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92(d) were repealed, and the general s svel of Joads received by dealers
declinedzsomewhatg the captive 'dngéniZ’atipns would have an advantage
over independenb;&e(aler's.in recruiting:salesmén;' R R R -
Now there are Ways in which this a vantage could be offset to some
degree, for example, by requiring - those unds to make their shares
available to independent dealers at the same price, that is asset value,

that is asset value plus distribution charge, ob which their own sales
force operates, and authorizing the Comimission as well to make ap-
propriate rules to be sure that 11 ‘e/chargesxlgvl.’ed-ﬂ by these integrated

or captive sales organizations would bé in line with those that prevail
generally in 2 situation where independent Jealers are making mar-
kets in & regime of free ‘competition. Both of these steps it should
be noted: would of -course involve some regulation of sales load, at. -
least for 9, segment of the industry. I s

Tt was also felt that repeal of section 22(d) probably would not
benefit or might not beneﬁt,ama,ybg“ the word “proba,bly” is too strong,’
the small ungo hiStic‘ated;,inVQs‘thrs to whom sales are. made on &
door-to-door basis, ;}S,irglcezgsuch":'fs;y s are ‘made in an atmosphere
which price competition is avoided whenever 'pfossible.'Thus,' perhaps
the very people most in need of protection would not get it from a
repeal of section. 22(d), which. would primaril benefit the more
Kknowledgeable and sop. usticated investor who might be in a position
or be advised to shop around. . . L e
. ‘We*accordingly,;propgSed*rég‘ulation rather than repeal -of section
op(d), because oF the uneven offects ‘that such ‘repeal probably
would have had. .. . Cr e S "' e

Mr. Kurre. Mr. Chairman. . o oo o o

~ Mr. Moss:. Mr. Keith would like to query ydu[flirther,in,jordet?to
clarify the response you are making to- this question on section 22.(d).
M. COHEN., Y68, SiT- F Ty R

- “Mr. Kerra. T do not believe that there lias been much argument be-

fore.this committee in connection with ‘any\,recommeﬁdation to the

offect that we seriously consider o endment of séction 22(d). T under-
stand as & matter of election you and the industry did reach agree-
e . "L4S;~;‘.l' ; . ' « P v‘»" , ‘ i ) ’

: NOol L e RS

- Mr. Comex. Not on this 22(d)- issye. I am not sure that 1 under-
stand your point. But T must say this, Mr. Keith. Tt was suggested
to me the question should be answered. A member of the committee

asked that 1 deal with this particular problem just as you did a little
while ago, so that there is considerable interest, and T understand
that Professor 'Wallich,”ifno‘dné‘ olse, raised this issue. 1 understand
further that this issue has been raised by other people, and T assume
that it is before the committee. : e . e

~ Indeed, in the memorandumnm which is dated May 1, 1967, which
1 sent to each member of the ‘committee, together with our technical
statement on the bill, I listed among the possible alternatives which
we had. considered, or which had come to our attention, the possible
re‘peal,of section 22(d). S S
. Now I have tried in & few minutes to explain the reaction of the

industry as we understand it, and the reasons which led the Commis-




