Abstract 
Antitrust laws have been particularly created to establish a balance between large companies and smaller in the market in terms of competition. Observably, these crucial laws stop the larger companies from knocking out the smaller companies and abusing the power and privilege of being large. Arguably, merger of companies can significantly limit the diversity of products and services offered to the consumers in the market because the smaller business organizations are unable to effectively compete in the market with the large organizations. It is essential to note that even though free and open market competition can be beneficial, it can significantly limit the diversity of the consumer goods. 
The antitrust laws in the market are arguably necessary to enhance consumer choice and allow for the implementation of competitive prices in the American market economy. In my view, a drug maker may want to get rid of generic competition or rather hurt the competition in the market to enhance their sales. Observably, this is a way of establishing control over the open market and this would benefit the larger companies because they would have the resources that smaller companies don’t have in order to control the market of drug sales. Take for instance a situation where larger companies sell their products at considerably lower prices. These actions would obviously hurt the generic companies offering similar products in the market. In this view, the best way for companies to stem out the generic competition is to merge together. Mergers are considered effective strategies that can easily put smaller companies out of business. Additionally, mergers allow consumers to buy name brand drugs at considerably fair prices compared to the generic prices. 
In essence, I think delaying generic competition would be for a company to lose of the costs. Arguably, if a particular company is able to stop the entry of generic products in the market, then they stand to gain big from a wider consumer base. Generic products entering the market during the first phase are usually considered cheaper and may cost more the name brands; this is because consumers may want to shift and purchase from the less expensive generic brands. 
Legal barriers can be defined as the underlying reasons that make it difficult for a new firm to gain entry into a new market. Economic experts have listed various barriers some of which include; economies of scale, natural barriers, brand loyalty, legal patents, and predatory pricing among other essential aspects. Particularly, pharmaceutical companies may face obstacles limiting their entry into the market. Limit pricing would be one barrier that would affect the market entry into the pharmaceutical business because if a generic company has already established themselves as selling a particular brand of product, then a larger company would not be able establish a price unless they are willing to go lower than they want to in order to compete with the generic brand.
The most observably ethical dilemma in this situation would be the decision by two large companies merging together with the intention of hurting smaller companies. The dilemma exists in the fact that it can never be conclusively considered as right or wrong. However, because this is business, it can go either way. The two companies are merging together are merely trying to take the generic company consumers in a bid to sell their products and compete favorably with them even though it is evident that the resulting merger would be way above the generic companies in terms of resources and manpower. Additionally, another potential dilemma would be to advertise their drugs using a different brand name from the ones initially used by the different drug manufacturers. I think rescheduling to adopt a different brand name may result in significant reductions of the company profits. However, this is also a difficult to make and largely lies with the two merging companies. 
Example 2
Consumer advocates are individuals who administer, manage, and coordinate services and programs in an attempt to help individuals who might have been wronged by corporate organizations. Ideally, these individuals connect consumers with the proper legal representation. Consumer advocates have observably expressed concerns over similar mergers in real world situations. For instance, in this current situation, I think their main concern would particularly revolve around the welfare of the smaller companies whose fate lie unknown with the merger of the two giant companies. Some of the concerns that can be raised by consumer advocates is that this decision might not only result in the death of the smaller companies but also result in hiked prices that may hurt the consumers. The smaller companies in the market may not be able to accumulate enough resources like the two merged companies and this may eventually drive them out of business. Once this happens, the consumers stand to face hard times because the remaining large companies in the market may decide to increase the prices. 
Another potential concern would be about the consumer options aviulable in the market. 
