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STANDARD OIL COMPANY MUST GO.

Supreme Court of United States Orders Dissolution-
Inteibretatlon of Shernman Anti-Trust Law.

The Suprome Court of tii. United States at
Washington, D.C., uPhOld tii, deolsi8on 0f the. Mis-
SOUri curts ordsrlng the. dissolution of the Standard
011 Company of New Jersey.

The Suprome Court iioidst-
That the. Standard 011 Company la a mornopoiy

Un restreint of trade.
That thtis glant corporation muet be d1lsoved

witln six montho.
Corporations whoes oontraots arts "flot unrea-

»onbiY restrictive of oompetitleno, are not alleoted.
The court was unanimous as to tes main teatures

of the. decason, Mr, J1ustiss Harian dissentlng oniy
a$ tel s limitation Of the. application of the Shermnan
anti-trust isw.

The Supremeit Court of th' . nîeiSatsa Vahntn
DiC., orderedi( itedsolto of th11 Stiandardl( O)ii CoIpanyI,
oif New erey Ili cunnIjqet tIl wiîli this dtree Iv it sitmd uts,
interpretatian of thei Sherilal aniti-trusýt 1,Nw.

11n tii, the. tin-t of it', big decisionr, In the anitrs
case", tilt 41ourt hdsthait the. standard Ou0 mpnl1
conspiritcy in restraiint oif trde ad ono)polý InI eota
venitioni of th. 'Sherlitan atnti-trust, isw and mutbedslvd

T'o a1ccomIp[ish thîs, unde(lrt;iking) thlt court sets al piti
of ',ix 'nonths. This, Is an e*xtension) of five xnondhs ove-r the
limre allotted in 11w isouto decree aif the lower 111,
The court hold., that it i, eesr to dlistinguish > tee".reasionabie"-' an 'nrasnal restrint of traidu ,s (ov~-
ered by theý Shermnan aInti-trust law,.
fet 0f the, Deelalon..

Thet cffect of the. <1ecision is ta) insecrt thei word"nra
son1able", into the enra prohlibitioni In the- Sherman nti-trust law algit cominaio iii restrainit ai trade. 'eSupreinle Cuthas, thu eignnae thlt univrtînty wýith
whîch ail busiess obnain rgar-ded tilt Shermlan' anti-trust law%, andI in the fulItur it wdiý bIlte du1ty oif thle gov-
Crninenit toa, aw tilt 1111 bewen od andI bd tr1 s T,11e
anltî-tru4,t law%, as co bru ib th ourt, 1oe flt aipply taai:om1aiosIcnri sorat in resýtIrinIt af trade., but

onl tathoe wichar showni tai be. uinrasonlable., and in1wVhihI the, inteit lt foýrml an 1unla;mful fitirç o onpl
cati be prove(d or in)feirred,

Chiet Justice( White ahing with thlt argumeiqnts asý to
the lawi and tile tacts ti the case. said that ouit of file"jugle oflaw and facýts bath]s, e werc agrerdl only in
one! thîng, andI thatt wast 1te determlination otf the. contrav-ersýy
reslted uLIpon th(. proper cosrcinaniplicto of Ilhefirst anicon sctions aif te anti-trust Act. The views,
ot thti twao sides as to the law, the. Chie-f Jus:%tice. said, wereuais widte apart as the pales. Tuhe saine, h(-e said, wais true
as t4o the farts.

Th ,ifJustic-e seized upon thev singxle polint af con-cord, nalyl, the, application oif theý twa sections aif the Sher-ianl anlti-trust 1mw, as tilt initial basis of ani examlinationof the conte'ntion, The rest ot his opinion dividesý itselt intoa consideration ot the îneaning et the Sherman anti-trusti
law in thet lîght of the conmunn lawý andI the 1am of the U.nited
Sta-te's at theV tunre of its adoption, ther cotentions ot theparties con rrnet regýirding the Acmt andi the cpeanti effectaifli e cistions aif the- Supireme( Court, the ;1)ppi laion af the
staitut, tf) the tacts, andI, lastly, the remen(dy.
"Tihe Rule of Roes Muet be Applied.,,

The Chlief Justice, saiti the "rl ireaso)n must be p-plieti in aplyî ng a statutie ta anyv given set of tacts." Byithe omission of anY direct prohibition a1gainst monopoiy thlei
statute incae a caicosesthat f reedoi ot the ndi- jividual righit ta contrait when unduly or improperiy% e.xerciseci
wýas the most efiitmeans for the prevention of monapoly.

Tl'le goverfiment contention couid bc reduced ta the
diaimr that the language of the statute embraccd "e!vury
contract, cambinaition etc., in restraint oftad, andi lef t
no roain for the, exercise, of jutigment, but sipl mposeds
the plain cluty of applying its prohibitions ta everyl case(
wîthin its lite ral language. The errar of tile governinent (in
this point, Chiet Justice Whibte said, was in assuming that rthe court had de-cideti in accordance with its contentions, t]"It is obviaus;," he saiti, "'that judgment must in every case o
be calletI into play in ordler ta deterinine whether a particulars
act is embraceti within the statutory classes andi whether, ife
the act is witbin such classes, its nature or effect causes it ~
to be al restraint of trade within the intention of the Act."

Chief justice White touched uipon the phas.e W h i 1Iformeti the basis for justice Iliarlan's dissenting opinion.
was that the opinions et the Supreme Court in the cases' of rthe United States versus Freight Association andi Uniteid
States versus joint Traffi-c Assiociation excludeti the right ta ththus reason in interpreting the statu'e. The generailIant- se

guage of tho,ýe opinions haid been subscquently cxplained,
itnd hlvd net ta justify the broad significance attributed toi
thern.
The Facs and the. Statut.

The court found that the resuit of enlarging thecatl
st>ck of the, Standard Oil Company of New Jersey and the
acisLjitioni by' thait company of the shares of the stock of
the ather corporations in exchange for its certificates gave
to the- corporation an enlairged and more perfet sway and
contraI aver the trade and commerce in petroleum iind Its
produts. Thei effect of this, Chief Justice White sa;d the

lwrcourt hetld. %%as to dlestroy "the potentialîty of comi-
petition. \\ q seie no cause to) doubt the correctness of thiese
conclusions. Considering the subject front every- aspecct,
that is, both in view orf the tacts as established byv tile rtec.>r,
and thle ncessari1Y operation, and effect of the lit%\, ýc have
construed, upon the inferences deducible front the f acti, the
foltowing reasans :
Rassens Civen by Court.

"*(a) Reccause the unification of pý,wer and contrai (ver
petroleuni and its produets, wbich was the inevitable, restait
of thv combinling in the New%% Jer;ey, corporation by the, in-
creaise of its stock and the transfer to it of the sto,1, t, s
many other corpoxrations, aggregating se, vast a 4aiital,
gives rise in and of itself, to say the least, to the prima facie
p)tIreumpt ionI of intent and purpose ta maintain the 'lni.
nancy> over the oil inidutryi, flot asý a resuit of normal methods
of indlustrial dlevelopmren)t, but by new means of combinlation,
wliich were resorted tt> in order that greater power mniglit bc
added thtan would thrsehave arisen, the whole wxth the
purpose of excludfing others fron thle trade, and thuls cen-
tralizinjg in the- combination al perpexual control of the roe
ments of petraleum and its products in the channels, of inter-
State cmec.

"ý(b) Rcaiuse thle prima facie presumptiani of intent to
restrain trade, ta monopo)lize and ta br:ng about nionop)oli..
zation is made conclusive by con.sidering (1) the conduct of
the p)ersons or corixirations mainly instrumental in briniging
about the extension of power in the N'ew Jersey corporation
before the consummation of that result, and prior t4> the
formation of the trust agreements of 1879) anid 1882; (2) by
considering the prooif as to what wýas clone under those

ageeen.sand the acts which înmdaeyprecedeci the,
vesting of powier in the New Jersey corporation, as1 weiIl asby weîghing the modes in wviich the power veste-d in thalt
corporation has been exerted and, the resuits whichl have
arisen from 1ý,'
The. Graduai Extension of, Power Over 011 Traits.

No iitestdmind, said thec Chief Justice, could
resist the conclusion that the genius for developinent and
organization mnanifested frtra the beginning scion begot the
intent to exclude others. Considering the period f romi the
trust agreements of 1879 andI 1,"2 to the tume of the ex-*
paInsioin of the New Jersey corporation, the court recalîed
the. graduai extension of power oiver the oil trade, the de-
çision of the Supremne Court of Ohio, andi the tardiness to,
Iontori to that decision as so many si9ns to the intent at
exclusion, and the acquisition of every means of develop..
ment, inicluding transportation agencies, confirmed that
view.

"l'he inferenc.-e that no attempt to mnonopolizeý coixld
have been intended, andI that no monoplliatioin result'ed
from the acts complained of, since it is establishied that a
very small percentage of the crude ail prod(uced waIs con-
:rolled by the combination), izi unwarranted," said the court.
Nistery of te Cse.

Once befare the institution of the presenit suit the Stand-
ird Oul Company was dissolved by the courts and forced
D reorganize. This was in 1892, when the Company was an
)hio corporation.

The presenit suit against the Standard OiT Compainy of
New Jersey was; filetI by the goveriment on Novembher i stb,
906> hy Attorney-General Moody, under the direction of'resident Roosevelt. The form the suit took was a petition
n equîty against the Standard Oi Company of New Jersey
nt] its seventy constituent corporations. lt was filed in the
;nited States Circit Court at St. Louis. The filing of thi3
uit camne six months after Commissioner of Corpora-.jons
arfield had made a report on the company ta the President
:eclaring it to be a mo)nopoly. This report was made ini
esponse to a resolution in Congress. ln reply ta this report
he comparly, in a long sýtatement madle ta its s-ockholders
n May i6th, 190>6, de-clared that it was a "palpable ab-

r dity ta caî1 the company a monopoly, andI toak the gov-
mn .ent to task for casting aspersions on it when the courts

The S tandard 011 Company's answer ta the suit was a~encjal denial of the allegations of a conspiracy ta establish
xnonopoly. They denîed accepting rebates tram the rail-

adand snid tIhat whatever rates had been madie ta tht.>
'eavailable ta ail persans engaged in the business. At

ie hearings the exh'bits were introduceti, showing that in~Ven years the profits of the business had been nearly Stoo.-
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