press 
. ·:;_1.. J.l _1, 

when the econppii,c foru~.' of which they are parts, is to become the 

realm of the ~oye,rnment regulator? 

-14-
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In Onvell's prophetic work 1984, 42 he portrayed a society 

where reality .was ,the opposite of the image painted by the government. 
. .. ' 

The Ministry ~(Love in that novel controlled the minds of citizens 

through terrifying uses of fear. Similar contradictions are present 

in the feder:.aJ government's move against our private market struc­

tures. It declares that concentration in business must be reduced_ 

through concentrated, centralized government planning. If we accept 

this panacea,,we may learn to our detriment the truth of Orwell's 

view that th~, inherent 'nature o~ all highly centralized governmental 

organizations. is to suppress that which they profess to protect. 

Hq11,y a,gree ~,ith the editors of Fortune magazine who recently 

warned that t.h(:;l'real danger to Afierican liberty is not that it will 

be trampled by iron heels but that it will be slowly buried in a dust 

of bureaucratic oppression ... We will have to insist, as a ~tart, 

that legislatp!s be much more cautious about authorizing government 

agencies to ~6 things--and much more diligent about specifying what 

they may not q.o . ." 43 

- \ .t ... ' 
', .• I.. ,. i. • 

i 

.·· I ., 
<L.:~- i _ _.: 

' .. i 
--, :· . 
. u:·- '. i· 

.,,.- -~ _, '· 
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