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L Introduction

Demand for air travel is down in the U.S., and we must ask whether
the US. government is not giving billions of dollars to
consumers no longer wish 1o support at previous levels?

The arguments given in favor of the
cus on different issucs, but (he ach of them is that
there is a role for government to insure the viability of the American
cconomy. Those, like the present authors, who opposce this viewpoint
hold that the market jtsclf plays preciscly this role through the forces of
competition and the allocation mechanisms of price and profit. They
maintain that the most important clement in the market is tl

neur who works to correct any lack of ¢
interested profit-sceking. In taking moncy
this function and giving it to the airline
economy they
side

an industry that
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L Unexpected attack
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-..'The events of the past week were
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It goes without saying that the attacks on the World Trade Center
and the Pentagon were unexpeeted. In fact, this was so much so that
consumers were unawarc of this particular risk associated with flying.
[owever, to argue thal surprise events are a reason to subsidize the in-
dustry is inherently contradictory. 1tis impossible to separate the events
that happen in an industry from the industry itself. Buyers and scllers
are constantly evaluating the costs and benefits of a transe ction and thus
making decisions that arc mutually beneficial. When contracting partics
are made aware of a new cost or risk, the parameters of the entire trans-
action are bound to change.

Ludwig Lachmann statcd, “valuc is not a property inherent in
goods, but constitutes a relationship betwecu an appraising mind and
the objeet appraised (Lachman, p. 95).”Using his view of the nature of
value, we can see that air travel does not hold a specitic value outside of
the reatm of the person who is (or is not) buying the ticket. Thus, the
measurement of this value is subjeet to change when the pereeptions or
expectations of that person change (Littlechild, p. 13). That is preciscly
what happencd when terrorists boarded four plancs with the express
purpose of using them as bombs. Consumers were made awarc of the
fact that terrorists could and would use commercial airplanes in this way.
They could no longer ignore a new and substantial risk of flying in an
airplanc. The cost and valuc of air travel has changed. This is cvident
from the decrease in demand at the same time there has been a signifi-
cant reduction of ticket prices. 1

To bring ticket sales back to the fevel they were before September
11, ticket prices must fall by an amount comparable to that by which the
implicit costs increased, ceteris paribus. Thus, although the events of
September 11 were unexpected and had nothing to do with the industry
before that date, they intimately affected the viability of the industry af-

terward. That unexpected events caused a change in the cost of air travel
will not change that fact. 1t is neither just nor practical to make consuni-
crs pay for something that they obviously no longer want, certainly not
1o the same degree as belore.
2. Cennrality of Air Travel

The argument is made that the aitline industry is a vital part of the
cconomy and that we should not allow it to fail. Consider the claim

e decrease in tickel prices is o divect result of a downward shift in the demand corve for
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tal industry argument, horscs and buggics, too, should have been subsi-
dized? But had the American government followed the subsidy policy
that is now being widely advocated for airlines, the etffect would have,
instead of improving the cconomy, given it a severe case of arterioscle-
rosis. According (o the doctrine of alternative or opportunity costs, in-
dustrics can only be subsidized into (continued) existence at the cost ol
climinating others. Would we really be better off with horses and bug-
gics and typewriters at the expense of climinating cars and computers?
Hardly.

3. Help the workers

Proponents of the bailout demand subsidics if not for the airlines
themsclves then for their employces. But this claim, too, is suspect. First
of all, it is doubtful that a government subsidy of the airlines will save

jobs. As Steven E. Landsburg points out in his article, “Flying Pork Bar-
rels,” “Airplancs are flown when it is profitable to fly them, and they are
not flown when it is not profitable to fly them. Giving cash to the airlines
docs not change the profitability of any given flight, so it does not affect
any decision about which flights to offer” (Landsburg, p. 1.

In fact, what docs inftuened decisions to fly planes is dircctly related
to demand. With the downward shift in demand, prices are lower as well
as the quantity consumed. Profitability of flights has been greatly re-
duced; thus, airlines are flying fewer routes. With fewer routes to fly,
airlines need fewer employees, who will be laid off if demand remains
poor. Giving moncy to the airlines will not change these facts. In fact,
some proponents of the bailouts recognize the dilemma and consider it
to be a solution for “explicit and enforccable job pledges to ...be built
into an air-industry rescue (Donahue, p. 3).%

The problem is that this proposition looks only at the short-run cf-
feets as they relate to one group and forgets about the long-run cffects
on the cconomy as a whole or cven the short-run effects on other groups
(Hazlit, p. 18). Including a clause to ensure employment simply cxtends
the subsidy to the airline ecmployees without solving the problem. It is a
direct transfer of wealth from the taxpayers to the airline cmploycees.
The transfer is at the expense of the workers in the other industrics in

And this goes, as well, Tor other now extinet or virtually extinel firms, such as typewriters,
ring used Lo account for atmost our entire employment; now, only a

hula-hoops, candles, ete. 1
small fraction of the labor for works in this arca.

John D). Donahue argues for the Baifoaf by comparing it to the € hrysler bailout. Furiher

arguments from his analysis will be discussed Tater.
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which people would have spent their money and is thus harmful to the
cconomy. If abor is being employed for reasons other than productivity
then capital resources are being kept from industries where they woulci
be most productive. This applics, also, to human resources. Can we
veally rationatize keeping thousands of people in jobs where they are not
needed? It is a harsh fact that the terrorist attacks alfeeted so many
people, but keeping workers in jobs where they are not needed helps
them only in the short-run at the expense of other people who will no}
be able to get jobs. In the long run it lowers the standard of living for
everyone.® e
' Nor can we ignore the fact that “At big airlines, senior pilots make
f" exeess of $200,000 annually” (Samuclson, 2001).0ther salarics in this
lm.lustry are similarly inflated above market levels. A large part of thé
bailout to lhu“ un'hn'cs., then, is really a subsidy to these radically-overpaid
cn.1ployccs. That this is but further evidence of the problematic nature of
lhl'S government plan is not at all an indication of greed, envy, cgalitari-
anism or any other such sentiment, Rather, it stems from opposition to
.yct another government interference with markets: compulsory union-
ism. Were it not for such violations of the free socicty as the Wagner and
the Taft-Nartlcy Acts, it is unlikely that workers’ organizations would
have been strong enough to compel such stratospheric wage rates
(I&l()Ck, 1991). That the airlines were foreed to pay them is rcspon%ihlé
for their parlous condition before 9/11/01, and continucs to be an niustzl-
cle to any rational restructuring of the industry. A bailout would onl
validate these excessive wages. Without it, cither unions would conﬁcn):
to a radical lowering of the salary structure, or, like parasites on a I;(m
they would kill the airlines who consented to these contracts and théin,'
place would be taken by firms who could more strongly hold the line
against them.,

4. Adjustment costs

Another argument for saving the airline industry comes from John
Donahuce in his article, “Airline Package Harks Back to Chrysler \Buil-
out. “Donahuc supports the bailout on the grounds that “airline turmoil
threatens consequences beyond the carrier's balance sheets™ and that “a
complete air-travel meltdown could have grim, tar-reaching coi‘mc(-
quences (p. 2).” ‘

5 .
o Hazlit {p. x) states that by forcing peopleto-subsidize employees of Ty industiy,”
: ' J i strbs YOS T ustiy
e 3 gy > 2 3 H ’ .
£ sn.umcn( is kupmgl them from spending the money in other industries, thus preventing
additional employment in those industries. ¢
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e implores us to remember the lessons fcarncd in the Chrysler
bailout, but he scems to have forgotten them himself. Donahue points
out that “hankruptey isn't oblivion (p. 2)” and he is absolutely right. In
fact, this counts against the very point he is making. Il bankruptey docs
not mean a complete loss of capacity, then what is the argument for
saving the airlines in light of the fact that they could simply reorganize
under Chapter Eleven? The answer given by Donahue is that adjust-
ment costs should be minimized. The task then becomes to ask: where
do adjustment costs come from? If the airline industry went through a
momentary stump and the major firms had to rcorganize only to come
back to the same level of capacity after some time and much cffort, then
there would be an argument that adjustment costs could possibly out-
weigh the cost of the bailout. Donahuc, indeed, argues that this would
be the case (p. 2).

But his argument rests on a false assumption. It posits that anyonce,
much less burcaucrats, can have the information necessary to determine
what the adjustment costs would be. But this is unfounded and is un-
proven cven by the proponents of wellare cconomics (Hayck,
1948).FFurthermore, the adjustment costs would presumably be unjusti-
ficd if the industry returned relatively quickly to its original state, and
that is again an impossiblc forccast. Without such knowlcdge, govern-
ment cannot be expected to make accurate decisions that are in the best
interest of the cconomy. The market will work to minimize adjustment

costs through the self-interest of cach individual participant.

5. Promoting competition
A most disturbing argument favoring the bailout is that it is an op-

portunity to create more competition in the airline industry. Thomas
(2001) states that the bailout should include provisions that carricrs re-
duce their dominance of particular airports. Citing figures from the
Consumer Federation of America, he claims that prices would be re-
duced by 20% to 50% (p. 2)" The problem is that each airport is treated
as an individual unit. Different airlines have dominance at different air-
ports, however, as Thomas himsclt points out,

ivery flicr knows which carrier “owns” which airport: US Airways in

Chartotte and Pittsburgh; Delta in Atlanta; American in Miami and

Dallas-Fort Worth; United in Denver; Northwest in Detroit; Conti-

that the Consumer Federation of America’s

6y . .
" Tt is interesting that Thomas does not state
also uses the phrase “competitive

figures had anything to do with airports specifically. Tle

markets” without defining it.
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nental in Houston™(p. 1))

This being the case, airlines are stil] ¢ i
more to fly from Uc:<cv_. on C::.“._ﬁ_r ff_”__d___:w\:__v_m_mr_”__hdnm:: ﬁ_.:.c.,f.. ' hos a
large share of the gates at this airport. In fuct :._:.._ .:_.~ e ,_:.z :
rectly to Denver on United than it does on ._.:.__.: ...v\_p.:.ﬁ SV
there, because this allows a direct flight. . o
_c_.<Mme”H__.“___“_“Uaﬁ“__d_mﬁma “::_.rH .ﬁjm_.:mc_.c:z point is that government in-
oI5 1 o :A n .ﬁw pereeived market failures (Iummel). The
dea the state is required to solve problems in the m ke 3
_.cn:m.:_Nc the sclf-regulating mechanism of the latter. L RM r._ _ﬁ_c? .:2
tion in the market, as shown by shortages or an op Vc._.:;_n._ ~:_ Q:‘:.».J_:M._-
alleviated through the actions of the _,_.A;,_._-ﬁccr:“ ) ¢ _:._,v ..c ot i
looks for opportuanitics to fill a consumer :cr,i. If _m:u_rdm_ﬁ_n_:r:n:_ i
_5. cut by NCQQ to 50% with no negative ~.c_go..c:ﬁ_.‘c:n on M__u.:n.r,f -
this would imply that the airlines werce ,M__.___._dm_mcw t Loar:::é:%
more _:.i.:m than they would if there were “com go”m:c , v \m.._g.cﬂcc_:
profits 70..:@ carned by the existing firms would n___..:< . ..: i o
concerns into the industry until those non-¢ i usiness
peted away (Littlechild, p. 23).

Can it properly be claimed that the airline industry has high ¢
m.::.T.:s costs and great cnough cconomies of mc:_m __vd.:. : “_m _.E::_m:
?.(,E is restricted, meaning that smaller new firms that “<. r“_ o w:_: "
with larger established firms would not have (he _,:c._.:m g._:_ :.v mc_::o_c
all. One need only look to Southwest Airlines (<_:e:n cnt ::_, _”c. e
not _::m. ago and has been the only firm to E:.,: a profit .Smw ~ " :.::._AS
ﬁ___:c_.uﬁ::m_x enough, Southwest achicved this through ___A_:_<recw_“”f.___..q,_”_:.v\.
::”__“ ”__M:o_wuc_“m“ _HM“.M__NG_M. _:w:_ _Jc..o _:_zmc,.q_:v\, this argument is _”M__,_N__MM:HW_.
e e eves of ! -. _,; ,_,_:.\o.,.mc_.z profits arc to be made by entering

stry, the so-called “barricrs o entry” can be overcome l m
:_c::mm_.cm::c: of capital via the stock markel, In any casc _“:,r. n __.:E.m.__
crs o::_._::o not from any “market failure,” put from :,_m ‘. : . ._5:._-
~._:: :E.:Zcm::c_: phasc of some start-ups (c.g., the ¢ .._n.Qw:c_.:_c fact
Z__;‘:,::_:_ than that of others (c.g., the ..,_:cc-m_:.:.c ._.:2_. H_A: e s more

Fhomas remarks, “any federal bailout of _:.NS:_c_H,r_M_.V_.Eﬁ

are not based

quilibrium gains were com-

<o Moves

7, .
It is also notable that Thomas is associated with the Uni

! US A ty of Penpsylvania, located
his as an example of why dominance at .,:,>_:<:«m that has announced cuthacks,
that nearly ; , N . Lo at anports is harm . : R

7 " :n.u:w alb of the above mentioned airlines are also announcing ¢ “:_ put e omis ihe fact
of the airports would be hurting regardiess of dominance & cutbacks

T &irpi

is owned by

, S0 presumably all
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capitalism (p. 3)."Hc is correcty but then he con-

us further away from
action must have a “redeeming

cludes the statement by saying that the
dure that ultimately makes the markets work better (p. 3).” In doing

fee

s0, he contradicts himscll.* Any government intervention moves us far-
ther away from a free market where resources arc allocated according to
demand, and there is no exception for < “redeeming feature.”

The second problem with such government intervention in the mar-
ket is the problem of how to make the decisions on what is to be done.
We have already spoken about the impossibility of government’s having
the necessary information to make these decisions with any degree of
ansportation Board was established by the United
- information and decide how to allocate the
1).David M. Walker said in his interview
with Laurcnce Zuckerman, “1Us clear that the Board will have a consid-
crable amount of discretion (p. 1)."That is, the Board will decide which
airlines arc cligible to reccive the government-guaranteed loans. As
thirteen senators wrote to Mitch E. Danicls, this will “put the govern-
ment in the position of deciding which airlines are worthy of existing and
which are not (Zuckerman, p. 3)."THowever, if the Board decides to al-
low the loans to be open to all airlines, it will be supporting those that
were in financial trouble even before September L (Zuckerman, p. 3.t
is hopelessly naive to believe that politics will not play heavily into any
decisions that the Board makes.”

In spending billions of dollars to insurc the survival
dustry, the federal government made two grave Crrors. One, it
that it had the knowledge required to determine the best use of taxpay-
crs’ money. In doing so, the state has robbed both citizens and the in-
dustrics they would otherwise have patronized. At the root of cvery ar-
gument in favor of the government bailout of the airline industry is the
view that government is more ¢t pable of making decisions about what
individuals should spend their money on than the individual who has
carncd the money. Paternalism is a dangerous thing and is indeed in-
compatible with the idea of a democracy. To assume that adults nced

someone clse to make their decisions for them and then to turn around

accuracy. The Air Tr
States Congress to gather
reliet funds (Zuckerman, p.

of the airline in-
assumed

e

L . ST
Fhomas invokes Adam Smith's “in
divestiture is an example of this simply because itwill cre
1s.org the airline industry contributed afmost 7 mitlion doliars ta
st contributors were American Airlines with $1,415,847
ud US Ainways, the others in the

isible hand™ in this statement implying that the forced
ate more competition.

¢ According to opensecre
political parties in 2000.The highe
followed closely by Northwest with $1,371,505. United, Delta a
top five had significantly lower contributions.
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and give those same adults the right of ¢ 5
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Since aircraft purchases take time (often two to three years, if there
is & production backlog), airtines also must do some economic fore-
casting before placing new aircralt orders, This is perhaps the most dil-
ficult part of the planning process, because no one knows for certain
what cconomic conditions will be like many months or years into the
future. An cconaomic downturn coinciding with the delivery of a large
number of expensive new aireraft can cause major financial losses. Con-
versely, an unanticipated boom in the travel market can mean lost mar-
ket share for an airtine that held back on aireraft purchases while com-
petitors were moving abead.”(Airline Handbook, online).

With the unexpected drop in demand, many planes were built that
have no current use. Airlines operate on thin profit margins. If a flight’s
costs are higher than its revenue, the parent company will not long allow
it to continuc. Otherwise, the company would be operating with a loss.
Duc to the deercase in demand, profit marging hecame thinner. As a re-
sult, many aircralt were idled. Further, demand for trips from smaller
airports has substantially decrcased. Therefore numerous flights that
had previously been scheduled into the hub airports were no longer op-
crating.

The government in its invmenise wisdom has decided this vital part
of the cconomy cannot weaken. Its rationale: A stimulus plan, it main-
tains, is absolutely necessary for the prosperity of the cconomy. The
bailout will keep thousands of airline workers employed, thus reducing
the rate of unemployment, Since many firms will not be allowed 1o fail,
numerous alternatives witl be availuble for the passenger due to the in-
creasce in supply in the number ol airlines available compared to a situa-
tion in which some would be altowed to fail. Ticket prices will also be
kept down. ‘This, in turn, will increase air travel," thereby incereasing the
nation's overall commeree,

Such a skewed way of thinking is not grounded in reality and will
only create additional _:.c_:c_:z. It the aiclines arc not allowed to
downsize, a misallocation of resources oceurs. _i_:: and capital arc
more greatly needed elsewhere, but the subsidy creates an incentive for
labor and other inputs to continue work in the airline industry. Her
how Hazlitt analyzes saving a dying industry:

“It is obvious in the case of a subsidy that the taxpayers must lose
preciscly as much as the X industry gains. It should be equally clear that,

Again, compared Lo the situation in which no subsidics 1o the ai
from government.

1es are forthcoming
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as a conscquence, other industries must lose what the X industry gains.
They must pay part of the taxes that arc supposed to support the X in-
dustry. And customers, because they are taxed to support the X industry,
will have that much less income feft with which to buy other things. The
result must be that other industrics on average must be smaller than
otherwise in order that the X industry be farge.

But the result of this subsidy is not mercly that there has been a
transfer of wealth or income, or that other industries have shrunk in the
aggrepgate as much as the X industry has expanded. The result is also
that capital and labor are driven out of the industrics in which they arce

more cfficiently employed to be diverted to an industry in which they
arc less efficiently employed™(Hazlitt, 1946, pg. 101).

2. IEconomics of air transport

Airlines operate under the break-cven load factor concept. This is
basced upon the pereentage of scats an airline must sell at a given price
level to cover its costs. As expenses increase, so does the break-cven
point. The bailout had no cffect in terms of reducing costs. Therefore
the break-cven point did not change. If a tlight cannot cover its
penscs, then it will not long continuce to be scheduled. Because Tabor has
a strong rclationship to the number of flights conducted, many of these
workers are being laid off in the aftermath of September 'L The airlines
do not nced the workers so they are let go. Carriers tend to retain those
indircetly refated to the flights. They constitute fixed costs. However,
these tirms are labor intensive. I demand is nol present, there is no
work to perform.

The five billion doltar subsidy hasn’t affected the basic cconomic
model, Demand hasn’t increased. IF anything, the very opposite has
happened; and fucl and labor costs have remained high. If a company
were considering whether or not to fly one of its plances, it would com-
parc revenuc with cost. If the latter owtweighed the r:_:c_.. the flight
would be grounded. 1f the company did decide to utilize the route, the
airline would be incurring a loss.

Allen Sloan’s article in Newswecek states that:

Airlines are getting moncy for flights they canceled. and to cover
expenses such as salarics and fucl they will no longer incur (2001, pg.
65).

The basic principle of HazlitCs argument still holds. The airlines
may be cutting out unnecessary personncel, but they surcly must stilh em-
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play labor that would not otherwise be kept on the books it the airlines
had not been subsidized. This Tabor is, of course, misalocated.

The notion of the airlines being the tynchpin ol the cconomy s
vastly overdrawn. People sce the carriers sustaining numecrous busi-
nesses such as tourism. The commonly held notion is that it people quit
flying plancs, hotels, restaurants, car rentals, ete., will suffer grievously.
This cannot be denicd. But, it the cconomy were faltering, then tourism
would be one of the first to go under in any case. Aircraft arc just a
means ol transportation. If people reduce their demand for these serv-
ices, it implics that cither they are taking some other form of transpor-
tation or have less demand for travel or tourism. Why should the gov-
ernment subsidize something to ensure that supply docs not fall if peo-
ple have reduced their desire for it?

Ten billion dollars in government-backed foans have been granted
to the airlines. Many sce this as a necessity. Hazlitt (1946, p. 42) wrote::

The common misconeeption over credit is that the cost to the gov-
crnment and to taxpayers is less than nothing because it is sclf-
liquidating,

Why is something's being sclf-liquidating necessarily a bad thing?
The answer Hes in the nature of financial lending institutions, Private
loans originate (o convey resources [rom one party with exeess monctary
funds to another party with a greater need for them.

Financial institutions act in the same way. They bring together many
fenders and borrowers. It is in their interest (o direet the funds into the
best investment for their customers. This may include the investment
with the best rate of return for the amount of risk involved.” Financial
institutions are going to lend money to parties with the greatest possible
rate of return given the level of risk involved. 1M they had to choose be-
tween lending to the airlines and investing clsewhere, they would choose

the project with the potential for the most profitable outcome. The air-
lines asked to borrow money, but the banks did not jump at the oppor-
tunity. Indeed, the very opposite was true. This implics a few things. One
is that the rate of interest the airlines were offering was oo low. An-
other is the risk involved was too great. A third possibility is that other
projects seemed more profitable.
When the state bails out the airlines, funds are being transferred

e fnstitutions represent the wishes af their castorers:Some fostitutions are willing to
take extra risk for o greater return, This implies the customers with the funds are willing to take

more risks as well,

The Jennal of Social, Political and Feonomic Studies

Emergency Aivline Subsidices: ‘The Libertarinn View
77
from their best use to less efficient ones, with a higher chance of failur
When goverament burcaucrats provide loans wi) nmnc: |]1:Ll(~) ~"|”|"-“C.
taxpayers, they are taking risks with people’s Money the )w ) l; 'uu o
decrmkcn on their own account. It is important (g rcmy‘ (l “‘f e
is really being commandeered is capital, not mone I\t{m )L\l l‘le ot
!ncdium of exchange. The government is actually div}:‘.rtil (,’“‘L'y “ oty 2
it lul.ws on the role of a financial institution. Regj sient ]Eftz‘pnd.l when
credit obtain their asscts at the expense of those \’vh() :, N | %,(I)\jcmmcn(
cnlrus-lcd with private credit, At any point in time only ; (l).u ; ‘MVC been
ol capital exists. When an organization obtains ¢ oy med
backed loans, it denics organizations w

amount
o ‘:lpilu) with gavernment-

wot ave received
lf)zms the opportunity to purchase this capital. }I‘(l:ch;-\::u;:'uTVL(]' F’* e
tion of capital from a low-risk organization to a I]igll,;-jqk " d‘ n)l‘sn‘li()ca-
ernment scizes taxpaycrs’ moncey and subsidizes bagl lo'm;”‘ e The gov

Let’s assume no private lending institution Wnul(d il

t(? the airlines and that all investors would have considere
high a risk. Loans would have been dispensed in ()(hur 'Juul lhcm'l()()
the airlines would not have any additional resourees Wj[;:b\:;l'o-l]]s' Sinee
extra capital, manufacturers of inputs for the :lirlincqi would | ]‘K"] -tf) Y
downsize. They would release their capital and | l g Joreed to
where demand has increasced. In contrast,
sourees.

1D, Tucille wrote,

ave fent money

abor to other industrics
subsidics misallocate re-

OF all the arguments to be made agains using
rescue the airfines from their financial doldrums ,;Crh.l s the bes
offcred by United Airlines itself. Just days ai’tcr’ Con :r'.l ,]L )9‘ e
$15 billion baitout package for the industry, with aﬁ 3;5!:();55 (}l[l)_[)l()vc‘(l y
plus loan guarantecs carmarked for United Airlings, its -rt” l(.m grant
l?mde a down payment on 30 brand-new luxury bu‘s’in“ P(}M“ 2001 o
line) siness jets. (2001 on-

axpayer moncey to

Despite this infusion, it is still not profitable to fly the plancs. T
taxpayers arc bearing the costs of the new purchases e

12

| ‘ It cannot be denied that it is possible Tor the government (g divert money .
S\l‘(\l\"s(.l(lggsv;n‘!ln‘c?,i Aler nl‘l the nlzll.kcl is nn.l perfect, and i the siare L‘Il;:l”;: ixl\“:“ h'\‘u!l “,)
o I, (ImLf ew of them, conceivably, might be an improvemenp over \\['Lh'( , \un'mnu.x
nnd“;s):_: ;:;‘I;';\',I":;:nl\;/r‘?l.:c !lfawct/cr,.sinic subsidics da not benefig from the ;:m:‘,::l'”: :8;;
Adam Smith’s i e P”,Yd_‘c cutreprencurs crr, they suffer logses and thos u-"l,~

b s invisibie and 16" change the error of their WAYS, O (e br re led by
b:ulk.ruhlc)’- No such automatic feedback mechanism operales in (h;‘ i hmugh{ up short by
readily expect far better results in the former case than in Ihc.lnllcr public scetor. Thus, we may
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