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— MEETING TO DISCUSS
ANTITRUST LEGISLATION

Wednesday, May 19, 1976

9:00 a. m.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 20, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CONNOR
FROM: MIKE DUVAL Wﬂ“
SUBJECT: PRESIDENT'S MEETING WITH

SENATOR HRUSKA ON ANTITRUST
LEGISLATION - MAY 19

At the conclusion of this meeting, the President promised
to give Senator Hruska some answers by next Monday or
Tuesday. The Senator is looking for our position on the
Senate Omnibus Trust Bill.

Ed Schmults has the follow-up action.

cc: Ed Schmults



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

May 18, 1976

MEETING TO DISCUSS
ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION ON ANTITRUST LEGISLATION
Wednesday, May 19, 1976
9:00 AM - (30 Minutes)

The Oval Office

From: Edward Schmultsg

To meet with Senator Hruska and the Attorney General to review the
status of pending antitrust legislation and discuss the Administration's
position.

I. PURPOSE

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS PLAN

A. Background: On April 6, the Senate Judiciary Committee
completed mark-up on the Hart/Scott Antitrust Improvements
Act (S. 1284). The bill is scheduled for Floor action this week.

In the House, three of the major provisions of S. 1284 are being
considered in separate legislation. The so-called parens patriae
bill has been passed and the Civil Process Act amendments were
approved on May 18 by the House Judiciary Committee without
objection.

On April 2 Senators Hart and Scott met with Justice Department
and White House Staff to urge Administration support for their
legislation and to determine possible areas of compromise. We
reemphasized the views expressed in your letters to John Rhodes
on parens patriae and Peter Rodino on the Civil Process Act
Amendments.

On May 4, 1976, you met with the Attorney General, Assistant
Attorney General Kauper and White House Staff to discuss the
Administration's position on the pending antitrust legislation.
At the meeting you indicated that you wanted to hear Senator
Hruska's views prior to making any decisions conceming
negotiations aimed at finding an acceptable bill in the Senate.
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On May 7, you met with Senator Hruska on Air Force One
and heard his objections to S. 1284,

As you know, we are being urged by Senators Hart and Scott
to enter into negotiations aimed at producing an acceptable bill.

B. Participants: Senator Hruska, The Attorney General,
Philip Buchen, Max Friedersdorf, James Lynn, Jack Marsh,
Jim Cannon, Bill Kendall, Ed Schmults, and Tom Kauper.

C. Press Plan: None. Meeting not to be announced. White
House photographer only.

II1. TALKING POINTS

1. The purpose of this meeting is to review the status of
antitrust legislation currently before the Congress and
decide what approach we should take in working with the
Congress.

2. Roman, perhaps you would begin by giving us an overview
of the Senate's plans for action on S. 1284 and what you
would like to see the Administration do.

IVv. ATTACHMENTS
Tab A - Outline of major features of the pending bills.
Tab B - Options Memorandum, with attachments, prepared

by Ed Schmults
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THZ WHITE HOUGE

WADHINGTSN

April 14, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

~
F"ROM: EDWARD C. SCHMULTS \\".( \
LY
SUBJECT : Antitrust Legislation Now Beforc Congress

Issue

This memorandum outlines the status of omnibus antcitrust
legislation pending before the Congress and reguaests your
guidance as to how we should proceed.

Background

The Administration has in the past been the chanmpion of
vigorous antitrust enforcement and reducing government
regulation while Congress has largely been playing "catch-
up” ball. Recently the Administration's positive anti-
trust policy has been criticized by Members of Congress

and others because of our position on antitrust legislation
before the Congygress. (See attached letter from Chairman
Rodino at Tab A.)

Nevertheless, Senators Hart and Scott, as a culmination

of years of work, are anxious to see important antitrust
legislaticn enacted into law this year and are anxious

to work with the Administration to arrive at an acceptable
bill.

Status of the Legislation

On April 2, Senators Hart and Scott met with White House
senior staff to urge firm Administration support for the
legislation and to determine possible areas of compromisec.
We outlined to them the 2dministration's objections to

this legislation and recmphasized the views expressed in
your lettecrs to John Rhodes on parens patriae and

Peter Rodino on the CID bill (see Tab B). Shortly there-
after, on April 6, the Judiciary Committee completcd mark-up
on its.legislative proposal, the Hart-Scott Antitrust



2 .

Inprovenents Act ($.1284). In the cowrse of that mark-

up, both Soenators referred to the White Howure mecting and
indicated their belicf that suitable nocgotictions could

begin soon after the mark-up. They stressed flexibility

and a desire to accommodate Administration views,— T T

In the House, three of the major provisions of £.1284 arc
being considered in separate legislation. Following your
letter to Minority Leader Rhodes on the parens patriae
legislation, the louse passced this bill, but modified it
to reflect some of your recervations concerning specific
provisions. The House Judiciary Committce will soon take
up the Administration's proposed amcendments to the Civil
Process Act. Your March 31 letter to Chairman Rodino
urged favorable ccansideration of this legislation and
requested the Department of Justice to work closely with
the Committee on this bill.

Following action on the Civil Process Act amendments the
House Judiciary Committee is also expected to consider
premerger notification and mandatory stay legislation.
The Senate bill has a similar provision.

On March 31, Justice, Treasury, Commcrce and the FTC agrceced
on a position on the major provisions of the Senate an
House legislation. We have compared this position with
the bill reported from the Senate Judiciairy Committce on
April 6 and believe that it would be possible to negotiate
an outcome close to this position. It is probaeble that if
legislation is enacted, it will be an omnibus bill. There-
fore, we are outlining below the main features of this
bill.

IRt

S

«
8

J

1. Parens Patriae. Any such comnibus legislation probably
would include a modified parens patriae provision as
both Houses are determined to make parens a condition
for enactment of the Administration's civil process
bill. Your March 17 letter to Minority Leader Rhodes
expressed serious reservations regarding the basic
principle of parens patriae, which allows state attorneyvs
general to scek damages in Federal courts as a result
of Federal antitrust violations.

In addition to vour problems with the basic concept
of parens patriae, there are other major points of
difference between the Administration's position

and the legislation being considercd in the Congress.



The curirent Scnate version of the perens patriae LHill

is a significently broader bill than that which recortly
passad the Housce. Thae Senate bhill as it now stands 19
subject to the same criticisms woe have dirccted at tho

Vi
--House-bill.— Hevertheless, it scems-quite Likely that

substantial amendments in this provision could bo
accepted by the Senate.

Negotiable areas of importance to the Administraticn are:

~limitaetion of scope tc price fixing, elimination of

statistical aggregation in private class actions,
reduction to single damages, prohibition of contingency
fees and discretionary rather than mandatory award of
attorney's fees. For a further discussion of these
issues, see Tab C.

Antitrust Civil Process Act Amendients. The Senate and
House bills are 1in most respects compatible with the
Administration's position.

The Administration favors deleting the use of the
expanded civil process powers in regulatory agency
proceedings. It is anticipated that the House will
deletce this provision.

The Administration also seeks excnption of information
obtained through this process from public disclosure

under the Freedom of Information Act. Although it is not
clear that such an exemption is necessary, many husinasses
fear the possible applicability of the FOIA. The Senate
may be reluctant to grant such exemptions, and it may ke
easier to achieve the exemption in confarence.

Also, the Justice Department opposes a recent amendment
in the Senate bill which would require them to reimburse
third parties for expenses incurred in an antitrust
investigation.

There appears to be a good chance that these modifica-
tions will be accepted. However, there will be some
business opposition to the Civil Process Act amendments.
Bill Seidman's memorandum to you on this subject is at
Tab D.
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5. Declaration of Policy. Finally, the Sensto omnibuas bhill

contains a collection of assertions ar< conalusions
about the commitment of this country to a free entorprice
system, the decline of competition as a rcsult of

T ToligopolyTand monopoly, and the positive imwoact-of -—— o coe
vigorous antitrust enforcement. It has bcen criticized
as not being kased on cconomic conscnsus nor logically
connected to the procedural natters deolt with in the |
body of £.1284. The Administration has previously taken
no position on this provision.

Although scme of the least supportable language has
been eliminated in the Senate mark-up, the Administration
would favor the elimination of this policy statement.
However, the Departments do not view further modification
or elimination as important as the modification of
certain substantive portions of the bill which are

" considered above. Attached at Tab E is a table summarizing
the various provisions of the House and Senate bills.

Options:
At this stage, we have the following opticns:

1. Do not compromise the present Administration position.

2. Negotiate with the Senate to try to proeduce an
acceptable bill prior to a Senate floor vote early
next month.

‘3. Schedule a meeting to discuss these options.

The first option has a number of risks. If the Administration
takes no action, then it is likely that the Congress will

pass an unacceptable bill thus generating pressure for a veto
sometime this summer. On the .other hand, there is some chance
that Administration silence at this time could slow down

the legislation in both Houses so that the legislation would
not be enacted. For example, an effort to filibuster the

bill in the Senate is possible.,

Option 2 could substantially increase the chances of Congress
passing an acceptable bill. With your support, it is likely
that the White House staff and the Justice Department can
work with Senators Hart and Scott to agree to desirable
amendments prior to a Senate vote early next month and

avoid undesirable amendments on the Senate floor. This
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option would also help stimulate Lthe Housc to move on the
Civil Process het amendments and an acceptable premergor

notification bhill.

Option 3 recommends a policy meeting on this subject,

-—to -your-choosing betvecen-eptions—L-and-2+ —VWe beltieve -that, —

prior

in light of the complexity of the issues and the highly

fluid political environment, we should meet with you
soon as possible.

Decision:

-

Ca

Option 1: Do not compromise Administration position until

Senate and House conference a bill
(Supported by

Option 2: Work affirmatively with Scnators Hart and
" Scott to try to produce an acceptable bill
s prior to a Senate floor vote early next
month (Supported by

Option 3: Schedule a meeting
(Supported by
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The President
The Wiuite House

»

Dear Mr. President:

I was extremely distressed tce learn today that you have withdrawn
your Ad=zinistration's carefully articulated and irequently repceated support
for H.R. 8532, the Antitrust Enforcement Iumprcvement Act (Parens Patrize).

3 ¥

judgient, enactment of this bill would constitute ungquestion-—
ignificant contribution to antitrust enforcemant and the
despread antitrust violations in more than a quarter century

In my
ably the rmost s
deterrence of wi

The basic preﬂ se of the bill is that wmany 1f not mcst antitru
violations have their principal impact upon the censumer, who pays mo
gcods and services thian he would if there were free and open compet
The need for the bill arises because under our present antitrust en
schene, the consumer has no effective mechdnism for serking rvedress. in
light of the small value of individual claims and the cnormous cost and
complexity of antitrust litigation. As a result, many viclations go unpun-
ished and corporate violators reap -—- and retain -- billions of dollars in
illegal profits every year.

m

The bill vould £ill this enforcement void by empowering state
.* attorneys general to bring antituvust suits on behalf of consumers in their
states injurcd by antitrust violations. It would create no new substantive
antitrust liability. It would merely provide for the first time an effecti
mechanism for the vindication of existing consumer claims and the cnforcement
of long-standing policy.

[

The case for this bill has been made repeatedly and mest peorsua-
sively by authovized represoentatives of your own Administration. Ga Harch
18, 1974, Thenas E. Kaupevr, Assistant Attorney Geoneral in charge of the
Antitrust Division, testitied generally in {avor of an earlier version of

s



« The Presideat -2 March 17, 1976

H.K. 8532. leo suggested a nuaber of acenduonts, wany of which waore
incorporated in the dra‘t approved b/ the louse Judiciavy Cormittee on
July 24, 1975. The Administration's views repgarvding the Committee Bill,
the present .M. 8532, ware soupht azain following Comnittee action.
Once again, lir. Kauper was {orthripht
In & letter to we dated Septezber 25, 1975,

G

his support of the mogsure.
ir. Fauper stated
8 . L

The ndm1njstratA0ﬂ has taken a r~osit:§on in suppor' of

the basic concept of permittln? a State to sue on behalf
of its citizcens for damages sustained because of -iolat
of the Sherrman Act. H.R. 8532 would esteblish a sorkab
rechanism for assuring that theose antitrust viola ionu
which have the broadest scope and perhaps the mos* direct
impact on consuirers do not escape civil liability.

ion
ie

Mr. Kauper vent on to suggest one or two awmendmen's designed to
strengthen the enforcement potential of H.R. 8532, Lonclud11g

While we think the further refincments suggested :bove
would strengthen the bill, we would still urge en .ctment
of this legislztion.

Mr. Kauper's lotter rmade it clear that this was tlie mature and
considered position of the entire Aduninistration:

The Office of Manzgement and Budget has advised this
has

Department that i 2s no objection to the submis .icn
of this report ir the standpoint of the Adminis :ratioan's

progranm

-
[
(o e

Within the last mecath, while teséifying on another matter, r.
Kauper went out of his way to praise H.R. 8532 and the Judi:iary Cecuzittee's
contribution to antitrust eniorcement in reporting it to th: House.

) These views were achoed recently in a signific n)t speech by Deputy
Assistant Attorney General Joe Sims, who stated in Dallas, “‘exas, on February
27, 1976 that "as we put more resouces into the field, we contiﬁuc to finad
that price-fixiug is a cemmcn business practice.”" Pointing to the need for
pending legislation to provide greater antitrust enforcement capability,
Sims weat on:

[N
-

Strangely enough, while the business community is taking
a strong public stand for ifree enterprise as a concept,
it is also mounting an enorirous lebbying effort in an
attempt to delay, to cut back or to prevent the passage
of such legiaslaticen.

And so again, tha call for a return to f{ree entevprise
takes on a somevhat hollow ring.

LY ]
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has likew
in favor

1975, aund
Tyler exp
Jetter to
is a cosp

The Administration's support for the previsions of H.R. 8532
isc been repootedly expressed in the Senate,  !Mr. Yauper Lr;tified

of Title TV of S. 1284, the counterpart of I.R. 8532, in

T

v of

as recently as February 19, 1976, Deputy Attorney Cunvr&l Hareld

ressly veaffirmed the Administration's support for Title

unoor of 5. 1284,

iV in a
the Minority Leader of the Scunate, the Henorable llupgh Scott, who

_ e e I 3 U

by high ra

withdérawal of this long-standing support for H.R. 8537 is utterly at odds wivh
your oun repeated statewents favoring vigorous and effcctive enforcement of

Even more is at stake than the credibility of considercd
nking and fully authorized official

the antitrust laws.

enforcement to the continuation of
you have on numerous occasions.

statemaents

s of your Administration. Your

I could not put the case for the necessity of effective antitrusg

of Congress:

ffort to

American 1

To increase productivity and contain prices, we must end
restrictive and ccstly practices, whether instituted by
Government, incustry, labor, or others. aAnd 1 am detcr-—

a free coumpetitive economy bette
On October 8, 1974, you told a Joint Scusion

v

than

mined to return to the vigorous enforcement of the antitrust

laws.

On April 18, 1975, vou told the White Housc Conference on Domestic
and Lconomic AffTairs that '"Vigorous antitrust enforcemant rmust be

pronote competition.’

In your most recent State of the Union message, on Januvavy 19, 1§76,
you told the Congress that "This Administration . . . will strictly
the federal aatitrust lows.”

HE-

You put the matter perhaps mest eloquently in your remarks

Ialduure Mapufacturers Association on Aungust 25, 1975

It is sad but true -~ too often the Governuen: walks wit
the industry along the vroad to monopoly,

The end result of such special treatrmeat prov:des spec
benefits for a few, but poverful, groups in tte econo:any
at the expense of the taxpayer and the consumcr.

Let me ewphasize this is not -- and never will be -- an

0

jal

Administration of specinl interests. This is an Adninis-

tration of public intercest, and always will be just that

"Therefore, wo will not pevirit the continuation of monopoly

privilege, which is not in the publi

“job and your job to cpen the American marketplace to all

COrersS.

¢ intevest, It is ny

enforce

to the’

Despite these ringing declarations of comaitment to antitrust

policy and enforccment, yonr actions In recent wooks have struck repeated
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Llcws at the hopes of the Arerican people that theze soals would be
realized. On February 19, 1974, despite previous affirnetions of Adminis-
tration support, you withdrew, throupgh Depoly Attoroey General Triec, your
ble""lnb from 1nportanL Lnjun ctive pvouJ sions of Title V of 5. 1134,

Gencral Kauper had to tell cur Conmittee that the Administretion erposed
S. 1136, alrcady pasced by the Seaate, which would have cemmitted significant
additional funds to the federal antitrust enforcement efforc. '

On March %, 1976, an obviously o:streJqﬂB ﬁr<1't(u~ Attorney

And yesterday yeu withdrew from almost two years of public support
for the concept of H.R. 8532

. I hope that you will recensider your proucuncenent of yesterday
and reaffirm your earlier support for a btill designec¢ to put sorcly needed
teeth in our antitrust enforcement schene.

Otherwise, everyone will have lest significantly. The considercd
pronouncencnts of your Administraticn on pending legislztion will lose all
credibility if the rug is to be pulled out repeatedly by last-mioute
presidential action. More inmportant, the consumcrs and businessmen of this
country who stand to benaefit from free and cpen competition and the attendant
reduction of inflation will have lest the assistance of a truly significant

~a

piece of legislation.
The antitrust laws ave the basic charter of our {ree ¢nterprise
system, and I urge ycu to join in the cffert to secuve their vigorous

enforcement in the public interest.

Verv truly )ours

P}-lFu W. RODINO, JK.
-€hairman
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March 17, 1976
Dear Johnt .
As 1 ontlined to y0u on Tuesday, March 15, I suppourt vizorous antitrust enfovcoment,
but T have serious rescrvaticas coacerning the par patrizz concept set forth in

the preseat version of H.R, 8512,

I question whether federal legiclation is desirable which cuthorizes a state
attoruey general to sue en behalf of the stave's citizens to recovar treblz damages
that reselt from violations of the federal anticrust lawu. Thz stazes bavre tu
ability to zmaznd thelr own antitrust laws to authorize parens pettiazs sults in
their owa courts. If legisl: H : t3 i

convianced the parens
whether the Congress
general with access t

In addition to ny reservations aboult the prinziple of parens patriae, 1 o2 concerned
about sowz specific provisions of thz lcgislation developed by the House Judiciary

Comaitree.

The pre seut bill is too broad i
violaztions. This would concentra

IR

trust v1o;3tion3.
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In addition the Administration is oppcsed to mandatory treble
» -

patriae suits, preoferring i 1 provisio ich would limit

damages that zct l resul he vigw that

w2

sve inadegueate,

The Adzinistration oppeses extension of the statistical agzregatioa of damages,
beyond parens patrize legislation, to private class ecceilon suits because this is
outside of the appropriate reach of this legislatiou.

ra 1 ke

Finally, the Administration prelers discretionary rather than wandatory award of

o
attorney's feez, leaving such awavrds to thez discration of the courts.
: ,

During the last two years, the Adninistration has soughit to inmprove fedexral
cniorcemant eflo.tu in the antitvust area and the resources devoted to antitrust
eanfcorcenanr have increased cubsiantially. bar 1074, T sigasd the Anticrast

i
Penaltics and Procedures Act vhich increased munimunm pCﬂ"l\LCb {ron SSO,GCK to $1 willion
for corporazioas and $[“U 000 for individes As I {ndicated above, T suppore
vigorous aatitrust enforcvaent, but I do not believe H.R. 8332 is a re sp x%\hle vay
to enforce federal antitrvust laws.

f'r;‘

Sincerely, .

Is/ Gerald R. Ford

The Hozorable John J. Rhodes .
Miaovity Leader .

Housa ¢of Repreventatives
Washington, 9.C. 20515 .
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THE WHITE HOUSE
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‘Tiacch 31, 19756

Dear Chairman Rodino:

During the last year and a half, my Adiministrelic
cffective, wvigorous, and responsible antitrust en
Decernbeor 1974, 1 sicned lerigialic

antitrust violatl ]
lative proposals

competition in regulated

g in c’-,.,trlca. As.‘u"" g 2 fvec
petitive economy is @ keystore of my Administration's econamic
pl‘od*-’-n‘x.

In Octecher 1974, 1 annovnced my support of emendiments to the
Antitrust Civil Process Act wiich would provide important weols
to the Justice Depzrtment in enforcing cur antitrust laws, My
Administration reintroduced this legisletion at the heginning of
this Congress and I sirongly vige its favorabie consideration.

I have as;\ed the Department of Justice to work closcly with
+
g

re reault of tils cooperation will be effcctive
egislation.

The Honorable Peter W, Rodino, Jr.

Chairmzan .
The Committce on the Judiciary
House of Representatives - .

Washington, D, C, 20515 _ '
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Althouah a fundamcntal issne as to Lhe przuv;ﬂlc of paroens
pdtflmm lLegizlotion remains, Lhe iouse bitl iz omuch clonny
e the modifications favorod by thoe ccnac:gfnhxl Tf”“114XLT;Y'ﬁ.
These arn: linitation off scebe to price-fining; olimina
of ¢ ctatintical aqoregation in private actions and reduc
to 5{h(1?‘0"muoo,_Tﬁ”éerTTn dEes T (posTd biyovon-a Llat
limitation to singlc damages prohibition of contingoncy
feos.

The Justice Depariment is &lso exploring options that would
reguire prior rederal acticn oF approval, before an action
/could be taken by a state attornecy genceral undoer the parens

patriae provision.
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The 1862 Act, hovever, was a linited effort. W5

3 ~ 11
Divislion may conly serve the Civil Invectigrtive
(CIP)~~a pre-~complaint subpoena—--on sucpoobod
the so-called “"targets". 4Yhe CID nay only be
busincsses for the purnose of chtaining Cooumai

to the investigation.

The proposecd lcegis
not on]y to "*ilgu
S

it CIb to bz isg
qxthx, hut alse to
thixd partics--cu : supbllng, co.y"tiLO"s~~”bo wav
have iﬂfOTHDLLOH re vant_to thoe investigotion even though
they themselves are not suspoectoed ViOLuLOT“. CIpts could
thus be served not only on a business contity, but also on
individuals (e.g., a witness to a necting). Also, oo CID

SRy,
recipient could be coupelled noit only bto produce documants,

,-)\-l\;];.v,

but also to give oral testimony and answer writton uost
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Selling Regulatery Reform

One of President Ford's basic
shortcomings on the hustings has
been his failure to convey to the
public the importance of his admin-
istration’s major economxc initia-
tive, regulatory reform..

He has been attempting, agamst
formidable odds, to set in motion

processes that would systematically- ..

dismantle those activities-of govern-

ment that inhibit competition. Itis™
an effort that is responsive to the--
_very evident public concerns: over-:

the 1mpacts of . big- government.
Why, then, is the President having
so much trouble persuading the
public of the worth of his efforts?
The immediate: answer, which
we have touched on here before, is

that he has not demonstrated suffi- -
cient dedication to it. himself. He -

committed a primary error last De-
cember by not vetoing the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act, which
continued the costly, wasteful and

anti-competitive federal regulation .

of the oil industry. Few better op-
portunities present themselves for a
President to make a bold and dra-
matic stroke in defense of the mar-
ket principle.

But some things should also be
said in the President’s defense. His

gulation have been considerable,
however low the yield in terms of

political. visibility -and. substantive -

results. For example, he managed
to introduce more flexibility into the ~
ICC’s control over rail freight rates

as part of the rail modernization bill ™%
earlier this year. He.is seeking leg-';g o

islation that would reduce fedsera}
. restraints on price- compet:hon xn 5
av:ahon and tmckmg;. B

'Federal
asked to find ways tocut paperwork
and regulatory delays, apparently
with some results. The administra-
tion backed such other successes as .
the,  repeal of federal ‘‘fair trade”
laws, which had allowed some man-
ufacturers to fix retail prices, and -

the introduction of price competi- :°

tion among stock brokers.

And last week, the President |

asked Congress to enact. a compre-
hensive agenda for further such at-
tempts. It calls for a four-year na- -
tional effort to identify areas where -

exceeds-benefits and to formulate
new laws to reduce regulatory inter--
ference. If Congress adopts the
measure, the agenda would begin- -

P

agencies:- have beenl‘:“

next year with transportation
agriculture, continue in 1978
mining, heavy manufacturing
public utilities, then in 1979

and

nication, finance, insurance, real
estate, trade and services. :
It is interesting that the general
effort towards regulatory reform
has attracted bipartisan support in
Congress. Senator Kennedy, for ex-

‘ample; has-introduced his own bill
_-to require federal agencies to pro-

mote competition as part of their

. decision-making processes. Senator
. Muskie is also taking a tougher line

towards the problem of regulatory
agency proliferation by pmmotmg a

“sunset’’- bill. that would require
agencies to justify their existence or
shut down. -

But the President is leading the
movement. Why isn't he getting
more credit for it?

The inarticulateness of his cam-

. paign generally is partly to blame.

Further, it always is difficult to
dramatize deregulatory-efforts and
to- forecast their public benefits,
even though there can be little
doubt that increased market compe-

initiatives in the direction of dere- _-' ::lt ;?ni:é::; bz:f:;: f:-:al ‘l:c;r;i;:;
" mightily to try to undermine the
deregulatory thrust by attempting '
to generate public. fears about its

consequences.:s -

One of the myths the President |

into |
and | -
into |
light manufactunng and construc- |
tion and finally in 1980 into commu- |

«.has exploded through. the deregula- -

tory drive i is the broad assumption

“that there is a strong resentment

" among businessmen of federal regu-

« lation. - The -airlines and trucking '

. companies+-< have -. demnonstrated :
- through theu* lobbymg efforts that -

some of the strongest support™ for"

anti-competitive regulation comes

from regulated industries. As one

- White House official notes,; the pro-

regulation constituenfies are far
more vocal in Washington t.han any
anti- ation. lobbies....

‘\«:‘. oy

- Since’ deregulatxon is an effort‘

conducted on. behalf of- the: public

" and often against the wishes of spe-

cial interests it requires some politi-
cal courage. The President has not

-always been bold enough. But he
the cost of government regulation- -

deserves more- credit and support
than he has received for the bold-
ness he has demonstrated. What he

is attempting is far more important.

t.han has so far been percewed






