1999 - LV 1
ANGLAIS

From Trust Busters to Trust Trusters

Theodore Roosevelt plotted the beginning of the end of John D. Rockefeller's oil empire at a secret meeting at the White House on a summer night in 1906.  Surrounded by his attorney general and other key cabinet members, he mapped out the antitrust suit against Standard Oil.  It took five years for Roosevelt’s case to be won in the Supreme Court, breaking up Standard Oil into 34 companies.  And for the better part of the next 70 years, Washington's economic agenda was dominated by the high-stakes politics of curbing the power of big enterprises.

But something has changed in Washington in the past decade or so, something that has taken the issue that Woodrow Wilson called "these vast aggregations of capital" off the country's political agenda.

Last week, when two of the biggest remaining parts of the old Rockefeller empire, Exxon and Mobil, were recombined in the world's largest merger, Washington yawned.  House Minority Leader Dick Gephardt, the pro-union, pro-consumer voice of the Democratic Party's left wing, spent the day complaining loudly - about the Clinton impeachment inquiry, and he has yet to say anything about the deal, according to his office.  In fact, scarcely a politician of any stripe headed for the cameras to question whether the $75 billion deal was good for the country, for workers or for consumers.

The same silence greeted the deal that created Citigroup, which was the largest financial services company for a few minutes until Deutsche Bank bought Bankers Trust Corp., earlier this month.

Less than a decade ago, when Japanese corporations snapped up New York's Rockefeller Center and two Hollywood studios, many in Congress were in an uproar over the sale of American icons to foreigners.  But these days, with the Dow bobbing at record levels and analysts declaring the triumph of American-style capitalism, neither the Deutsche Bank acquisition nor Daimler-Benz's purchase of Chrysler Corp. last spring has yielded a similar furor.

Many theories have been offered to explain this new passivity about the evils of Big Everything: the pace of technological change, or the realities of borderless compétition in a year of global tumult, or the confusing business currents that at once celebrate the global reach of U.S.-based multinationale and the entrepreneurial spirit of small businesses.

And perhaps it's just temporary - if prices start going up again at the pump, or if the U.S. economy falters, there could bc a renewed clamor to reign in corporations viewed as too big, too powerful or too heartless.  Sen. Paul Wellstone, D-Minn., is among the few in Congress still exercised about the concentration of corporate power.  "Whatever the reason," he noted, "once upon a time this was a burning issue, and now it's not even on the table."

At a rare high-profile hearing this year on the long-term effect of mergers, Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan argued that the government was inept at determining in advance those mergers that would create competitive problems and would be wiser to wait and see

Greenspan's view was challenged at the hearing, chiefly by Joel Klein, the assistant attorney general in charge of antitrust, and Robert Pitofsky, the chairman of the Federal Trade Commission.  Pitofsky noted that undoing the damage after employees of an acquired company have, been fired, after its plants have been closed and after top management has moved on, "is enormously expensive."

But the fact remains that few lawmakers dare to venture deep into this territory, even though it sustained generations of their predecessors.  "The biggest reason is the mix of money and politics," says Wellstone.  "For both parties, these are the heavy hitters, the monied interests who have a huge impact on the tenure of people in Congress.  Not too many people want to challenge them."

Of course, that was also true in Roosevelt's day.  But Wellstone notes a second reason: the quiet arrival in Washington of "a set of shared assumptions about what is necessary these days for survival in a global economy."

'Me first is that while bigger is not always better, it may be the only way to extend one's reach abroad.  "The ability to bc a global player and to be competitive anywhere in the world has become more important as all the traditional walls of regulation, state ownership and time barriers have come down," said Daniel Yergin, chairman of Cambridge Energy Research Associates.

The second assumption is that technology moves faster than antitrust cases.  When the government began its push against IBM in the late 1960s, the microprocessor had just been invented.  By the time the case was abandoned thirteen years later, the microprocessor was revolutionizing the computer industry, and IBM was missing the goal It caught up, but market dominance was no longer an issue.
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1. VERSION (sur 20 points)


Traduire le titre et depuis : "But something has changed..."jusqu'à "... Bankers Trust Corp., earlier this month." (de la ligne 6 à la ligne 15)

II. QUESTIONS (sur 40 points)
1.
Question de compréhension du texte

Explain what the following sentence means

“Whatever the reason," he noted, "once upon a time this was a burning issue, and now it's not even on the table."

(ligne 28)         (100 mots + ou - 10% *; sur 10 points)

2. Question de compréhension du texte.

Explain what the following sentence means: "The first is that while bigger is not always better, it may be the only way to extend one's reach abroad."


(ligne 42)         (100 mots + ou - 10% *; sur 10 points)

3. Question d'expression personnelle

In your opinion, to what degree is big business beneficial to consumers, the economy, and society in general ?

(300 mots + ou - 10% *; sur 20 points)

* Le non-respect de ces normes sera sanctionné.

(Indiquer le nombre de mots sur la copie après chaque question).

III.  THEME (sur 20 points)
Le distributeur américain Wal-Mart confirme son appétit pour l'Europe

Il y a un an, le numéro un mondial de la grande distribution, l'américain Wal-Mart, était encore inconnu des consommateurs européens.  En rachetant, mercredi 9 décembre, 74 hypermarchés de la chaîne Spar Handels AG, le groupe devient le numéro trois en Allemagne.  L'offensive du géant américain sur le Vieux Continent, estiment les spécialistes du secteur, ne s'arrêtera pas là.

Wal-Mart, dont le siège est dans l'Arkansas, possède plus de 2800 points de vente aux États-Unis.  Il s'agit en majorité de grandes surfaces bon marché, domaine où le groupe représente 50% des ventes nationales.  Son poids aux États-Unis oblige Wal-Mart à chercher à l'étranger  de nouvelles occasions de se développer.

Dans un entretien à l'agence Bloomberg, le 8 décembre, le responsable des opérations internationales indiquait que l'objectif de Wal-Mart est de multiplier par cinq ses ventes à l'étranger d'ici à 2002, passant de 7,5 milliards de dollars en 1997 à 40 milliards.
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