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MONOPOLY AND THE RETAIL GROCERY TRADE

I appreciaste the high compliment you have paid me in asking me to address
you at your annual convention. I feel it is peculiarly appropriate that I
should be here in Boston today talking about the problems that are confronting
us, since my ancestor, Hugh March, landed in Newburyport in 1635.

I commend you on your wonderful organization and your struggle against
monopoly, and I wish to congratulate you on having as your officials men of
such great ability and high standing. Governor Christianson, who is your
secretary-manager, is from my home state. I have known him for a great many
years and I am sure you will all learn to love him and admire him.

Not so many decades ago the prize of business success was to be one's
own boss. A bright young man could set up in business, make a little money,
and acknowledge no mastor, Today the independent proprietor is vanishing
from our midst.

When the doctrine of Scoialism was spreading around this country thirty
years ago, one of the most powsrful arguments against it was that it would
condemn a free people to be employees of the State. We were nourished by the
philosophy that ability, courage and honesty reaped the glittering prize of
business independence. This prospect of freedom the American people were
unwilling to exchange for any alien system of Government or business that
would condern them to the bondage of a job.

But while we were keeping a wary eye on Socialism the loss of freedom
came from another quarter. Today most of us in industry work not for the
Government but for entities quite as impersonal and frequently as remote.
The giant monopoly has snared most of us on its payroll and the old order of
the independent proprietor is fast fading away.,

At the turn of the last contury, only 66.7% of all manufactured products
were made by corporations., By 1919 this percentage had risen to 87%. Today
it is in the neighborhood of 95%, And in your own field of retail distribution
the incorporated chain has absorbed from 20 to 25% of the business.

I salute you Gentlemen, therefore, as some of the few survivors of our
economic order who are still eating of the "bread of independence". One of
the last stands of the small proprietor is the neighborhood store. But the
chain has broken into this field and against this fast growing giant the
little retailer everywhere is waging a desperate battle. I do not know how
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long you will continue to eat of the bread of independence. It may be that
in an economic system which seeks to develop efficiency to its maximum limits
there is no place for the independent proprietor and that within a few years
most of you. present will either have incorporated with your neighbor or
passed through the wringer of bankruptey and liquidation.

But I wish to warn you that mere incorporation will not save you. The
small corporation in America is being as ruthlessly exterminatsd as its
predecessor type in business, the independent proprietor. Whether incorporated
or unincorporated, your problem today is the same as was faced - and
unsuccessfully faced = by countless thousands of businessmen since the Civil
War. Ever since the surrender of Lee at Appomatox, the economic slaughter of
small busincss men in the United States has gone on at a terrific pace. The
common assumption to the uninitiated has been that these little fellows
justly fell before the superior efficiency of larger units. The sad truth
is that they were frequently wiped out by unfair end often illegal trade
practices, Had real efficiency been the determining factor in this struggle,
much of American industry todey would be in & far healthier condition and
the recent depression might even have been avoided,

Recently the Federal Trade Commission completcd an investigation of
agricultural income. This study revealed for the first time the startling
prograss of monopoly in the menufachuring of agricultural products. It was
found that threa tobaccn menufacturers in 173l bought approximetely 70% of
all tobacco consumed domestically,

In live stock three packing companies bought [,0.8% of the cattle and
veal calves, and 25.3% of the hogs.

Today moropaly, the ancicn* oppressor of the little business man, is
knocking at your door. You mush% conquer this foe, or I assure you that no
matter how efficient you may be you will experience thc same fate as over-
took the vanished independent proprietor in manufacturing. Irn its final
report to the Senats on its cha‘n store investigation the Federal Trads
Commission said:

"Should the trond of the past twenty years, and particulariy of
the last decade, continue for a like period, we shall have a
condition in some lines of chain-merchandising thet few will dis=~
pute is monopolistic.”

It is %oo early to dotermine, however, whether the policy of special
taxation of chain stores by the various states wilil bec effective in turning
the tide in *the opposite direction. In the very recent opinion of the
Supreme Court on tha Louisiana chain store tax, the Court upheld a State
tax graduated according to “he total number of stores owned, both within and
without the State. The Court recognized that texation could be made the
implement of the exercise of the State's police power and that texes might
be adjusted batween classes "to promote fair competitive conditions and to
squnlize econnmic advantages". Whatever the social and economic wisdom of
taxing out of existence all the competitive advantages of the chain store,
the way to that goal now seems open from a legal and constitutional stand-
point,
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I want to tell this little story. Last summer when I was back in my home
state of Minnesota, a small town business man whem I hed known for a great meny
years, came to me and said he was losing money. He had a wife and four
children and the best looking and best kept store in town. There was a chain
store just across the street from him, engaged in the same line of business.
He said if he sold goods at cost the chain store would sell for just a little
under him. I asked him why he didn't go out of business. His reply was that
it was the only line he knew and that he had been in it all his 1ifs. When
I returned to Washington the President of one of our large msnufacturing
concerns came into my office and said he had come in to talk over the
Robinson-Patman Act. He said they wanted to live np to the law., I asked
kim what discounts he was giving to large buyers. He mentioned this same
ohain store and said he was giving them 32% discount over and above the dis-
count given to small retail stores. I asked him how long a small retailer
could stey in business and he replied: "Not very long". I then asked him
what would happen to the manufacturers! business when the small retailers were
driven out of business and he said they would be under the dictatorship of
the large chain stores.

Gentlemen, what happens to the poor little fellow who has to run the race
with a 32-1b, waight around his neck?

As retail grocers you know somewhat intimately the problems of that one-
third of our population which President Roosevelt says does not have adequatse
nourishmert, that first and most vital necessity.

The Broskings Institution has repnrted that even during our fabled
prosperity of 1929, nearly six million Americen families, representing more
than 21 per cont of the total populetion, each had an annual income of less
than $1,000, while about twelve million families, representing more than L2
per cant of the population, each had an income of less then #1,500 a year.
What do such incomes mean with regard to the ability to buy food at your
stores? The average family in theso income groups spends about one«third of
its income for food., This amounts on the average to about ¥8 a week for a
family of four, or 2 a week per person. Not much room for prosperity to the
retail grocers in thet standard of living, you will concede. The only way
people can live on the food such a sum will buy is to confine their diet to
such foods as flour, potatoes, bread and pork. Only families with incomes
larger than those representnd by [;2 per cent of the population can afford such
necessary foods as abundant green vegetebles, fresh fruits and plenty of milk.
So, when we talk about the American standard of living we should be careful
to defin» our terms.

In the last analysis the problem of the 2 per cent whose incomes will
not permit the purchase of adaquate food supplies is related to the problem
of the retail grocery trade with reforence to monopoly. The situation of
the retailer simply gives us a new phase of the old problem of monopoly, a
problem that touches every individual and every family at every point of their
economic and social 1lifs,

According to the Brookings Institution, in 1929 some 23 of our most
thrifty femilies were able to save 10 billions of dollars. Since no 23
families could spend that much for groceries, they had to find other means
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for spending or investing that huge sum. And the very fact that so much pur-
chasing power had been drained from millions in order to concentrate it in the
hands of 23 families made it impossible for those families to find a place
where they could be reasonably sure of a return on their investment. After
all, the back bone of consumer demand, in groeeries as well as in all other
commodities, is not the luxury of the rich, but the purchases of the average
family.

Supposing we were to go to soms newly discovored land and found a tribe
of people, a small percentags of whom had food, and clothing and shelter,
(and wealth is represented by food, clothing and shelter) and who were piling
up in immense granaries enough to last them for ten thousand years, while
great numbars of men, women and children were starving, lacking the neces=-
saries of lifes, What would we say?

Monopolistic ownership or control of the means of production connotes
dictatorial powsr over the things produced. It determines the amount to be
produned, restriots the freedom to engage in productive pursuits, and con=-
gequently the amount of labor that may be emplnyed. By fixing prices, it
limits or restricts the quantity of goods which may be conszumed.

Price fixing and other monopolistic schemes have been familiar to men
of all ages, from ancient China and Egypt, through the days of European
mercantilism, *o the present. And men of all ages have observed that tha
comon poople caught betwren the jaws of their own need and the power of
monopoly have had their lives crushed and thoir children's children sold
into slavery.

You retailers, as the shannzl through which consumsrs' goods flow into
consumption, can appreciate the impor%anee of maintaining purchasing power at
a high level and having it widely spread among the families of your respective
communities, Your economic interests as independent retailers are bound up
in the outcom2 of the struggle with monopoly.

Experierce has shown that the capacity somse large businesses may have to
give the public the benefit ef low prices is often exercised only at great
cos* to themselves, a cost which even they can afford only temporarily. It
is as true now as when the laws against monopolies were passed, that once
succoss has attonded efforts of large entarprises to drive from the field the
small competitors who cannot meat these temperarily lewered prices without
fatal loss to themselves, such enterprises usually raise prices to evon higher
levels than thsy wers before.

It is my belief that the late severe economic depression can be traced
in largs dagre= to reprshensible rractices of selfish interests, many of whioh
wers unsoundly and excessively capitalized. These practices were not properly
controlled, because the country had become so blinded by foemporary prosperity
as to accapt the thsory tha* monnpnlies wsre beneficial rather than dangerous.

What happened? In their greed for profit, monopolistic enterprises
charged more than the traffic could bear. They hava little or no rogard for
ultimate conssquences. By eliminating compsti*ion, they thought they were on
their way to greater success and greater richss, Actually, however, as it
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turned out, fewer people ware able to buy the products of the big business
enterprises which had concentrated output in their own hends, for that very
concentration deprived many of their means of livelihood and thus destroyed
their purchasing power. The result, so often called over-production, would
probably better be termed under-consumption.

Another aspect of monopoly is its power to oppress and exploit other
groups which are unable to organize their own monopolies. Agriculture, for
instance, is the means of livelihood of over a third of our population. Dur-
ing the twenties corporate dividends soared, but the price of the farmer's
products and his profits fell continually., In the year of greatest incomse
production in the United States (1929) the farmer was barely able to make ends
meet and in meny agricultural sections unrest and rebellion against low farm
prices was in full swing. The adversity of the farmer was easzy to explain.
The farmer is a simon pure capitalist. He makes his living by raising and
selling his products in a highly competitive system. Industry, however, had
largely seceded from the competitive system and was squeezing the farmer with
monopoly prices on what he bought. Between the nether mill stone of competi-
tion and the upper one of industrial monopoly the farmer's share of the
netional income grew progressively smaller until the alarming spread of tenant
farning brought about by farm bankruptcies threatened to destroy the farmer's
traditional independence.

In the history of the world the rise of despotic Government has frequently
been foreshadowed by the destruction of the farming class. I am going to tell
you a story about Egypt. What went on in Egypt went on in Greece and Rome at
later periods. 1t is going on in America today.

Many thousands of years ago the valley of the Nile was an uninhabited
wilderness. In timo the remarkeble fortility of this region was reported in
older civilizations where tho common man lived under oppressive rulers and
nconomic opportunity had long beforo bsen monopolized by ruling classes. Soon
hardy pioneers from the interior of Africa and the still older civilizations
of Arabia and Mesopotamia began the long trek into the Nile valley. These
colonists were like our own ancestors who fled from a caste-ridden Europe,
where a fow rich men owned everything, to build lag cabins in the primeval
forest. In earliest Egypt the people, as is the universal custom of pioneers,
rad democratic Govornment and a rudimentary free market system.

But as time went on %rade developed, And then as row a few mern found
ways to corner trade, establish monopoly, and take toll. In & very short
while the whole face of Egypt was changed. The farming classes first lost
their farms. Then they failed as tenants and under pressure of debt passed
gradually into & condition of peonage. They became hewsrs of wood and drawers
of water for millioneires who lived in imperial mansions in Cairo, or Thebes
or Alexandria or who bhuilt themselves colossal villas on ground once proudly
owned and profitably opsrated by the sons and grandsons of the pioneers who
colonized Egyrt. As a few capitalists grew richer and richer, they beceme
increasingly impatient with democracy and soon they put it out of business.
Tha farmer, backbone of Egyptien demqeracy, had vanished. The Egyptian people
wera first burdened with dictators and at last under the Pheroahs - an
Egyptian word moaning the "Man Who Liwes in the Big House" ~ concentration of
wealth was made complete and permanent.
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In its broadest aspects, the problem of mouiopoly and concentration of
wealth is a world problem. It underlies the e¢ivil war in Spain, the com-
munist revolution in Russia, the death of democracy in other countries. It
s toppled kings from their thrones. It will drive to disaster dictators,
whether economic or political, who thwart the masses in their effort to
achieve a better standard of living and greater economic security. The wholn
world is in revolt against that philosophy of unnecessary scarci%y which has
been the philosophy of priwate monopoly.

It is my conviction that to allow great intercsts a free hand and
permit them to destroy competition is at war with a principle on which our
government was established, that is, equal opportunity for all who may be
fitted to improve their position by reason of their own energy and initiativs,
Ry this I do not mean that it was ever intended to protect the lazy or
incompetent. I do mean that the right of every man to us2 his brain and
energy and gain a fair reward thorefor should be preserved and protncted.

If wo are to accept the process of concentration of business in a few
hands ap beyond control, then it is time to admit that our foremost national
aim, individual opportunity, has been lost, and that what we had believred
was ou~ outstanding national trait, individual initimtive, either has alr~ady
failed or is no longer worth preserving,

It is curious how readily men will agree upon general principles con-
eernirg monopoly and how violently they will disagree when it is nroposed to
aprly those principles to specific cases.

A few weeks ago the president of a large corporation attacked monopoly in
a radio addr-rs. He said thet monopoly, whether organized by business men or
by ths government, destroyed competition end thsrofore frocedom. He defended
tne righ* of free action and free competition, implying that his industry is
conducted on that basis, despite considerable evidence to the contrary. He
feclared that dictatorships exist in Germany and Iialy because thoso countries
have stifled freedom of competition in industry end commerce, as wall as
personal liberty.

He overlooked the vital and significant fact that freedom of competition
in industry end commerce had passed away in those countries (eapecirlly in
Germany) before the establishment of political dictatorship, and that under
fascist philosophy political dictatorship becomes merely the tosl of econemic
dictatorship. Incidentally, one will not have to go farther than Harlan
Coun®ty, Kentucky, to find open denials of personal, civil rights that we are
prons to think can be found only in some fascist state,

In a rement article Walter Lippman, the wellknown writer, says that
hatwaen 1919 and 1728 there wero 1268 combinations of mrrufaeturing end mining
eoncerng which involved the merger of },135 geparate connarns and the dis-
asppearance of nearly 6,000 more, In 1229 over 1,200 other independent manu=-
facturing and mining concerns disappeared. These facts ware reported by a
committse spensored by Fresident Hoover. Mr. Lippmen said: )




_7_

"The unusual severity of the depression was in some considerable
measure due to the fact that these zigantic combinations, with
their rigid capital structures and their bureaucratic mentality,
(remember that, please, when you next hear oriticism of governmont
tureaucracy) could not and would not readjust industrial prices

to the lower level of agricultural and raw matsrial prices. The
exchange of goods was stopped, and it was restored only by
artificial inflationary measures to bring farm prices into line
with the monopolistic prices."

Few people realize that nearly every field of industry today in the
United States is dominated by a few giant corporations, or how serious is the
problem of concentrated economic power in our eountry.

How seriously economic powser is concentrated in the Unitod States may be
understood graphically when we realize that according to Berle and Means,
in their illuminating bonk "The Modern Corporation and Private Property",
200 giant corporations control nearly 50% of all corporate assets in the
Unitod States. These gentlemen show us statistically that if these corpora-
tions continue to grow at the average rate that they did from 1909 to 1929,
forty more years would find these 200 large corporations owning American
industry 100%. Or, if they continue to grow at the rate they increased in
size from 192 to 1929, these 200 corporations would own all American industry
in thirty years.

Mre Lippmen also said that the far sighted among big business leaders
"mist know that private monopoly is in the long run as impossible a policy
as the refusal to bargain with the freely chosen representatives of their
employees".

Mr. Lippmen went on to say:

"Nor ought they wish to see it again., For that kind of thing, if
persistently pursued, destroys the moral foundations of private
enterprise and of private property. If big business men try to
practice a private socialism, inevitably they will push the country
into some form of public soclalism, The real propagandists of col=
lectivism in Amorlca are not the Marxian orators but the promoters
of private monopoly".

That kind of collective bargaining which precludes competition among
industrialists in fixing the price of goods and insists on competition among
working men in fixing the price of labor is indefensible and foredoomed to
failure. Either we must get rid of collectivism in industry or we must go
on to collectivism in labor and in agriculture. The ancient truth still pre-
vails that a house divided against itself shall not stand., In the face of
modern productive facilities capable of providing ecomfort for all, no nation
can endure with nearly half its population on an inadequate income basis and
one-third ill-nourished, ill-clad, and ill-housed. Somehow the transition
must be made from that economy of scarcity associated with priwate monopoly
to an economy of plenty.
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You retailers have more at stake in this matter than the average citizen.
If monopoly continues to grow, you and thousands of other small business men
will be the immediate vietims.

The Federal Trade Commission found that the abillty of the chains to buy
more cheaply than the independents was "a most substantial, if not the chief
factor" in the lower selling prices which account so largely for the growth
of chains.

It found that these lower buying priees of the chains were frequently
grarted unwillingly by the manufacturer who feared either that competitors
would teke eway his large chain customers, or that the chains would dis-
courage the sale of his goods, or make their own.

It found that frequently price advantages were passed on to the chains
in the form of brokerage or commissions to intermediaries, through special
allowances for advertising or display, and through various indirect forms of
concession not allowed to independent retailers.

Even one who would defend these practices as the expression of normal
competition must admit that their tendency is to make the chains bigger and
bigger and to accentuate whatever other factors tend toward monopolye.

Congress had all those facts before it when it passed the Robinson-Patman
Art., Of course, that Act is not in terms confined to chainstore merchandising,
or even to retall distribution. It applies to all commodities and to the
effect of discrimination on purchasers who compete in their resale, regardless
of who they may be.

The Robingon-Patman Act is one of our important anti-monopoly laws, and
the most recen%ly snaected. It prohibits certain forms of price discrimination
and ralated praertipes. The Act is essentially an amendment to or revision of
Section 2 of the 7layton Aect, which was passed in 191);. Under the Clayton Act
it has long been recognized that discrimination in price is one of the
strongest weapons of moropoly. The dissolution suits against the Standard 0il
and American Tobacco combinations strongly revealed this fact. There the
Supreme “ourt specifically found that prie~ discrimination had been an
inportans fastor in building up monopoly. Seation 2 of the Clayton Act was
intendod to outlew that method, and it was to strengthen such provisions of
our antitrust lawa that the Robinson-Patman Act was passed as an amending
statuto.

Under this new law price discrimination is now declared unlawful where
the effect may be "to injure, destroy or prevent competition with any person
who either grants or knowingly receives the benefit of such discrimination or
with customers of either of them". There is also retained in the Robinson-
Patmen Aot the provision of original Section 2 of the Clayton Act prohibiting
diseriminations in price where the effect thareof "may be to substantially
lossen competition or tend to create & monopoly in any lina of commerce",
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On the whole, this new law in substance applies the philosophy which the
Supreme "ourt held to underlie the Clayton Ast, namely, to prevent practices,
which if not stopped, tend toward monopoly. Its general effect is to enlarge
enormously the ability of a competitor to protect himself when he is unlaw-
fully discriminated ageinst.

Proof of violation of the old law involved difficulties because cof a
proviso that discrimination in price was not unlawful when made "on account
of" differences in the quentity sold, or which made "only due allowance' for
differences in cost of selling or of transportation, or when made in good
faith to meet conpetition.

In this respect the new law provides that upon proof that there has
been a diserimination in price or in serviees or facilities furnished, the
burden of rebutting the prima facie case thus made and of showing justifica-
tion shall be upon the person charged with the violation; and unle ss justifica-
tion shall be affirmatively shown, the Commission is authorized to issue an
order terminating the discrimination. It is also provided that the terms
of the act shall not prevent the seller from rebutting the primas facie case
proved against him by showing that his lower price was mde or the services or
facilities woere furnished in good faith to meet an equally low price of a
competitor or the corvices or facilities furnished by the competitor.

The new law elso extends the principle of non-discrimination into other
areas than price as such. Whether they might be regarded as forms of indirect
price discrimination under Section 2 (&) or not, the Act specifically declares
it unlawful: To pay or grent or to receive or accept anything in the way of
commission, brokerage, or c*her compensation, except for services rendered,
either to the other party or to an intermediary who is acting for or is subjeot
to the control of any party to the transaction other than the one paying such
compensation; Subsection (d) makes it unlewful to pay or agree to pay com-
pensation to, or for the bsnefit of, a customer for sei1vices or facilities
furnished by or through such customer unl=zss the same ccmpensation 'is
available on proportionally equal terms" o competing customers; Subsection
(e) makes it unlawful to discriminate in favor of one purchaser against
another purchaser by furnishing or agreeing to furnish any services or
facilities uron termms not accorded to all purchasers on proportionally equal
terms.

The anst coneerns itself with transactions in commerce, as defined in the
Clayton Aet, whinh, in general, means interstate or foreign commerce and
commaree in the various territories of the United States.

It"also is declared unlawful for any porson "kmowingly to induce or
receive a prohibited discrimineation in price. This provision is very
important to buyers, and the word "kmowingly" appears to have been insertod
for their protection,

In the application of the law, the Commission to date has issued twenty-
one formal complaints. These cover important phases of the law. Many of the
cases have advenced to trial and to other stages along the path of legal pro-
cedure which they must follow to final decision. In one case, the brokerage
concern oomplained of was dissolved by its organizers, and, upon proper showing
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of discontinuance, the proceeding was closed without prejudice to reopening

it if the eircumstances should warrant., The proceedings in the several other
cases are beiny expedited with the view of having decisions by the Commission
rendered at as early a date as possible. These proeceedings may be considered
in the nature of test cases on many disputed points. One group of cases
presents alleged direct discrimination in price. This practice, it will be
recalled, becomes unlawful in commerce when it injuriously affects competition
and cannot be justified as reflecting only due allowance for savings in cost

of manufacture, sale or delivery resulting from differing methods or quantities
in which the commodities are sold or delivered.

Alleged discrimination in the selling price of raw materials with the
alleged effect of injuring competition between competing purchasers engaged
in selling finished products, is involved in some of the cases. The question
of the legality of certain functional discounts also is raised. Likewise,
violation of the brokerege section of the act is alleged. One case involves
the question of the buyer's responsibility under Section 2(f).

Under Section 2 (d) falls the question of the legality of discrimination
in edvertising or promotional allowesnces. Certain of the pending cases raise
these issues, and decision thereon will be entered in due course. Also, in
relation to Section 2 (d), several of the complaints ettack the practice of
peying "push money" in the cosmetic trade.

The Commission has, through formal and informal action, affected com-
pliance with the statute throughout various industries. We know that many
lave radically revised their selling priees and practices, resulting in com-
pliance with the law to the btenefit of the small business man and the public.

In this brief sketch I have undertsxen a description of the Robinson-
Patman Act, and not an interpretation. Neither tho Commission nor I can
appropriately express in advance an opinion concerning application of the act
to the facts of particular cases. One reason for that policy is that the
Commission is required by statute to exercise the quasi~judicial function of
officially and formelly deciding specific cases of alleged discrimination
presented to it under the procedure specified by the statute.

In devoting thought to the Robinson~Patman Act, as we have, and also to
the questions of monopoly end unfair trade prectices, it is well to be ever
mindful of the fact that the broad general pelicy of our law is one of fair-
ness and of equality of opportunity to all., That rolicy is of fundamental
importence to the American people. It must be preserved.

Let us not forget that the prime purpose of this legislation is to protect
the general public from monopoly and monopolistic practices and that it is only
as a means to that end that the private interests of individual trades or of
organized groups of treders can legitimately be given legislative and
administrative protection. Let us not forget that the basic philosophy under-
lying the Act is to preserve freedom of competition and not to subsidize
inefficiency or forestall the changes which a competitive economy inevitably
brings to pass.
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Society is an organism through which flows the life blood of commerce.
When any part of society monopolizes more of that life blood than it can use,
the other parts suffar. Even in the part which has the excess supply, con-
gestion and disease appear. And just as infection in the less prominent parts
of our bodies may produce decay snd death, so infection in the humbler parts
of our social and economic organism may destroy it.

The Socialists and Communists tell us that this situation is inherent
in capitalism, and that the disease is incurable and will steadily get worse,
At the other extreme the apologists for monopoly say there is nothing wrong
except too much government concern over relatively unimportant parts of our
population and too much government in business. Whatever the merits of these
opposing viewpoints, the capitalistic system 1s still alive and naturally
struggles to conquer the disease which some of us think is not necessarily
fatal. But the germs of this disease are monopolization of wealth and sur-
chasing power and it will be fatal if allowed to run on unchecked,

Monopoly end the impoverishment of the common people until it was a
cholce between the bread of charity or the blood of revolution has ever been
the herald of moral decay and national death, So passed the glory of
Republican Greece and the grandeur of democratic Rome and, if we may judge
the future by the past, so may perish the greatest Republic that "ever gleamed
like & priceless jewel on the skeleton hand of time". Self interest,
humanity, patriotism, religion itself, all admonish us to weigh well the
problem of the hour - a problem born of human progress, forced upon us by
the mighty revolution wrought in the industrial world by steam and slertricity
and that problem is: "Shall the average American citizen be a Slave or a
Sovereign?"

The illustrious Abraham Lincoln said, "I believe this Governmment cannmot
oendure permanently half slave and half free." And by the same token neither
this nor any other government can endure half monopolized and half free,
because monopoly is slavery.

-==000~--
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ve printed in the Appendix of the RECORD an address
livered by Hon. Charles H. March, a membher of the Fed-

kMr BORAH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
5:] Trade Commission, on the subject Monopoly and the

tail Grocery business.
% There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
inted in the RECORD, as follows:

I appreciate the high compliment you have paid me in asking me
address you at your annual convention. I fecl it is peculiariy
propriate that I should be here in Boston today talking about
e problems that are confronting us, since my ancestor, Hugh
arch, landed in Newburyport in 1635.
I commend you on your wonderful organization and your strug-
*le against monopoly, and I wish to congratulate you on having
ycur officials men of such great ability and high standing.
vernor Christianson. who is your secretary-manager, is from my
ome State. I have known him for a great many years and I am
‘sure you will all learn to love him and admire him.
Not so many decades ago the prize of business success was to
one's own boss. A bright young man could set up in business,
and acknowledge no master. Today the
JIndependent proprietor is vaniching from our midst.
. When the doctrine of socialism was spreading around this coun-
try 30 years ago. one of the most powerful arguments against it
was that it would condemn a free pecple to be employees of the
.Btate. We were nourished by the philcsophy that ability. courage.

" and honesty reaped the glittering prize of business independence.

JThls prospect of freedom the American people were unwilling to

_.exchange for any alien system of government or business that

would condemn them to the bondage of a job.

But while we were keeping a wary eye on socialism the loss of
freedom came from another quarter. Today most of us in industry
work not for the Government, but for entities quite as impersonal
‘and frequently as remote. The glant monopoly has snared most of
‘us on its pay roll and the old order of the independent proprietor
Is fast fading away.

At the turn of the last century only 66.7 percent of all manufac-
By 1919 this percentage
had risen to 87 percent. Today it is in the neighborhood of 95
percent. And in your own field of retail distribution the incor-
pPcrated chain has absorbed from 20 to 25 percent of the business.

I salute you, gentlemen, therefore, as some of the few survivors
of our economic order who are still eating of the “bread of inde-
pendence.” One of the last stands of the small proprietor ic the
nejghborhood store. But the chain has brcken into this field, and
against this fast-growing giant the little retailer everywhere is
.waging a desperate battle. I do not know how long you will con-
tinue to eat of the hread of independence. It may be that in an
economic system which seeks to develop efficiency to its maximum
lits there is no place for the independent proprietor and that
within a few years most of you present will either have incor-
porated with your neighbor or passed through the wringer of bank-
ruptcy and liquidation.

But I wish to warn you that mere incorporation will not save
you. The small corporation in America is being as ruthlessly ex-

. %ermlnated as 1ts predecessor type in business—the independent

. proprietor. Whether incorporated or unincorporated, your problem
.ﬁodny is the same as was faced—und unsuccessfully faced—by
countless thousands of bustnessmen since the Civil War. Ever
Lllm the swirender of Lee at Appomattox the economic slaughter
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tion of agricultural tncome. This study revealed for the first time
the startling progress of monopoly in the manufacturing of agri-
cultural products. It was found that three tobacco manufacturers
in 1934 bought approximately 70 percent of all tobacco consumed
domestically.

In livestock three packing companies bought 40.8 percent of the
cattle and veal calves, and 25.3 percent of the hogs.

Today monopely. the ancient oppressor of the little businessman,
is knocking at your door. You must conquer this foe, or 1 assure
jou that no matter how efficient you may be you will experience
the same fate as overtook the vanished independent proprietor in
manufacturing. In its final report to the Senate on its chain-store
investigation, the Federal Trade Commission said:

“Should the trend of the past 20 years, and patticularly of the
lasr decade, continue for a like period, we shall have a condition
in some lines of chain merchandising that few will dispute is
monopolistic.”

It is too early to determine, however, whether the policy of spe-
cial taxation of chain stores by the various States will be effective
in turning the tide i1n the opposite direction. In the very recent
opinion of the Supreme Court on the Louisiana chain-store tax,
the Court uphrld a State tax graduated according to the total
number of stores owned, both within and without the State. The
Court recognized that taxation could be made the implement of
the exercise of the State's police power and that taxes might be
adjusted berween classes ““to promote fair competitive conditions
and to equalize economic advantages.” Whatever the social aud
economic wisdom of taxing out of existence all the competitive
advantages cf the chain store, the way to that goal now seems open
frem a lcgal and constitutional standpoint.

I want to tell this little story. Last summer when I was back in
my home State of Minnesota, a small-town businessman whom I
had known tfor a great many years came to me and said he was
losing moncy. He had a wife and four children and the best look-
ing and best kept store in town. There was a chain store Just
across the street from him, engaged in the same line of business.
He said if he sold goods at cost the chain store would sell for just
a little under him. I asked him why he didn't go out of business.
His reply was that it was the only line he knew and that he had
been in it all his life. When I returned to Washington the presi-
dent of cne of our large manufacturing concerns came to my office
and said he had come in to talk over the Robinson-Patman Act.
He said they wanted to live up to the law. I asked him what dis-
counts he was giving to large buyers. He mentioned this same
chain store and said he was giving them 32-percent discount over
and above the discount given to small retail stores. I asked him
how long a ,mall retailer could stay in business and he replied,
“Not very long.” I then asked him what would happen to the
manufacturers’ business when the small retailers were driven out
of businezs and he said they would be under the dictatorship of
the large chain stores.

Gentlemen, what happens to the poor little fellow whq h.
the race with a 32-pound weight around his neck?

As retail grocers you know somewhat intimately the problems of
that one-third of our population which President Roosevely. says
does not have adequate nourishment, that first and mosc vital
nceessity.

The Brookings Institution has reported that even dm‘lng our
fabled prosperity of 1929 nearly six million American families, rep-
resenting more than 21 percent of the total population. each had an
annual income of less than $1,000, while about 12,000,000 families,
representing more than 42 percent of the population, each had an
ircome of less than $1,500 a year.

What do such incomes mean with regard to the ability to buy
food at your stores? The average family in these income groups
spends about one-third of its income for food. This amounts on
the average to about $8 a week for a family of four, or 82 a week
per person. Not much room for prosperity to the retall grocers
in that standard of living, you will concede. The only way
people can live on the food such a sum will buy is to confine their
diet to such foods as flour, potatoes, bread, and pork. Only
families with incomes larger than those represented by 42 percent
of the population can afford such necessary foods as abundant
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green vegetables, fresh frults, and plenty of milk. So when we
talk about the American standard of living we should be careful
to define our terms.

In the last analysis the problem of the 42 percent whose incomes
will not permit the purchase of adequate food supplies is related
to the problem of the retall grocery trade with reference to
monopoly. The situation of the retailer simply gives us a new
phase of the old problem of monopoly, a problem that touches
every individual and every family at every point of their economic
and social life.

According to the Brookings Institution, in 1929 some 23 of our
most thrifty familles were able to save 10 billions of dollars.
Since no 23 families could spend that much for groceries, they
had to find other means for spending or investing that huge sum.
And the very fact that so much purchasing power had been
drained from millions in order to concentrate it in the hands of
23 families made it impossible for those familles to find a place
where they could be reasonably sure of a return on their invest-
ment. After all. the backbone of consumer demand, in groceries
as well as in 21l other commodities. is not the luxury of the rich.
but the purchases of the average family.

Supposing we were to go to some newly discovered land and
found a tribe of peonle. a small percentage of whom had food,
and clothing and =helter. fand wealth is represented by food,
clothing, and shelter) and who were piling up in immense
granaries ecnough to last them for ten thousand years, while
great numbers of men, women. and children were starving, lacking
the nececssaries of life What wou'ld we say?

Monopolistic ownership or control of the means of product-on
connotes dictutorial power over th~ (hines produc:sd. It Ge ermines
the amount to be produced, rostricts the frecdom (o engage in
productive pursuits. and conseqgurntly the amount of labor thre
may be emploved By fixing prices. It limits or restricts the
quantity of gonds which mav he con:umed.

Price fixing aid other moutopolistic schieme- have been familiar
to men of ali aovs from anctent Clina and Ezvpt. throursh the do s
of European mercartilism. to the pre<ent And men of all
have ob<erved that the common p ople covsht botween the i
of their own need and the pawer of e nopoly have had 'h o hivee
crushed and their childre’s ehind Aol it

ey

You retatlcrs. as the chan»<l {wyowrh » corurter e, R
flow 1into consumption can i ooom Lree of Mmuintailt-
ing purchasing power at a hi Yo teever gt wedeld N
among the famiiks of your veocommu aties Y
nomic interests an indep ndore Yo oare heoirod o ap an

come of the struegle vi'h mononn
Expericnce has shown that i{h-
may have to give the public the

compeity s
Mool Tow o

e boe b s-e

is ofion exer-

cised only at great ¢ ot to them o coyt v hren evin dhew
afford only temporority. It is u: Swhern o Bevn wed
monopolits were passod. (it once scce s has wtoond A offor.s

large enterprises to drive from the fHicld the sman compe itors
cannot mcet these tomporasily lovw.red prices wiothour tutal 1
themselves, cuch enerprises usually raise prces to cven hiclh .
levels than they were befere

It is my belief that the late severe economic depres-ien can be
traced in large degree to reprehensible procoices of selfish interests
many of which were unsoundly and excessively caprialized. Theae
practices werce not properly controlled. becaise the country had
Lecome so blinded by temporary prosperity as to aceept the theory
that monopolies were heneficia® rather than dangerous

Whut huppened? In thewr greed {or profit, monopolistic enter-
prises charged more than the traffic could heer. They have littie
or no recard {or nltimate consequences. By climminating ccmpeti-
tion, they thoupht fhey were on their way to greater success and
greater riches. Actualiy. however., as 1t turned out, fewer people
were able to buy the products of the big busiuess «nterprises which
had concentrated output in their own hand: for that very con-
centration deptived many of their means of livelthood and thus
destroyed thelr purchasing power. The result. so often called over-
production. would probably better be termed under-consumption.

Another aspect of monopoly 1s its power to oppress and exploit
other groups which are unable to organize their own monopolies
Agriculture. for instance, is the means of livelihood of over a third
of our populstion. During the twenties corporate dividends snared,
but the price «f the iarmer’s products and his profits fell continu-
ally. In the year of greatest income production in the United States
(1929) the farmer was barely able to make ends meet, and {n many
agricuitural sections unrest and rebellion against low farm prices
was in fll swing. The adversity of the farmer was easy to ex-
plain. The farmer is a simon-pure capitalist. He makes his living
by raicin: and selling his products in a highly competitive svstem.
Industry, however, had largely seceded from the competitive system
and was squeezing the farmer with monopoly prices on what he
pbought. Between the nether millstone of competition and the
upper onc of industrial monopoly. the farmer's share of the na-
tional income grew progressively smaller until the alarming spread
of tenant farming brought ahout by farm bankruptcies threatened
to destroy the farmers traditional independence.

In the history of the world the rise of despotic government has
frequently heen toreshadowed by the destruction of the farming
class. 1 am going to tell you a story about Egypt. What went on
in Egypt went on in Greece and Rome at later periods. It is going
on in America today.

who
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Many thousands of years ago the Valley of the Nile was ;
uninhabited wilderness. In time the remarkable fertility of
region was reported in older civilizations wherc the common
lived under oppressive rulers and economic opportunity had Il
before been monopolized by ruling classes Soon hardy pion
from the interior of Africa and the still older civilizations
Arabla and Mesopotamia began the long trek into the Nile Val
These colonists were like our own ancestors who fled from a casf
ridden Euirupe., where a few rich men owned :verything, to b
log cahins in the primeval forest. In earliest Egvpt the people,
is the universal custom of pioneers, had dcemocratic Governm
and a rudimentary free-market system i

But as time went on trade developed. And then as now a f
men found wavs to corner trade. estabhish monopoly, and t
toll. In a very <hort while the who'le iace of Egypt was chang
The fanning clasces first lost their farms. Then they failed
tenonts and under pressure of debt passed gradnally into a con
tion of peonave They became hewers of wood and drawers
water for mill:onaires who lived in imperial mansions in Cairo, 4
Thebhes, or Alexundria, or who built themselves colossal villas og
ground once prourdly owned and profitably operated by the co
and® grandsons of the piloneers who colonized Egypt. As a ri
capitalists grew richer and richer, they became incrcasingly i

patient vith democracy and scon they put it out of bu«iness. Thy
farmer. bckhone of Egyptian doinocracy, had vanished. TH
Egyptian p ovle vere first burdenced with dictators und at 1

under the Phuraohs -an Ezyptian word meaning the "Man w,
Lives in the hie Long2”- coucentration of wealth was made coma
plete and perpancnt

In vt broade t a-nects the problem of monosvoly and concentrae
tion of wealtls »~ o world preblem. It underlies the eivil war lnl
Spary the Co Corcvolttoon in Russia, the desth of demoe

Ty noathir conant -~ Tt hos topph d Mines trom thelr thronres,
It vill drive to doeder ators. whether economic or politicaly
who thw ar th e sna oo thelr effort 1o achicve a better standard
ol hvin aodd 0 o e orie securny, The whole world is i
roualt Y Ve aphy of unee sary ocusaty vhich has
bern the phira o o private moneroly ‘

myoennieona that ia allow great interests a free hand and|
P C TeoaesTtos compuotitien i-oat war with oa principle om
: Fita o c:oc tablished, t 1, cyual osportunity

CoMmorove posttion by resson of!
cire ey By this T do net mean that it was!
Corhye Loy or dncombetent I do racan that
S0 teee 1S e and energy and ga noa fair
4 b pro-erved and protocted.

s of conrentration of aness in
veo’o then it s time to admit that our

iorent oo Cindrv dnal opportunity, has been lost. and
chat vhit was o our out-tnnding national trait,
eyl arti atee cittler Las already failed or is 1.0 longer worth
proservon e

It - curipus how re«lily nen will agree upon general principles:
conecenitcr manobelv al how violently they will disagree when

s thoce prineiples to specific cases,

o the president of a large corporation attacked
3 radio acddresy He said that
organzed by >-s men o: by the Government, destroyed come
peroien and th re freedem  He defended the right of free
act:cn and froce corapetition, hwply:ing that his industry is con-
ducted on thut basis, despite coniderable evidence to the contrary.
He declared that dicratorrins rxist in Germany and Italy because
thore count :
and comin: ws we'll s personal liberty.

He overluoited the vital and significant fact that freedom of
competition 1n industry and commerce had porred away in those
countiries (especiul.y in Germany) refore thr estabhlishment of
political dictatorship. and that under fascijst philosophy political
dictatorship becomes merely the tool of ¢conomic dictatorship.
Incidentally, one wiil not have to eo farther thin Harlan County,
Ky., to find open denialz of personul. civil rights that we are prone
to thin!. an be fornd only in somle fascist state.

In a recent arti e Walier Dippa.ana, the well-kuown writer, says
that between 1919 and 1928 there were 1283 combinations of
manufacturing and mining concerns which involved the merger
of 4135 separate conceins and the disappearance of necarly 6.000
more. In 1929 covcer 1,200 otiher independent manufacturing and
mining concerns aisappearcd. These {acts were reported by a com-
mittee sponscred by President Hoover. Mr. Lippmann said: "“The
unusual severity of the depression was in some considerable 1 us-
ure due to the fact that these gigantic combinations, with (heir
rigil capital structures and their bureaucratic mentality (remem-
ber that, please, when you ncxt hear criticism of Government bu-
rexucracy), could not and would not readjust industrial prices to
the lower level of agricultural and raw material prices. The ex-
change of goods was stopped, and it was restored only by artificial
inflationary measucs to hring farm prices into line with monopo-
listic prices.”

Few people realize that nearly every field of industry today in
the United States is dominated by a few giant corporations, or how
serjous 15 the problem of concentrated economic power in our
country.

How seriously economic power is concentrated in the United
States may be understood graphically when we realize that ac-
cording to Berle and Means, in their illuminating book The Mod-

monopoly, whother '

hate :-ifled freedom of competfition 1n ndustry




Corporation and Private Property, 200 giant corporations con-
nearly 50 percent of all corporate assets in the United States.
e gentlemen show us statistically that if these corporations
tinue to grow at the average rate that they did from 1909 to
9, 40 more years would find these 200 large corporations own-
American industry 100 percent. Or, if they continue to grow
he rate they increased in size from 1924 to 1929, these 200 cor-
ations would own all American industry in 30 years.

r. Lippmann also said that the farsighted among big business
ers '‘must know that private monopoly is in the iong run as
ssible a policy as the refusal to bargain with the freely chosen
resentatives of their employees.”

r. Lippman went on to say: “Nor ought they wish to see it
in. For that kind of thing, if persistently pursued. destroys the
ral foundations of private enterprise and of privale property.
big businessmen try to practice a private socialisin, inevitably
y will push the country into some form of public socialism. The
I propagandists of collectivism In America are not the Marxian
tors but the promoters of private monopoly.”

hat kind of collective bargaining which precludes competition

petition among workingmen in fixing the price of labor is inde-
sible and foredoomed to failure. Either we must get rid of col-
tivism in industry or we must go on to collectivism in labor and
The ancient truth still prevails that a house diviced
In the face of modern productive
ilities capable of providing comfort for all, no nation can endure
th nearly half its population on an inadequate income basis and
e-third ill-nourished, ill-clad. and ill-housed. Somehow the
nsition must be made from that economy of scarcity associated
th private monopoly to an economy of plenty.

You retailers have more at stake in this matter than the average
izen. If monopoly continues to grow, you and thousands of other
all businessmen will be the immediate victims.

The Federal Trade Commission found that the ability of the
ains to buy more cheaply than the independents was ““a most
bstantial, if not the chief factor” in the lower seliing prices
hich account so largely for the growth of chains.

1t found that these lower bujing prices of the chains were fre-
ently granted unwillingly by the manufacturer, who feared
ther that competitors would take away his lurge cham customers
that the chains would discourage the sale of his goods or make
eir own.

It fouind that frequently price advantages were pasted on to the
ains in the form of brokerage or commissions to intcrmediaries
rough special allowances for advertising or display and through
ariouts indirect forms of concession not allowed to independent
tailers.

Even one who would defend these practices as the expression of
ormal corhpetition must admit that their tendency is to make
he chains bigger and bigger and to accentuate whatever other
actors tend toward monopoly.

Congress had all those facts before it when it passed the Robin-
on-Patman Act. Of course, that act is not in terms confined to
hain-store merchandising or even to retail distribution. It ap-
lies to all commodities and to the effect of discriminaticn on
urchasers who compete in their resale. regardless of who they
ay be.

The Robinson-Patman Act is one of our important antimonopoly
aws and the most recently enacted. It prohibits certain forms
f price discrimmation and related practices. The act is essen-
jally an amendment to or revision of section 2 of the Clayton Act.
hich was passed in 1914. Under the Clayton Act it has long been
ecognized that discrimination in price is one of the strongest
eapons of monopoly. The dissolution suits agammst the Standard
il and American Tobacco combinations strongly revealed this
act. There the Supreme Court specifically found that price ais-
crimination had been an important factor in bwlding up monop-
Section 2 of the Clayton Act was intended to ouilaw that
. and it was to strengthen such provisions of our anti-
laws that the Robinson-Patman Act was passed as an
amending statute.

Under this new law price discrimination is now declared un-
lawful where the effect may be “to injure, destroy. or prevent
competition with any person who either grants or knowingly
receives the benefit of such discrimination or with cusiomers of
either of them.” There is also retained in the Robinson-Patman
Act the proviston of original section 2 of the Clayton Act pro-
hibiting discriminations in price where the effect thereof “may be
to substantially lessen competition or tend to create a monopoly
in any line of commerce.”

On the whole, this new law in substance applies the philoscphy
which the Supreme Court held to underlie the Clayton Act,
namely, to prevent practices, which if not stopped, tend toward
monopoly. Its general effect is to enlarge enormously the ability
of a competitor to protect himself when he is unlawfully discrim-
inated against.

Proof of violation of the old law involved difficulties because of
a proviso that discrimination in price was not unlawful when
made "‘on account of” differences in the quantity sold, or which
-made “only due allowance” for differences in cost of selling or
:)lt transportation, or when made in good faith to meet competi-

on.
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In this respect the new law provides that upon proof that there
has been a discrimination in price or in scrvices or facilities fur-
nished, the burden of rebutting the prima facie case thus made
and of showing ju:tification shall be upoun the person charged
with the violation; and unless justification shall be affirmatively
shown, the Commission is authorized to issue an order termunat-
ing the d'scrimination. It is also provided that the terms of
the act shall not prevent the seller from rebutting the prima
facie case proved against him by showing that hi. lower price
was made or the services or facilities were furnished in good
faith to meet an equally low price of a competitor or the services
or facilities furnished by the competitor.

The new law also extends the principle of nondiscrimination
into other areas than price as such., Whother they might be
regarded as torms of indirect price di-criminaticn under section
2 (a) or not, the act specifically declares it unlawful: To pay
or grant or Lo receive or accept anytlthing in the way of commis-
slon, brokerage, or other compensaticn, except for services ren-
dered, either to the other party or to an intermediary who is acting
for or is subject to the control of any party to the tian:action
other than the one paying such compensation: subscction (d)
makes it unlawiul to pay or agree to pay compensation to, or for
the bencfit of, a customer for services or facilities furnished by
or through such customer unless the same compensation “is
available on proporticnally equal terms” to competing customers;
subscetion (e) makes it unlawful to discriminzate in favor cf one
purchaser against another purchaser by furnishing or agreeing to
furnish any services or facilities upon terims not accorded to all
purchasers on propertionally equal terms.

The act conrerns itself with transactions in commerce, as defined
in the Clayton Act, which, in geneial, means interstate or foreign
ccmmerce and commerce in the various territories of the United
States.

It also is declared unlawtul for any percon “knowingly to induce
or receive” a prohibited discrimination in price. This provision is
very importaut to buyers, and the word “knowiagly’ uppears to have
bcen inserted for their protection

In the arplicution of the law, the Commission to date has issued
21 aorcal coiplaints. These cover mmportant plhuses of the law
Many of the <+ es have advanced to trial and to other stages aleng
the path ¢f 12! procedure which they mus* follow to final decision.
In one case. the brckerage concern co:nplained of was dissolved by
its organlzers, and, upon proper showing of diss antimuance, the pro-
ceedine wos closed vithout prejudice to reoperuny it if the circum-
stances should warrant.  The proceecings m the seveval other cases
are ke «xpedited with the view of haviag decision. by the Com-
mission rendercd at as early a drie as possible. These proceed-
Ings may be considered in the nature of test cawes on many dis-
puted pomts. One groud of cases presents alleged direct discrimi-
nation in priec. This practice, it will be 1ecalled, becomes unlawful
in commirce when it mnjuriously aifecis competition and cannot be
justified as rcflicting only due allowancve for ravings in cost of
mamafacture, sale. or delivery resul my from d:flering methods or
quantities in which the commodities are sold or dolivered.

Allerzed discriminaticn in the celling price of row materials with
the alleged effect of injuring coi:petiiion betv:acn competing pur-
chasers en;azed in selling tinished products. i= 1mmvolved in some of
the cases. The question of the lerality of cerimin functional dis-
counts aleo 1< raised. Likewise, violation of the brokerage section
ol the act 15 alleg d. One case involves the ¢uestion of the buyer's
responsibility under section 2 (f).

Under secticn 2 (d) falls the question cof the legality of dis-
crimination in sdvertising or promotiona! allowances. Certain of
the pending cases raise these isoues, and decis.on theieon will be
entered m due course.  Also in relation to section 2 (d) several of
the compliaints attack the practice of paying “push money” in the
cosmetic trade.

The Commission has, through formal and informal aciion,
effectcd compliance with the statute throughout various industries.
We know that many have radically reviscd their sellilng prices and
practices, resultirg in compliance with the law, to the benefit of
the small businessman and the public.

In this brief c<ketch I have undertaken a description of the
Robinzon-Patman Act, and not an interpretation. Neither the
Commission nor I can appropriately oxpress 1 advance an opinicn
concerning application of the act to the facts of particular cases.
One reason for that policy is that the Comimissicn is reyuired by
statute to (xercise the quasi-judicial function of officially and for-
mally deciding spccific cases of alleged discrimination presented to
it under the proceciure specified by the statute,

In devoting thought to the Robinson-Patman Act, as we have,
and also to the questions of monopoly and unfair trade practies, it
is well to be ever mindful of the fact that the broad general policy
of our law is one of fajrness and of equality of opportunity to all.
That policy is of fundamental importance to the American people.
It must be preserved.

Let us not forget that the prime purpose of this legislation is to
protect the general public from monopoly and monopolistic prac-
tices and that it is only as a means to that end that the private
interests of individual trades or of organized groups of traders can
legitimately be given legislative and administrative protectton.
Let us not forget that the basic philosophy underlying the act is
to preserve freedom of competition and not to subsidize inefli-
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ciency or forestall the changes which a competitive economy inevi-
tably brings to pass.

Society is an organism through which flows the lifeblood of
commerce. When any part of soclety monopolizes more of that life-~
blood than it can use, the other parts suffer. Even In the part
which has the excess supply, congestion and disecase appear. And
just as Infection in the less prominent parts of our hodies may
produce decay and death, so infection in the humbler parts of our
social and economic organism may destroy it.

The Socialists and Communists tell us that this situation 15 in-
herent in capitalism. and that the disease is incurable and will
steadily get worse. At the other extreme the apologists for monop-
oly say there is nothing wrong except too much Government
coacern ov.r relatively unimportant parts of our population and
too much Government in business. Whatever the merits of these
opposing viewpoints, the capitalistic system is still alive and nat-
urally struggles to conquer the disease which some of us think is
not necessarily fatal. But the germs of this disease are monopoli-
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zation of wealth and purchasing power and it will be fatal if a'loy
to run on unchecked. ]
Monopoly and the impoverishment of the common people w
it was a choice between the bread of charity or the blood of reva
tlon has ever heen the herald of moral decay and national ded
So passed the glory of republican Greece and the grandeur|
democratic Rome and, if we may judge the future by the past,
may perish the greatest republic that ‘‘ever gleamed like a pll'll:
less jewel on the skeleton hand of time.” Self interest, huma.
patrioti=m, relizion itself, all admonish us to weigh well the prq
lem of the hour—a problem born of human progress, forced Uu
us by the mighty revolution wrought {n the industrial world
steam and electricity and that problem is: “Shall the averq
American citizen be a slave or a sovereign?” {
The llus'rious Abraham Lincoln satd, “I belleve this Governmd
cannot endure permanently half slave and half free.” And by ¢
same token neither this nor any other government can endty
half monopolized and half free, because monopoly is slavery.

1
i
1

s e ah

U S GOVERNMLNT PRINTIN. GHbILt 1928



