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BARRIER TO FREEDOM OF
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IVEN the perspective of hindsight, we know that many
grave economic errors were
committed by our country during the
interval between the two world wars,
errors which brought upon us seemingly endless business stagnation and
incurable unemployment in the midst
of abundance. Looming large in this
picture is the stupendous growth of
chain store systems. Little public attention has been given to the infiuence of that growth upon the strangulation of individual freedom of
enterprise, hence division of the people into classes, propagation of unsound national economic and monetary policies, and steady departure
away from true representative government.
Following with startling exactness
a program of scientific socialism, we
have arrived at a position where it
is difficult, if not well-nigh impossible, for small private enterprise to
function. Today our post-war problem, a solution of which a large segment of the country craves, is to allow the physical wealth of the
country to be more evenly divided
among the people under a system of
capitalism and freedom of enterprise.
By reason of the rapid transfer of
all enterprise from the hands of the
individual to those of big business,
the individual has in great measure
lost his ambition to forge ahead. He
is content to bind himself into the
class to which he belongs, calling upon the leaders of his group to promote
his interests in contest with the leaders of other groups. Security is his
watchword. Success is not in his lexicon. Having scant hope of increasing
his income by more than a small percentage, he becomes absorbed with
cutting expenses, a little here and a
little there. Here the chain store apparently does him a lot of good. He is
for it, and he does not contemplate
that the greater the success of the
chain store, the more urgently he
needs chain store prices.
For the chain organizations have
not merely invaded the retail store
field. They have all but wrecked
wholesale business, and they have
constricted small
manufacturing
business. Being immense, and living
on the strength of their size, they
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have big appetites. They need large
manufacturing companies for their
sources of supply. Barring instances
where small manufacturers hold unusual advantages, the chain organizations depend chiefiy for supply upon the largest manufacturing companies, who in turn buy their supplies
by much the same methods employed
by the retail chains. Thus our world
of commerce is in an advanced stage
of transmutation.
The essence of the chain store idea
is a short circuit of the normal processes of business, such as must be
utilized by any independent storekeeper. With huge buying power as
a lever the chain is enabled to go
directly to the producer, eliminating
all middlemen, and bargain with such
weight as to obtain unduly advantageous prices in contrast to those given
the independent merchant. Consequently the independent retailer finds
himself doing business on a cost
plane that makes it impossible for
him to compete with chain store
prices.
What that means to our national
economy was succinctly expressed by
Supreme Court Justice Brandeis in
1933. Dissenting from an opinion of
the Court, holding a Florida chain
store tax law unconstitutional, he
said:
"They (th e citizens of the state) may
have belleved t h at t h e chain store by
furthering the concentration of wealth
an d of power, and by promoting absentee
ownership, Is thwarting American ideals;
that it Is making impossible equality of
opportunity; that it is converting independent tradesmen into clerks; and that
it is sapping the resources, the vigor ,
and the hope of the smaller cities and
towns.
" There is a widespread belief that the
existing unemployment Is the result in
large part of the gross inequality In the
distribution of wealth and Income which
giant corporations have fostered; that
by the control which the few have exerted through giant corporations, independent Initiative and effort are being
paralyzed, creative power impaired, an d
human happiness l essened; . .. t h at only
through participation by the many In
the responsibilities and determination of
business can Americans secure the moral
and intellectual development which is
essential to the maintenance of l!berty."
II.

N ORDER that we may understand
where we are now, it is desirable
to sketch briefiy the ~istory of the
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transition we have gone through, until today chain stores line the streets
of practically every city and town.
The history of chain stores is a record
of laws and court decisions, spread
haphazardly over the past half dozen
decades, gradually breaking down
protection for independent business,
until finally, soon after the first
World War, the gates to unbridled
price competition were opened wide.
Subsequently corrective legislation
has been attempted.
The chronicle perhaps begins in
1859 when the Great American Tea
Co., a small grocery store, set up business in New York and soon branched
into a small chain. Modest success
doubtless encouraged some other
storekeepers to emulate its methods,
but the records are hazy, and the
venture was then of no general economic importance. Indeed, chain
stores were of no consequence whatever until about the turn of the twentieth century.
It had been recognized under common law in this country and in foreign countries that the producer was
naturally entitled to name the final
price of his product. In other words,
resale price maintenance went practically unchallenged. When it was
challenged, the courts upheld it.
The Sherman Anti-Trust Act of
1890 had a momentous bearing upon
our subject. It was aimed at the
growth of monopolistic producing corporations and combinations of those
corporations in restraint of trade. Its
paradoxical effect in the field of distribution has been to promote monopoly and to destroy small business.
Early resale price maintenance cases
under the Act were decided in similar
manner to those under the common
law, but within the first three decades
of this century decisions under the
Act prohibited one form after another
of resale price maintenance.
It was held that "vertical" agreements affecting resale price from
producer to wholesaler to retailer, fell
into the same category as "horizontal" price fixing among competitors.
The court verdicts, generally split decisions with strong minority dissent,
came in bewildering confusion of
contradictions, but out of the maze
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thef@' evolved what we now know as
modern merchandising.
In 1908 the courts denied a producer the right to set a retail price
by notice of price affixed to the article, but allowed the price to be arranged by formal contract between
producer and distributor. Later they
rejected contracts, but allowed a resale price agreement by informal understanding. Finally in 1922 they rejected any price cooperation whatever
among producer, wholesaler and retailer.
In 1914 the Clayton Act and the
Federal Trade Commission Act became law. The former was enacted
because of general dissatisfaction
with the indefinite nature of the
Sherman Act, which did not enumerate any specific practices in restraint of trade, and therefore had
been interpreted by the courts by
means of an arbitrary "rule of
reason." The Clayton Act enumerated certain trade practices to be prohibited.
In particular it provided that the
seller should make no "discrimination" in price between two buyers
"excepting" where grade, quality or
quantity differed. Soon it was found
that a small difference in grade, quality, or quantity might legally be made
the occasion of a great difference in
price. The Clayton Act, therefore,
was no appreciable brake to the rapidly growing chain store business.
HE Federal Trade Commission
Act created the Federal Trade
Commission to function as a quasijudicial body in enforcement of antitrust laws. The Commission had
power to investigate matters pertaining to any tendency toward monopoly, conduct hearings, and issue
"cease and desist" orders which, upon
appeal, might be subject to review by
the courts. It purposed to protect the
public from evils not necessarily actually in existence, but likely to result, from such matters.
In practice the Commission has always endeavored to interpret the law
impartially according to precedent
furnished by the courts; hence until
1936 it was in no small measure concerned with breaking up all forms of
resale price maintenance practices. It
issued numerous cease and desist orders against those practices upon
reaching the perplexing conclusion
that they tended toward restraint of
trade, notwithstanding that day by
day we were all seeing the chain
stores, and the producers who supplied them, expanding and merging
and expanding again, and we were
seeing the independent store, the in-
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dependent wholesaler, and the small
producer dwindling.
The outgrowth of this anomalous
page in the commercial history of a
nation dedicated to individual freedom was that during the twenties and
the first half of the thirties the once
prosperous independent storekeeper
languished. His shoulders drooped ;
his clothes became worn and frayed
and sometimes dirty; he reduced the
wattage of his light bulbs. His merchandise became dusty and flyspecked, and his food products stale,
making them a poor buy at any price.
His customers quietly vanished to
buy at the chain store that had
settled down next door to him and
the other one that had built across
the street, where they could buy at
retail at prices about the same as his
wholesale cost. When his front door
opened, he could never be sure
whether to expect to see a customer
or a creditor. Sooner or later, he
well knew his caller would be the
sheriff.
N THE chain store exactly the opposite condition prevailed. The
lights grew brighter, and the cash
register rang almost continuously. For
example, during the decade from 1919
to 1929 the largest "5 and 10" chains
about tripled their annual sales. In
1929 $2.43 was spent in the average
chain store for each dollar spent in
the average independent store, and in
1939 the figure had increased to $3.82.

I

In the midst of this business revolution we began to hear that the independent storekeeper had no one but
himself to blame. He wasn't abreast
of the times. He stubbornly refused
to see that his high prices were
standing in his own way. He didn't
arrange his merchandise attr actively
as the chain store did. He was oldfashioned and inefficient . On the
other hand, the chain store furnished
streamlined distribution ; it was just
about the last word in efficiency; and
it had the wisdom to effect economies
which it passed on to the buyer.
A glance behind the scenes will reveal what really brought about the
sharp demarcation between the fortunes of chain store and independent.
In 1936 the Federal Trade Commission issued a findings of fact in the
case of a manufacturing company as
producer of tires for a mail order and
chain store company. The Commission reported that over a period of
years the net discrimination in favor
of the mail order house amounted to
approximately $41,000,000, or approximately 26 % of the aggregate net
sales price to independent dealers on

3

a volume of business comparable to
the volume of the mail order house.
The competition which the mail order house was thus able to bring into
the retail tire market was a major
factor in driving out of business a
large number of tire dealers, and this
reduction in the number of tire dealers in turn drove out of business numerous small tire manufacturers. The
price discrimination, said the Commission, was not justified, and had
the effect of substantially lessening
competition and tending to create a
monopoly.
That reprehensible arrangement
was no isolated case. It was characteristic of the whole scheme of chain
store operation. Similar patterns
might be traced wherever almost any
product reached retail distribution.
Nor should our energy be wasted on
indignation against the participating
companies. They were merely availing themselves of the benefits of modern merchandising, of streamlined
distribution.
The Federal Trade Commission in
a report on chain stores in 1934 observed:
" There h as been consider a b le c r iticism
of some of t h e met hods u sed b y chain
systems in t h eir bargainin g with man ufacturers f or s p ecial price concession s.
This criti c is m comes la r gely f rom t h e
manufac turer s them sel ves, many of
whom prot est t h e m eth ods u sed w h ile
y ieldin g to t h em . Thirty-three of the
manufactu re rs interview e d s t a t ed posi tively that threa t s a nd c o er c ion h a d
b een u sed by c h a in stor e comp a nies t o
obta in pref er entia l treatm ent. I n t w entythree of those thi rty-thr ee in s t a n ces in
w hi ch t hreats a nd coer c ive measu res
were emp loyed, they r esulted in securing t h e con cessio n demanded . Of the ten
cases w h er e the m a nufacture r s refu sed
to accede to ch a in b u yers, five w er e d emands f or brokerage and fi ve f or concession s of other k ind s. A num be r of
manufac turers r e p or ted tha t due t o t h ei r
unwilli ng n ess t o accede to s u c h dem a nds
they had n ot only l os t som e regular
(chai n ) c u s t om er s , b ut ha d been u nable
to sell o the r s m a kin g the d emands ."

m.
T ABOUT the time of this chain
store report, legislatures began
to take recognition of the commercial slough we had gotten into, and
to provide legislative remedies. Four
kinds of legislation have been utilized :
1. Resale price maintenance laws,
or "Fair Trade Acts."
2. The Robinson-Patman Act.
3. Unfair practices acts, or antiloss leader legislation.
4. Chain store taxation.
Starting with California in 1931,
resale price maintenance laws were
passed by various states, reaching a
total of 42 states when the TydingsMiller Amendment to the Sherman
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Act was made law in 1937. The Tydings-Miller Amendment was enacted
for the purpose of making effective
in interstate commerce the various
state resale price maintenance laws.
It, and most of the state laws, specify
that a producer may name the retail
price of his product by contract with
distributors. The laws, therefore, are
permissive rather than mandatory.
They are not legislative authority to
fix prices, but rather they are acts to
enforce contracts between vendors
and vendees in which it is agreed to
maintain specific standards of prices
on trade-marked articles.
While leaving the distributor free
to obliterate the trade-mark and sell
the merchandise, which he fully
owns, at any price he may choose to
make, they provide that ownership
of the trade-mark and its good will
remain vested in the producer, and
they convey upon him the right, as
long as his trade-mark remains on
the article, of enforcing adherence to
the resale price which he has established for it.
The Fair Trade Acts restore in appearance the condition which existed
before resale price maintenance was
abrogated, but they fall short of actually restoring that condition. Although they are the basis of prevention of unrestrained competition, the
chain store now wields so much power
in the field of distribution that it
may refuse to deal in many articles
whose price is sought to be maintained, and it may substitute competitive brands whose price is not maintained, or it may substitute its own
private brands.
Under this circumstance Fair Trade
Acts mostly have lain in disuse. No
producer is compelled to utilize them,
and most producers fear to do so because of the danger of seeing their
products forced off of store shelves
by the competition of cut priced
goods. Because of the existent might
of chain stores, the Fair Trade Acts
now need an armed escort in order to
carry on.
Such protection for them is in
some measure provided by the Robinson-Patman Act, which has been in
effect since 1936. It is essentially an
amendment to the Clayton Act, and
further seeks to prevent certain pernicious business practices which, before its passage, had become attached
to our domestic commerce. It reconstructs the loose wording of the Clayton Act, replacing the word "discrimination" with "differentials," which
now are limited to actual differences
in cost because of quantity.
Additionally, it prohibits payments

of brokerage, or allowances in lieu of
brokerage, from the seller back to the
buyer, and it prohibits advertising
and display allowances excepting
where accorded to all buyers on equivalent terms. It, like the Fair Trade
Acts, is permissive rather than mandatory. It imposes no compulsion
upon the seller to pass on savings because of cost differences to the buyer,
but allows him to do so up to, and
only to, the limit of the saving.
UNFAIR PRACTICES ACTS, TAXES

HE Robinson-Patman Act has
been notably responsible for a re- .
prieve for small business. Yet, by allowing price differentials because of
quantity, it avoids solving what former Attorney General Cummings
called the unsolved problem of monopoly. The Act has displayed weakness in that it is scarcely possible for
the seller to untangle all the costs of
doing business so that each customer
may be debited better than approximately with the actual cost of his
purchase. In consequence it can readily be understood that quantity price
differentials remain relatively great,
and the trend toward monopoly continues.
Twenty-seven states have passed
Unfair Practices Acts. Under these
laws the seller is prohibited from
marketing any product at less than
his cost. They are aimed at chain
store practices, but they are clumsy
and discriminatory, and certainly no
boon to the independent merchant
whose cost is always as high as, or
higher than, that of the chain store.
Unlike the Fair Trade Acts and the
Robinson-Patman Act, they are mandatory, and they border, it would appear, upon unconstitutional governmental fixation of price. Being
dependent upon differing systems of
bookkeeping for determining what is
cost, they are difficult of application.
They are meddlesome, and no better
than petulant.
Chain store taxation, on the statutes of 19 states in 1942, is a progressively larger tax upon each unit of a
group of stores, reaching a point
where further increment of units is
prohibitive because of tax cost. Its
basic idea is to neutralize the cumulative advantage of integrated buying
with a cumulative disadvantage of
taxation. In other words, it is an effort to neutralize economic injury
with economic injustice.
It is punitive taxation of repugnant
character. It is state socialism,
scarcely to be promoted by the small
businessman whose sole hope of survival must be pinned in the long run
on his country's renouncing its
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drift into socialism and returning
to genuine capitalism. Its value
to the small storekeeper must be negIigiple, if for no other reason than
because it is represented by proponents of chain stores and integrated
buying to be characteristic of all anti
chain store activity, which, they say,
seeks to promote discriminatory legislation under pressure of the representatives of selfish small businessmen. If chain store taxation were
erased from our statutes tomorrow,
surely the cause of fair trade must
be greatly enhanced.
The four remedies cited have tended, but only tended, to block chain
store growth. During the latter half
of the thirties there was a pause in
chain store development. Now, during our participation in the war, independent merchants have been further aided in their competitive
position by war price controls and
by rationing. But such conditions are
temporary, and it seems evident that
our economy is getting poised for a
post-war leap toward integrated big
business' with perhaps virtual elimination of individually conducted
business.
IV.

L

ET us, therefore, examme a contention of basic importance.
Chain stores are efficient, and small
independent stores are inefficient; so
say the chain stores, and so say some
of our most prominent economists.
They take us down an irreversible
path. Starting on the premise that
manufacturing has attained super
efficiency by means of huge assembly
line production, they lead us to the
conclusion that distribution has
failed to match production, having
made no comparable advance, and
that the future must witness great
general improvement in marketing in
order that the consumer may obtain
the full benefits of production efficiency.
The chain store, prosperous and
utilizing advancements in science and
industry, and effecting economies
which it passes on to the public, is
presented as embodying such efficiency in distribution as we have yet
attained. The independent store, unprosperous and handicapped by price
competition, is represented as a drag
on our economy, depriving the consumer of his full portion of wealth.
They do not inquire whether production too, influenced by the same
set of rules that applies to distribution, may not have fallen into monopolistic hands. They do not inquire
whether giant industry and giant distribution alike, if deprived of the un-
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of mass purchasing
N A recent <November 1943) report
power, might not encounter a law of
of the Federal Trade Commission
diminishing returns which would hold
on costs and methods of food
them in check.
diStribution, the following costs of
distribution are shown: consumer
They exhibit our automobile induscooperatives 19.5%, chains 20.62% ,
try as an epitome of the perfection of
independents 22.58%. Itimizing fruits
mass production, seeming to feel that
and vegetables, which are costly in
it is quite all right that, when the
distribution, the costs are : Fruits,
war came upon us, it had been many
chains 57.4% , independents 51.8%;
long years since we had been able to
vegetables, chains 51.8%, independbuy such excellent makes as Stevensents 61.4%, a slight disadvantage for
Duryea, Velie, Cole, Stutz, Marmon,
the independents, though it should
Kissel, Hupmobile, Franklin, to mennot be lost sight of that in the sale
tion only a few of the several dozen
of fruits apparently the independents
which disappeared from the market
considerably surpass the vaunted effibetween the two wars.
ciency of the chains.
Efficiency of chain store versus efThe 1935 Census of Business of the
ficiency of independent store, as
Department of Commerce showed opmeasured by departments of the federating expense of all retail stores in
eral government, does not reveal suthe country 23o/o, independents 22 %,
periority for the chain store. Reports
and chains 25% . It may surprise
are ma.de on the cost of distribution,
many to know that the 1929 Census
measured as percentage of sales, the
of Distribution called attention to the
cost of distribution being all expenses
fact that the most efficient type of
excepting the purchase price of the
store of all was the country general
article to be resold. The reports, it
store with operating cost of only
is true, do not provide a conclusive
13.59 %.
portrayal of absolute relative effiFrom the above figures it will be
ciency.
plainly
seen that · chain stores are
In one respect they fail us benot more efficient than independent
cause, since they represent actual exstores; in fact, it is to be seriously
penditures, they necessarily omit any
doubted that they are as efficient. Desalary allowance for the proprietor
prived of the reward for bigness alone
of the independent store. Furtherwhich
they enjoy, they would have
more, because the chain cost includes
little reason for existence. And it is
both wholesale and retail distribuapparent that prosperous independtion, to the independent's cost of disently owned stores may avail themtribution should be added a figure to
selves of as much of the benefits of
represent the distribution cost of the
science and invention as chain stores
wholesaler from whom the retailer
can do.
buys, measured as percentage of the
final retail price.
v.
HE anti-trust laws are confused
So far the chain store seems to be
put at an unfair disadvantage in a
and inadequate. The Fair Trade
flat comparison of distribution costs.
Acts are inetrective because the RobBut, when it is considered that each
inson-Patman Act is too irresolute to
chain store is transacting three or
support them. And the provisions of
four dollars' worth of business for
the Robinson-Patman Act themselves
every dollar spent in the independent
may be evaded. The result is that
store, that the independent store, as
chain organizations are still given
a result of disadvantage in the purpreferential prices and are still cut
chase price of the merchandise it
priced stores. Independent stores are
deals in, is unprosperous, that almost
still relatively high priced stores in
two-thirds of our independent stores
contrast to chains.
average only $3,650 gross volume of
About six years ago the Assistant
business per year, then the independAttorney General in charge of Antient store seems to be the one given
Trust Division of the Department of
the unfair disadvantage in the figJustice in a report attacked bitterly
ures. Furthermore, when it is conthe inetrectiveness of the anti-trust
sidered that the chain store almost
laws, remarking that it is evident that
invariably deals entirely in low cost
anti-trust enforcement over nearly
business, cash and carry, and the inhalf a century has had little etrect on
dependent of necessity does almost all
the problem. He protested that the
of the high cost business, charge and
courts have made intention to redeliver, it becomes evident that a
strain trade the test of their decismall percentage greater distribution
sions, and have generally ignored
cost of independent over chain is not
"the only criteria for et!ective, as disto be considered as indicative of an
tinguished from sentimental, adminactual dit!erence in efficiency.
istration," practical results.
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Chain organizations are now confidently making plans for substantial
post-war expansion. Consumer cooperatives are also planning big expansion. Large centrally located department stores are planning to open
branch stores to mushroom all
through the country. In self-defense
retailer cooperatives and voluntary
chains, which as mass buyers are the
same as chains, are preparing to absorb with an appearance of independence the last truly independent stores.
For example, announcement was
recently made of a program of the
New York State Food Merchants Association, calling for establishment of
some 15 retailer owned wholesale grocery enterprises in New York State
under the sponsorship of the retailers' association, in other words a retailers' cooperative society. It is said
that, if the experiment proves successful, it undoubtedly will give impetus to similar programs in other
parts of the country, and then the
programs will be countered by further development of voluntary chains
by service jobbers. It is interesting
and significant to note that the New
York plans call for concentration of
sales largely upon advertised brands
"to facilitate turnover and to cater
to customer appeal." Conceivably the
last vestige of freedom of enterprise
for the individual is near to vanishing. Everyone will be directly dependent upon grandiose organization.
It is evident that we are confronted
with a crisis in our national economy.
It is evident that corrective measures
so far undertaken are entirely inadequate. Beyond question, if freedom
of enterprise is to prevail in this
country, drastic measures are needed
to make it prevail. We cannot go
along our present path and retain individual freedom of enterprise. We
are supporting an intolerable conflict
between big business and little business wherein big business is restricted
and dissatisfied because of laws which
it considers in principle archaic, and
yet little business is doomed to certain annihilation.

VI.
T IS generally easier and less contentious to recognize an evil than
to prescribe a cure for it. This observer considers himself quite incapable of prescribing the cure. Yet, observations upon the condition would
be incomplete without an et!ort to
make constructive suggestions, and
therefore the following five are offered. They are based on a belief
that they fall within constitutional
limitations. They are directed not at
the entrepreneurs of chain organlza-
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tions, who are but carrying on business according to the manner allowed by the law, but against the
unjust and dangerous provisions of
our laws which are promoting business monopoly and concurrently
political collectivism.
They are made on a premise that
the consumer is not entitled to an
arrangement whereby he can buy for
less than all the normal costs involved in a sale with reasonable
profit attached, and that, if he and
other consumers succeed in so buying, the national economy becomes
disrupted. He is entitled to protection against exorbitant prices through
the operation of equitable competition, and he would be so protected.
By doing away with price discrimination large scale production and distribution would be unrestricted up to
a point of diminishing efficiency.
After that, they would not be able to
surmount a law of diminishing returns. Conceivably a good storekeeper
would be able to open a second store,
and a third, and a fourth as the result of his diligence and ability, but
he would be very unlikely ever to
reign over a chain from coast to
coast. No one is that good.
SUGGESTIONS ON IMPROVING
FAIR TRADE ACTS

HE suggestions are: First, suggestion that the Fair Trade Acts
be made complete by legalizing notice of retail price affixed to the article sold. Thereby the producer
would have unquestioned control of
the retail price of his product, open
to public appraisal, and subject to
changes as market and competitive
influences dictated.
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Second. suggestion that the Robtnson-Patman Act be amended to set
fixed and extremely limited quantity
price differentials according to a pattern, applicable to transportation
rates, which may be taken from the
Interstate Commerce Commission. As
expressed by the I.C.C.:
" T he Commission h as declined in notab l e in stances to allow econom ies of car r iage to con trol i n the mat ter of se t ting
prefer en tial rat es. For exAmp l e, it h as
rep eatedly a n d without ex ception refu sed
t o es t ablis h r a t es availabl e only fo r th e
" hipme n t o f a t r a inload. Thou g h s u ch
s hipm ent could be t r a n s p orted at a min:mum of expense per unit of weight, a nd
t he car rier could well a fford t o mak e
low er r ates upon it , yet those rates
w ould so discri minate in favor of t h e
la r ge s hipper s and tend to con centrat e
the bus iness in their han ds that p roper
con s ider ations have compe lled disapp r oval."

If the view of the Commission, applied only to the transportation cost
of an article, is a truism, is it not
equally so applied to the entire cost
of the article?
Third, suggestion that corporations
be prohibited from combining retailing, wholesaling, and production with
each other, excepting, perhaps, in
the case of certain products, such as
those having technical application.
The reason for this suggestion is that
integration of business has already
reached such an advanced stage of
development that the preceding suggestion, without this one appended,
would doubtless encourage immense
vertical combinations extending all
the way from the raw product to the
retail store. The Ellender "Rubber
Tires" Bill, S1122, seeks to break up
the vertical combinations that now
exist in the case of tires only.
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Fourth, suggestion for elimiria\ion
by law of any advertising or display\
allowances whatever. The retailer advertises and displays his wares for his
own profit alone. Allowances from
the producer for these natural functions of retailing open the way to
abuses which readily become coercion .
Fifth, suggestion for revocation of
privileges, such as special low taxes
and special low interest rates provided by the federal government, for
cooperative associations. Cooperatives are legitimate business enterprises, entitled to the full protection
of our laws, but they have no right
to be a privileged class. Special provision for them, not granted to all·
business, implies that their members
are being protected against the avarice of other lawful busin ess enterprises. It is not logical.
Several years ago Mr. Charles H.
March, Chairman of the Federal
Trade Commission, said:
" The struggl e to prese r v e free enterprise mus t not fail. There will be nothing gained by m a intaining the fonns of
a fr et:Jom from whic h the s ubstance h as
depa rte d. If we a r e t o accept the process
of concentra t ion of bus ine s s in a few
h a nd s as beyond control, then it is time
t o admit tha t our for emos t national aim,
indiv idua l opportunity, has b een lost,
a nd that what we had b e lieved was our
outstan ding national tra it, individual initia tive, eithe r has fail ed, or is no longer
worth preserving."

Storekeeping ls essentially an individual service to the ultimate consumer. Independent storekeeping is
just as efficient in this service as is
multiple unit storekeeping. Let us
return our storekeeping to the individual.

