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[Unidentified speaker:] testing one two three four five testing… 
 
[Unidentified speaker:] ...sponsored by the student programming board of Niagara County 
Community College, through the series that has helped the community as well as the College, 
will receive Enlightenment into the issues of today. Tonight the topic: environmental hazards, 
man-made, man remedied, the speaker Ralph Nader. 
 
[Ralph Nader:] And thank you. Thank You Mr. Heatherington. Ladies and gentlemen, the 
subject of my comments tonight will tend to be a great deal more broad than as indicated. I want 
to talk about the concept of environmental hazard itself, the capabilities that we have to do 
something about it, and some observations about certain currents and student movements and 
concepts of citizenship which I think you'll be interested in sharing.  
 
First, the area of environmental hazard has to be considered in two major components. One, the 
exposure of working people to hazards on the job and second, the exposure of everybody to 
hazards as they interact with their natural or man-made environments. These are problems 
have often been described as pollution. The word itself I think is a bit archaic; it needs to be 
refined so that we know exactly what we're talking about, exactly what breakdowns the 
technology and institutions are responsible for.  
 
I think the first realization is that environmental hazards by definition are forms of destruction of 
health and safety which means they are forms of subtle violence that often inflict their 
devastation on human beings in a silent, cumulative way. They don't come with sirens blaring. 
They come in non-anthropomorphic styles. They don't conjure up the alarms and the fears of 
street crimes, they don't provoke pain thresholds, they often escape your ability to see or smell 
or taste the hazard and as a result they represent a double type of impact-- not only are they 
destructive in and of themselves, and increasingly so, but they are peculiarly elusive, peculiarly 
able to circumvent the concern levels of people everywhere.  
 
It's very easy to illustrate it. Suppose this room was being exposed to intolerable radiation levels 
and you couldn't of course realize that unless you had a Geiger counter or something with you. 
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You can't see,  smell, or touch radiation. Clearly, however, it's a form of violence to people's 
health. The same is true for carbon monoxide: a colorless odorless tasteless gas that Corvair 
owners, in particular, are subjected to--but that almost everybody now is exposed to because it's 
a major form of air pollutant--not only from automobiles but from other sources as well. Again it 
doesn't provoke threshold of pain, you can't react as you do to say an approaching fire or as a 
form of trauma.  
 
The recent exposure of contaminated turkeys and chickens and eggs with this industrial 
chemical called PCB-- a very hard chemical to detect. Certainly you can't taste it. Nobody's 
tasting PCBs in their turkeys and chickens these days. Again a form of chemical that is 
extremely serious. There's no debate about that and which is now being found in food products 
all over the country--just in the last few weeks and in packaging itself. Many of the packages in 
which regular supermarket foodstuffs are are contained have this industrial chemical. Some of it 
gets in this food stuffs accidentally. Others it's a matter of knowledge. But all in all, what it 
involves clearly is something that's somewhat new in human history, the generation of new 
forms of silent and extrasensory forms of violence by man's activities--which are not only 
threatening the contemporary health and safety levels but have an enormously serious impact 
on genetic inheritances in the future.  
 
It's very easy to listen to Chamber of Commerce apologists who tried to slough all this off by 
saying "look around you, Niagara Falls and Buffalo, look at all that smell the payroll that 
you're-you're seeing" or "that it doesn't really amount to very much this pollution is a little nasty 
thing dirty foul-smelling to be sure but it's the price of progress." This kind of deprecation of the 
seriousness of the problem certainly stands in marked contrast to what scientists and biologists 
and geneticists are telling themselves in the scientific symposiums and what they're beginning 
to be able to tell the public.  
 
Moreover, the Chamber of Commerce approach is misleading in a lot of other ways: the level of 
pollution that hits the the ecology is not unavoidable and it's not necessary as a prerequisite for 
continuing production. Take one of the worst polluters in the country, Union Carbide, we have a 
team of young lawyers who spent some time last year in a an attempt in West Virginia to toilet 
train the Union Carbide and a number of communities there. [laughter] They pollute the canal 
valley outside of Charleston, West Virginia to a level that you have to see to believe.  
 
One of their plants generates one-third of the particulate matter that New York City itself 
generates in one year. It's a plant at a little town called Alloy, West Virginia. The name comes 
from the Union Carbide ferro-alloy plant. The pollution levels from that and other Union Carbide 
factories-- of course, there are some near here as well-- are inexcusable.  
 
First of all, the company last year made over three hundred million dollars before taxes. Now if 
you square that fund together with the fact that there are available technologies that could be 
implemented in their plans to dramatically cut down pollution levels and they've admitted that, 
together with the fact that this pollution, first of all, is destroying other people's private property 
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such as their homes and the values of their homes--and second that it's impairing the health of 
people who live in and around of these plants and as such as a criminal type of impact. Put all 
these three together and you've got a new form of corporate criminality. You've got the 
knowledge of the destructive impact on innocent people, you've got the capability to apply 
technology to dramatically reduce it, and you've got the funds, the corporate resources, with 
which to do so. That series of recognitions and capabilities coupled with inaction at the minimum 
equals criminal negligence as it's been defined by our laws and common laws going back to 
ancient England.  
 
Now if you think that people living near these plants are exposed harmful conditions, what do 
you think it's like for the workers inside these plants? The levels of occupational disease in 
these plants is really shocking but what's more shocking is a suppression of medical records 
and other data even from governmental officials who are supposed to be watching out for these 
problems.  
 
But there is a kind of dual society operating in our country: the white collar and the blue collar. 
And there is not much known about the blue collar society. You see thousands and thousands 
of trucks going by in the highways and you wonder why they have to be so many thousands and 
thousands of trucks-- we had a decent railroad system which is a good wonderment. But how 
many times do you project yourself in the place of that truck driver who is driving about 70 or 80 
hours a week--often times being pushed beyond the legal limits-- who is bouncing up and down 
continually in his compartment which is designed as if it was to store cattle or portions of cattle 
instead of human beings, and often going at speeds on poorly maintained or repaired rigs in 
excess of legal limits. This is a really brutal type of occupational exposure and the ability to pay 
overtime, an ability to make a decent wage, has in effect enticed truck drivers to go along and 
accept although with increasing opposition, I might add, accept the pressures of trucking 
companies trying to maximize their labor productivity at the benefit of Highway Safety.  
 
The coal mines, who even thinks of coal these days? If you think of anything, you think of 
natural gas or petroleum or nuclear energy. Coal is still very critical; it powers a great deal of our 
electric utilities. It's being produced in the greatest numbers in recent history, it's a booming 
profitable industry. Strip mining has joined underground mining. At the present rate, if we don't 
do anything about strip mining, there'll be an area the size of Ohio gouged and [unintelligible] 

[...] working with us that actually got down into a coal mine, one of the few, but if you 
ever have a chance to go down into a coal mine you'll never forget it.The dust levels, the 
dampness, the cold are really shocking. The dust levels are at least ten times worse than the 
worst pollution levels recorded in any metropolitan area. And you have to be exposed to that 
eight hours a day because there isn't much rotation for coal miners who work the seams 
underground. It's a small surprise then that a major occupational hazard is black lung disease 
which in effect progressively destroys the lung tissue so that miners who are really about 45 
years old look like they're 60 and they can't run more than 10 or 15 yards for they stagger, 
falling, panting for breath. For years this occupational disease wasn't recognized. It was called 
asthma by the coal company employed doctors. Or they would blame it on cigarette smoking. 
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They wouldn't recognize the disease as coal miners pneumoconiosis even though it was 
documented in the British medical literature and made compensable, I might add, back in the 
1930s. It was just recognized officially and something is beginning to be done about it through 
federal laws in the last three years.  
 
Once again, you go into an apparel store, a department store, you look at all the clothes that are 
being sold-- how many of our minds hearken back to the textile mills? to the carding rooms in 
these textile mills where the cotton dust is so thick you can almost cut it with your knife? How 
many of us look at that? The problem of cotton dust lung disease is just now beginning to be 
publicized-- tens of thousands of workers active and even more retired are afflicted by the same 
kind of lung disease, roughly the same kind as the coal dust. It's called byssinosis. Again 
certainly not one of the dramatic words you read about in political party platforms or in the 
speeches of politicians. These are some examples of occupational health hazards that are now 
sweeping the country as our economy grows and as we get more and more toxic ingredients 
and chemicals and gases and other exposures. It's a problem at least  three times more serious 
than street crime. It's a problem that involves eight million injuries a year and 15,000 fatalities 
plus hundreds of thousands of diseases-- a sense that people being exposed to these 
environments aren't easily counted as casualties, they just progressively lose their health and 
their life expectancy is shortened.  
 
Now if I told you how much was being spent on occupational health and safety you'd think it was 
a statistical error but until this year when the federal government finally assumed the beginning 
of a program in this in this area, the states were spending on the average of fifty cents per 
working man and woman on industrial health and safety. There are some states where two or 
three inspectors are supposed to deal with thousands of working plants and firms and 
environments. Fifty cents. Now how do we value human life in the country? We're willing to 
spend a billion dollars every year to make sure that if something goes wrong in the astronauts' 
capsule, there'll be a second line of defense, a fail-safe system. A billion dollars a year. Yet 
thousands and thousands of ordinary people are being exposed to not risks but actual 
determinable harms and very very little attention is being paid to it.  
 
Indeed the primitive conditions in some of these plants and plants I might say owned by the 
blue-chip corporations in the land are-are such that they develop a vicious circle:  the workers 
get so debilitated that they can't really do anything else. They're stuck with this kind of work. The 
GM foundry in Saginaw, Michigan is an example of an enormously contaminating and polluting 
situation-- so much so that impedes visibility on some of the roads near the the foundry. Again 
the company clearly is not on the verge of bankruptcy, certainly not as far as anybody can 
determine. Last year it made four billion dollars in before tax profits and yet it permits the 
foundry like that to continue without putting into effect known technological improvements. In 
fact in this case it's even easier to prove because they have other foundries around the country 
which emit a third or less of the contaminants-- so they know how to do it, they just are trying to 
cut corners at the expense of their workers' and neighbors' health.  
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Look at this from a value system perspective, if you will, we have a tradition in this country of a 
war abhorring the destruction of private property and the infliction of harm on innocent people. 
And yet people who live near these plants are being subjected to the destruction of their private 
property. I don't know any homes that have higher values in pollution intense zones than in 
non-pollution intense zones. The house is worth less. They have to paint it, they have to repair 
it,  the family has to in effect invest because the company nearby is inflicting costs on that family 
without any recognition of the law to stop it or to compensate that family for that damage. The 
second area of course is more more serious in that people are demonstrably losing their health 
and their safety because plants are in effect saying we'd rather have you swallow the pollution 
or be exposed to the pollution rather than put in a tiny portion of our profits in engineering 
innovation or engineering application to reduce the pollution coming out of our smokestacks-- 
that is really the decision that is being made.  
 
Now there's a great deal of corporate propaganda about how too fast controls of pollution will 
bankrupt companies or lay off workers or put them out of business. And it's important to look at 
the facts here, look at the facts as industries own data collection provides-- last year the highest 
levels of pollution investment were recorded by companies. They spent about 1% of pre-tax 
profits on pollution control and when you consider the devastation that comes from this 
contamination and in in the water and in the soil in the air-- that's a pretty pretty miserly 
allocation of funds to develop a more peaceful and humane industrial operation-- less than 1% 
of pre-tax profits.  
 
Let's assume that you started a small business and you had a 20-room house and you had 15 
tenants and every week you went up to the top of the roof with all the garbage and threw it out 
on the street, on your neighbor lawns and after a few weeks you were visited by a government 
health official-local government health official who told you that this is a violation of the local 
ordinance and that you would have to stop it and cart away the garbage and you looked at him 
you said "I'm not going to do that. First of all I employ people in the community. I have three 
people that help take care of the grounds and and the tenants rooms. Second of all, it costs too 
much to take this garbage away. I just can't afford it." And he asked you: "what do you mean 
you can't afford it?"  He can show you that it only costs about 5% of what you're profiting from 
renting out all these rooms and you say "well, that's just exorbitant."  Then you get a little angry 
with him-- say "look you keep coming back like this and I'll just close down this rooming house 
and move to another jurisdiction or another state where they appreciate my business."  
 
Now all of that would really sound absurd- really absurd. The only difference between this 
example; however, and industrial pollution is that you're not doing it on a big enough scale. See 
if you employ 2-300 workers instead of just throwing garbage which is relatively harmless-- if 
you're just throwing all these chemicals in back, in the brook behind the factory, if you had 
political influence in the local community you could do exactly what that landlord unsuccessfully 
did in the hypothetical and get away with it. It's time I think to reduce these issues to the basic 
facts of the matter and the basic facts of the matter are that there's a great deal more available 
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financial resources and available pollution control technology to do the job and has been 
hitherto publicized.  
 
The problem of course is that a company doesn't want to spend a dollar on anything that doesn't 
either increase sales in the short run or decrease costs in the short run and even though it may 
be a modest sum--the calculus, the economic psychology of the accountants and managers that 
run these companies is that no expenditure can be justified on that basis. Which means that the 
public has to give them a reason to justify these expenditures. One good reason is if they don't 
expend they'll be violating the law which will subject them to civil and criminal penalties--that's a 
very good reason. I haven't even found an accountant who has been unwilling to understand 
that reason; however, parochial they may be in their rendering of their corporate policies. 
Another good reason is to realize--is to have them realize that they're going to be subjected to 
class action suits and courts-- that groups of neighbors and citizens are going to get together 
and file these actions and that these actions will soon be made more facilitated by state and 
federal legislation that's pending to permit the courtroom doors to open to such litigation. A third 
type of realization that can be conveyed to them by people-citizens is that is that there's going to 
be a growing coalition between workers and citizens in the neighborhood of these plants 
because they have common grievances and they have common reason to join together.  
 
I don't know whether you read just recently - a few weeks ago, a worker in a steel plant in 
Ohio--I believe--or Illinois was told to press a button and dumped several hundred gallons of 
petroleum contaminants into the local river and he refused. So his foreman said "why are you 
disobeying orders?" He said "because first of all, it's against the law." There's an 1899 law 
which was discovered by the federal government in 1969 led prohibits the dumping of 
contaminants in navigable waters without a permit. And they're very very few permits given out. 
And so he said well, first of all it's against the law. There been a number of prosecutions in the 
area by the Justice Department and second of all he doesn't see why he should contribute to 
poisoning the environment when the petroleum residues could very well have been dumped into 
drums sealed and carted off for more proper and safer disposal. Well, it became a minor cause 
to Lieber [?]. They thought he was going to be suspended and fired but he wasn't-- but he 
clearly doesn't have one of the highest levels of job security in that plant at the present time.  
 
But it's a remarkable example, I think, of a growing awareness by workers that they have basic 
responsibilities irrespective of what their what their foreman or what their management direct 
them to do--that basic responsibilities that appeal to a higher moral standard. Whether it's 
religious principles, whether a more refined way to just believe in the golden rule, whether they 
don't want to aid and abet the commission of a crime, whether they have just a simple sense of 
neighborhood league decency, or whether they want to pass something worthwhile in this 
country on to their children and grandchildren that isn't remedially contaminated--that I think is 
an example of the kind of heroism that presidents and governors in this country should 
recognize--that worker should have been invited to the White House by President Nixon--not a 
provider not a provider of a massive consumer fraud called STP who was invited to the White 
House as one of several auto racers to be heralded in praise by the President the United States. 
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But the problem is that the heroic acts that go unsung in this country-- the citizens who fight to 
fight against the local polluters against overwhelming odds--the people who speak out --the 
people who are really true to the patriotic conditions and traditions in this country and a genuine 
sense not a flag waving sense are not given the recognition-- if anything they're given a great 
deal of static--of ostracism--of demotion and of everything that they don't deserve.  
 
This I think brings us to a realization that what is most necessary in the country is a recognition 
of three things: one, that we've got an ability-- for the first time I might add in history-- to destroy 
ourselves inadvertently. You know people in the past used to say "well the countries and 
problems domestically just increase the rate of economic growth-- get us out of depressions and 
recessions." We now know that sheer economic growth doesn't solve these problems--that 
indeed economic growth can create more problems than it solves-- to witness, for example, the 
problems created by the automobile, on the lack of mass transit, casualties on the highways, the 
greatest form of domestic impairment in our history-- almost four and a half million injuries every 
year and 55,000 fatalities, automotive pollution, the tearing up of City Planning and land use 
planning, and you see we can say "well, the automotive industry contributed to the economic 
growth" which it did but look at all the other problems is contributing to. And the more cars we 
have, the more these problems are going to be worsened as a result--so sheer growth isn't the 
answer anymore. We've got to ask about the quality of growth.  
 
For example, what good is it to see increasing wage increases if the dollar is going to be worth 
so much less in the marketplace where it's expended?  Once again what good is it to engage in 
urban renewal if what urban renewal does is just dislocate people, throw them out of their areas 
without replacement in order to erect stadiums and big office buildings for the benefit of 
economic elite? Urban renewal has become one of the greatest ways to to profiteer with the 
government in Washington paying the bill. So many of these so-called programs of progress 
and many of these evidences of economic growth are simply productive of more problems--they 
don't meet the problems that we have to deal with--they avoid them. Look at the dichotomy, if 
you will, we've got the biggest economy in the world-- it hit a trillion dollars of gross national 
product last year and yet we've got 25 million hungry and impoverished people, we have a 
horrendously poor mass transit system, our medical care costs are skyrocketing, the elderly are 
treated with a general type of ridicule or contempt and subjected to all kinds of specialized 
frauds, the problems of our schools aren't getting any better, the inner city is continuing to rot, if 
anything the nutritional level of the population is declining as we eat more and more 
non-nutritious or poorly nutritious foods.  
 
Now this is in a very gross comparison-- a series of illustrations that sheer economic growth 
simply is not enough. We've got to ask ourselves where does the income go? Who gets it? 
What is produced? For instance, in on August 15th,  the President announced his economic 
policies. One of which was to increase the sale of automobiles. Now this was to be already a 
booming car sales year--it was last year and the projections were for this year. Do we need 
more automobiles in this country? Or should his policies have encouraged a different type of 
purchasing power and a different type of economic activity that would have raised the quality of 
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life in the country, such as the construction of mass transit facilities which would have employed 
not only the skilled but the unskilled--and in our major cities? Or such as the purchase of 
services which are so desperately needed and are not being dispensed--health services, 
nursing services wouldn't it be nice, for example, if his policies encourage the construction of 
decent and well contained nursing homes for the elderly instead of just more Cougars, 
Barracudas, Mustangs, Marauders and other denizens of the highway jungle?  
 
The quality of the economy has got to be a major focus. Many of your courses in economics 
haven't gotten around that question yet. They're still talking in purely quantitative terms, like the 
economists who testified before Congress continue to do--they look at those charts and as long 
as they keep going up they don't ask what actually is the make-up here. For example, suppose 
we had a booming pornography industry--that would be part of national economic growth. I 
wonder how many real needs that would have met or does meet? Suppose we had-- we cut out 
all traffic deaths and injuries that'd reduce economic growth because we got an accident injury 
industry that's necessarily meeting needs in the legal-medical-hospital-insurance and repair 
areas--often at greatly inflated prices but after cars crash there are certain human problems that 
demand these services. Suppose we could eliminate this casualty level? We dropped the gross 
national product by probably 20 billion dollars--but would that really deteriorate the quality of life 
and standard of life in this country? No. It would simply liberate that 20 billion dollars to be spent 
in more volitional and more productive ways.  
 
The second point, I think, is to realize that we can almost invent anything we want. The idea is 
that the answer isn't here or it can't be developed should have been dispelled with the rise of the 
Space Age after Sputnik. We now have a capability and it's been said by even such 
conservative spokesmen as Vice Presidents of Ford Motor Company that the-the engineering 
capability can invent on demand. It's just how how badly do we want it? Not a matter of waiting 
for some Einsteinian breakthrough, you know, some ingenious idea. The fact is that we decided 
in 1960 to go to the moon by 1970; we made it a year of ahead of time, ahead of schedule. Just 
like that we can decide to eliminate automotive air pollution and to solve many of the nagging 
problems that are now suffering from the non-application of available technological solutions.  
 
How big a problem is automotive air pollution from an engineering standpoint? It isn't one of the 
biggest challenges in recent times, you know, but the reason why it's such a challenge is 
because the auto companies see no reason to throw away all their dies in the internal 
combustion engine and to replace it with something cleaner because it's not going to sell more 
cars-- that's what the challenge is. A challenge from an engineering and scientific point of view 
could have been overcome 20, 30, 40 years ago if they had a minimal allocation of manpower 
and resources to it. And how much is minimal? Even today if you, for example, took 150 million 
dollars and put engineers and scientists to work within two years they'd have a first-rate 
non-polluting engine ready for mass production. In fact, a bunch of garage inventors and small 
businessmen with virtually no resources have brought two very creditable levels of operation, a 
number of non-polluting engines--think what the gigantic resources a Ford, GM ,Chrysler could 
have done if they were applied to the task?  
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We see, for example, a problem in in medical care--let's look at the situation here: by 1975 we'll 
be spending as much on medical care as we spent last year on food. In fact, last year we spent 
60 billion dollars on medical services and costs and care compared to 110 billion for food and 
what are we receiving in return? Are we receiving a faster dissemination of medical know-how at 
the grassroots? Are we receiving a higher ratio of doctors in many rural or small town areas? 
Are we receiving higher and better diagnostic and therapeutic equipment and hospitals? Are we 
developing mobile hospital units that can go into the slums where there aren't very many 
hospitals-- and if there are, they're very small and inadequate, and on the verge of bankruptcy? 
What's being received for the money? I have become convinced that the whole medical 
industry- medical drug industry- could absorb 200 billion dollars and very little would change, as 
a result. So it's no longer quantity-- it's quality that we have to emphasize and the awareness 
that we've got more solutions then we're applying tends to develop a spirit of realistic optimism 
that is fairly badly needed in the country.  
 
The third and the most important of all points, I think, is a recognition that we've got to change 
the way we dispense our time and energies in the citizenship area. The word citizenship, first of 
all, connotes almost everything that's dull-- some people will attach it to what you get when you 
stay long enough in this country after you immigrate to it. Other people think that citizenship is 
something that is exercised every two or four years at the polls--but the whole concept is 
undeveloped. Just look at the ways it's developed in civics books to give you an idea of the 
elementary level of consideration here. This is the most important activity in a democracy by 
definition--a democracy means ruled by the people and as a society becomes more complex it 
becomes less tenable to allow a few people to rule even if they are elected or appointed, 
according to democratic procedures, because they cannot represent the full diversity of human 
values in the country when they are surrounded by highly organized special interest groups who 
know how to get what they want-- whether it's in Washington or Albany or Springfield, Illinois or 
the areas of decision-making throughout the country by governments.  
 
That's why increasingly the distinction between government and special interest groups is 
blurring. In fact, the oil industry has made the Department of Interior and accounts receivable for 
it. They shuttle back and forth, they go into the department and they do their a public 
service-sort of on the job training, then they go back out into the petroleum industry and it's just 
like one little club that determines the cost and price levels of petroleum products--gasoline, 
home fuel--in the country. One of the things that's determined is that there will be a limitation on 
oil imports which keeps the domestic price of oil high which is costing American consumer six to 
eight billion dollars a year in inflated gasoline home fuel prices--five and a half cents every time 
you buy a gallon of gasoline, down at the service station. Five and a half cents because every 
cents that is added to the gasoline bill adds a certain amount of tax, as well. The total ends up 
about five and a half cents. Whose figures are those? I am pleased to announce that the figures 
of President Nixon's oil import Task Force study, which recommended the abolition of the oil 
import and which recommendation was overridden by the same administration that 
commissioned the task force. [laughter]  
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Now, now once again you don't read about the oil import quota. Congressman Frank Horton 
from Rochester, for example, he doesn't come up here in upstate New York and talk about the 
oil import quota. Senators don't talk about oil import quotas. Candidates for office very rarely talk 
about it. It's only six to eight billion dollars a year, that's all. That's the kind of indirect consumer 
effect that we've got to perceive because the kind of depreciation of the earning power of people 
it is overt and dramatic as it was in the old days with the snake group peddlers and the sort-of 
like the direct salesman approach. It's done in a much more subtle way and oftentimes under 
the cover of governmental policy which is made directly by special interest groups.  
 
Take another illustration-- meat and poultry inspection. We've been in regular contact with meat 
and poultry inspectors who say that they don't, they don't dare really apply the law in many of 
these plants-- blanket [?] sanitation and other violations. Because they'll find the plants calling 
up their supervisors who will tell them an effect to go slow or they'll transfer the inspectors if they 
get to-too regular in their in the application of their duties. And yet here again what we don't see 
I suppose is not very healthy, not very good, not very wholesome, the old saying is: what you 
don't see, can't harm you is belied by what's getting into meat and poultry products these days.  
 
For instance, you can in your own laboratories, if you've got a biology course or food science 
course, just go down the supermarket and pick up a brace of hot dogs and hamburgers and 
Vienna's another processed meats and then-- and then analyze their constituent parts. First of 
all, you'll be, you'll wonder what sort of bargains they are. They don't tell you what the level of fat 
content is because it's embarrassingly high-- about twice as high as it was 20-25 years ago. In 
Frankfurters, it runs about 27 to 30 percent--that all beef frankfurter. That is-- which, which really 
means whatever meat is in the frankfurter happens to be beef- that's all that really means. 
Although it connotes something-something completely different. Again Consumers Union which 
is tested these products on occasion and published them--finds everything from rodent remains 
to sawdust in these products.  
 
Now, you can't really tell when you consume these products because they taste good. Why do 
they taste good? Well, why do they taste good? One of the big issues on campus, you know, is 
the kind of food that the cafeteria dispenses [laughter] and-and I get to see a successful student 
movement in this area which I'll talk about in a moment. Let's say you had two lines in the 
cafeteria-- one was a really wholesome nutritious food, good whole grains, slices of bread on 
one line--wonder bread on the other line [laughter] fresh fruits and vegetables, really good stuff, 
natural oatmeal on one line and Coca-cola-Pepsi Cola, potato chips, pretzels, frankfurters, the 
whole line of the Frito-Lay syndrome on the other side. Now we're with the grumbling students 
after they've been offered this choice, where would most of them go? They'd head along the 
pathway of taste gratification-- that's the most important thing and the food industry knows it. 
And by the ingenious misuse of modern chemistry, coloring additives, preservatives, 
tenderizers, spices, and the like, they can make any product taste good--and the whole theory is 
really quite simple--you want to market a food product, make sure it does three things: it's 
palatable, visually presentable, and easy to chew. You're home free.  
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And what's happened to the integrity of our food supply is just that-- it's going down in nutrition, 
it's going up in sugar, it's going up in salt--you have such absurdities as prepared baby food. 
You imagine-- prepared baby food with high levels of salt-- until recently monosodium glutamate 
which was finally withdrawn, one of the most expensive food products in the history of the 
country, when the mother, she was alert could not only give the baby far more nutritious foods 
without these unnecessary harmful additives but it could also get probably two to three times 
their money's worth by just buying the raw materials and using a $29 blender to do the rest. And 
yet that's being sold, hundreds of millions of dollars of baby foods are being sold on that basis, 
that-that it's particularly adapted to baby. Can you imagine anything more foolish than that? A 
baby can't even taste salt in the first seven months. Why do they put salt in baby food? Because 
of the mother. Figure if the mother thinks it tastes good and then baby will think it tastes good.  
 
We'll take wonder bread, for example, make strong bodies grow 12 ways--that's the ad. Now 
I've had I've had mothers write me and say that in order for them to get their child to eat 
nutritious bread, they have had to take the more nutritious bread and put it in an empty wonder 
bread wrapper [laughter] because that child has seen the television ad which shows the child 
four years old you know going 4, 6, 8,10, 12, and he wants to grow 12 ways and he attaches 
that to Wonder Bread. You might want to in your marketing courses develop a very interesting 
experiment-- take take about 50 major products and how they're advertised, write down the 
specific claims as you see them on television,  hear them on the radio,  read them in the 
magazines and newspapers, and then ask the presidents of the companies to substantiate the 
claims, saying, of course, you know that they adhere to the code of ethics of the American 
Advertising Association and that they would never mislead their their customers and that they 
wouldn't make such specific claims that couldn't substantiate them. You'll learn more about the 
corporate merchandising strategies and systems in the country and consumer protection than a 
good many other things that you do in the same period of time.  
 
We tried that about a year and a half ago and it had some rather useful repercussions-- look 
how simple the study was, we took the ads off the TV, and radio, and in the magazines, and we 
listed them--we estimated their their total sales. They ran obviously in tens of billions of dollars 
every year and then we wrote to the presidents of the companies and asked them to 
substantiate. You should have seen the the attempt by the company to substantiate that 
Wonder Bread--grow-- makes strong bodies grow 12 ways. They got up to six fairly easily 
[laughter] and then and then they took a real leap to get up to eight, by the time they're in the 
9-10 area they're really clutching for, for straws and trying to show this, this process. Nothing 
was more amusing; however, than the attempt of the company-- by the way, you know who 
produces Wonder Bread? International Telephone Telegraph Company. [laughter] I just want to 
make that clear. The company's on its way to buying up the USA with, with 205 subsidiaries-- 
one of them is Continental Baking which produces Wonder Bread.  
 
One of the more amusing responses was the-the producer of the Ralston Purina dog food-- it's 
amazing. That claim as you must know, by watching Johnny Carson every other night, that to 
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acclaim is that that dog food is preferred by six out of seven dogs. [laughter] That one intrigued 
me-- I wondered how they arrived at that determination so I wrote to the president of the 
company and I said "would you please substantiate this-- a remarkable statistical conclusion" 
and wrote back and he said--he didn't write back, he referred it to his PhD scientist in charge of 
research--that's more than the US Department Agriculture has in charge of feeding hungry 
Americans with surplus food stocks, and we spent about two billion and a half dollars on dog 
and cat food and its just beginning. In fact, there's now a new line of gourmet dog and cat food 
starting.  
 
He wrote back, the scientist wrote back and he said he said we did conduct a study. We did and 
here's how we substantiated it: we had our Ralston Purina Pet Care Center in Missouri, at our 
kennels, we had a representative sample of dogs for the test-- big dogs, little dogs, female dogs, 
male dogs, [laughter] and we had our dog food in one corner and the next leading brand, which 
wasn't mentioned in the ad, in the other corner, turned out to be Alpo, and we opened the 
kennel and in came the dogs and 6 out of 7 veered in the direction Ralston Purina Dog pile. 
Now that's pretty easy to do that, you know, just by [??]  so we had some unanswered questions 
so we wrote back and said would you please discuss and elaborate your procedures, other test 
conditions, exactly how you did it. The letter came back saying "well, we'd like to do this but 
unfortunately we can't because it's a commercial trade secret." So, so I wrote the the president 
of Alpo, I said look what's happening to your product! [laughter and applause] I said "what have 
you got to say about this?"  
 
Now, this is a very significant, very significant illustration because the answer came back very 
symptomatically of the declining quality of competition between businesses in this country. The 
answer came back: "dear sir we have a company policy that prohibits us from commenting on 
our competitors' products." I mean it looks shades of the old competitive capitalist instead of 
following the theory of the free market competitive system where you go after to the competitor, 
you expose the limitations in order to grab a bigger share of the market. The producer of Alpo 
opted for accommodation. Why? Simply because it, too, wants to be free-- to engage in its own 
deceptive merchandising without having the whistle blown on it by Ralston Purina. Now you 
scratch my consumer fraud and I'll scratch your consumer fraud.  
 
And the quality of competition is very fundamentally narrowing. Has it ever occurred to you-- to 
evaluate the the narrowness of competition between the auto companies? What do they 
compete over? They're not competing over pollution control, over safety, over durability, over 
ease of maintenance, and repair, they're not even competing over whether a bumper will only 
allow a hundred dollars damage at five mile an hour impacts or three hundred dollars damage at 
five mph impacts--which is walking speed I might add. No, they're competing over style, over the 
emotive impact of their advertising, or they delegate whatever price and service competition to 
their dealers, and that's an example of how an industry can say we're very competitive but not 
answer the question over what? and of what value to the consumers? The reason why this can- 
this can continue year after year is because the ability of consumers to acquire the information 
and then develop a critical capacity evaluate is being reduced from year to year as more and 
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more goods and services are sold and more and more, the consumer is overburdened with the 
complexities of the product.  
 
Have you ever analyzed the sharp edges over the headlamps and the hood ornaments and the 
the fins of yesteryear on the car? What's-what's the purpose of all those things? Or what 
purpose do they fill-- other than to protect vehicles from pedestrians? Which they do a fairly 
good job of. [laughter] About a half a million pedestrians are injured colliding into cars--most of 
them survive because it's very slow speed collisions but their injuries are worsened by these 
cutting, sharp, protruding, slashing, metallic edges and you should see some of the slides of 
how a bruise was turned into a spinal rupture just because instead of colliding against a flat 
metal surface, the collision is against a sharp, protruding, cleaver-cleaving type structure--or 
component. Now how long ago could the auto industry have realized that this was a significant 
pedestrian hazard? At least as long ago as Hippocrates, the Greek-the Greek physician, over 
2,000 years ago laid it right on the line. It hasn't been challenged since the human body has a 
greater tolerance if it collides against a flat, yielding surface rather than a sharp, cutting edge. 
And the engineers weren't allowed to design that car-that kind of car-and in its external sheet 
metal. Instead of the engineers' integrity, the stylists' pornography was replaced and so we have 
these kinds of hazards. How about bumper structure? Well, now most people know what a 
complete eggshell type bumper is on cars--one of whose purposes is to increase the sale of 
used parts. I mean that isn't even a speculation, it's a calculation. They've  got it down to precise 
figures. Indeed the dealers that I've talked to routinely talk about this and they talk about the 
crash parts industry--that is the part of the auto industry that sells replacement parts to put on 
cars because bumpers don't protect cars up to five or ten miles an hour--that alone, I might add, 
is costing the consumer between 1 and 2 billion dollars a year. But until there was considerable 
publicity about this by the insurance industry finally waking up to some of its responsibilities and 
consumers union, most people never saw it. I mean they'd see a thousand cars but they never 
asked themselves why were the bumper so modestly recessed? And what the consequences 
that are? If any of you have a 1971 Impala make sure nobody rear ends at five miles per hour 
because you'll have a $440 dollar repair bill, that's the figure by the insurance institute for 
highway safety in its crash testing. You can imagine what it would be at jogging speed which is 
10 miles per hour. [laughter] 
 
Now the degree of involvement here, I think, speaks for itself. People have a lot of values, a lot 
of needs, a lot of desires, some of them conflict, many of them are overridden, and it's really a 
battle between the kind of power that represents the broadest diversity of human values and the 
kind of power that represents the short-sighted special interest values. That's the difference 
between a polluted country and a non-polluted country. That's the difference between an 
innovative, safe automobiles and stylistically-ridden, unsafe automobiles. The difference 
between a food supply that is true to the nutritional levels, it isn't adulterated with fat, and water, 
and that basically meets the claims of its advertisements.  
 
And this means that we've got to develop a new kind of citizenship and stop talking about it in 
abstractions. It means very clearly three types of citizenships:  one full-time, professional 
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citizenship; we have perfected most occupations in this country except the most important which 
is this kind of activity and there aren't many jobs, there aren't many career roles for those who 
want to be full-time citizens. A full-time time citizen is a person who applies the community's 
values- the 
public interest or his own conscience, to the problems in the area that he or she are working in-- 
whether it's cleaning up the court systems or improving the hospital-the publicly supported 
hospitals, or trying to improve the municipal government or working on Congress, or what have 
you. Or dealing with corporate polluters or trying to make unions more democratic--whatever 
you may wish to apply yourself to. The important thing is to recognize that we've got to have in 
the next decade many many thousands of full-time professional citizens who are supported at a 
decent level of livelihood in order to represent at the scene of the action-- in the courts and 
legislatures and the municipal councils, to represent the the public interest wherever that 
interest is ignored. I'm not talking about full-time citizens as part of already existing institutions. 
I'm talking about full-time citizens that work on existing institutions--from the outside--that 
develop the kinds of coalitions and disclosures and pressures and solutions and techniques and 
strategies that will reshape, reform, clean up, displace, or otherwise get these major institutions 
to be more responsive.  
 
This means a second type of citizenship to help the full-time citizen, which is on the job 
citizenship--like that steelworker, like the Fisher body inspector in the Chevrolet plant in St. 
Louis who discovered that four-door Chevrolets were going off the assembly line with 
inadequate welding which would expose the occupants to the leakage of carbon monoxide and 
other combustion gases and he reported this to his plant foreman and and manager repeatedly 
month after month only to be rebuffed and ignored. And then he had to decide-- was he just 
going to forget about it? Can he-could he just say "well, I've done my duty, that's it, I'll go back 
and mum's the word." Or did he have a higher allegiance than obeying what in effect was a 
criminal order?  He had a higher allegiance; he blew the whistle. He took the materials and sent 
them to Washington and it took a little time but two and a half million Chevrolets were recalled in 
early 1969  to correct that defect--that is on the job citizenship. On the job citizenship is an x-ray 
technician that is concerned about the excessive levels of radiation coming out of medical and 
dental x-rays because they're not adequately inspected and brought up to date or replaced with 
far safer equipment, or they're not handled by competent personnel. On the job citizen is the 
meat inspector who-- or the poultry inspector who will not just go through channels but if he 
can't get any justice through channels will see that his highest allegiance is to his fellow man 
and to the public health and safety and blow the whistle.  
 
The third type of citizenship is the most traditional--although it's not been very effective. And 
that's on a part-time-- weekends, nights, days off, and that kind of citizenship is an enormous 
reservoir of energy if it can work with full-time citizens and on the job citizens. It's important to 
begin becoming very specific about exactly what's involved here. And what's involved is at first 
the willingness to give up some of the leisure time, some of the hours spent a plane bridge, or 
mahjong,  or looking at the soap operas on TV,  or watching Johnny Carson, or bowling--and 
applying this time and the energy to these kinds of citizenship activities-- whatever your choice 
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may be.  You're not going to have any problems in choice of problem. They're not only many but 
they're fairly well distributed geographically around the country. The importance here, I think, is 
to recognize that we can't delegate the future of the country to a few people. It simply cannot be 
done . It never could really be done but it becomes increasingly untenable to expect that to 
occur and it also recognizes that citizenship is like any skill, it's not given time, dedication, and it 
can be refined so that you say in a year can be ten times more effective than you are now 
because you know how to dig out information, know how to put it together, you know how to 
develop coalitions, you know how to form strategies of Citizen Action, you develop a 
persistence, a reactive power, and the like--just like any other skill.  
 
Indeed I suppose we should be satisfied if if the the ethics of the athletic field can be applied to 
citizenship. The the ethic is: you never give up. The quarterback was clobbered the first quarter 
doesn't go to the coach and say "well, what's the use? You can't buck the system, can't fight city 
hall. I'm taking off." He'd never come back on that team. He's expected constantly, even if he's 
down 40 to, nothing, to do the best he can--to develop new plays, to psych out the opponent's 
strategy, that's all it's being asked for in a citizen. Indeed, I suppose after awhile it can replace to 
some extent, the mahjong, and the bridge, and the bowling. It can become a kind of community 
activity-- a kind of development and renewal of the spirit of neighborliness. And it can fulfill same 
kinds of psychological needs that are now fulfilled by looking glazed eye on the soap operas or 
chatting on telephone for three hours with a neighbor across the picket fence.  
 
What does this mean in terms of formal education? Everything. It means first that we've got to 
jettison this false distinction between the role of the student and the student of citizen. 
Fortunately that's beginning to happen, largely because of the efforts of students in the last ten 
years to say that this is their society as much as anyone else and the idea that they should go 
off into an ivory tower for four years and forget about the issues of the day, not only not only 
depreciates the quality of their education, but reduces a critical period in their lives when they 
can develop the kinds of citizen energies that they need to develop.  Look at what students have 
done in the last ten years--unorganized, sporadic, up and down, and bucking on enormous 
hostility by people who should know better, namely the older generation. They have turned the 
country around into looking on the environmental pollution and the poverty problems as serious; 
they have done yeoman work in the civil rights area; they have helped to disclose facts and and 
sharpen awarenesses as to what this war in Vietnam has been all about; and as I might say 
also have created the climate where many of the leading hawks in the government are now 
calling for immediate pull outs and withdrawals and saying it was all a mistake-- that kind of 
climate is created by the energies of thousands and thousands of people which filter into the 
councils of these officials and ex-officials and forcing them into a kind of reconsideration of their 
position.  
 
But a great deal more can be done if, I think, the educational process is looked on as a 
experience-- a 4 or 2 year experience of developing ways to get at facts, and developing ways 
to analyze them, and developing ways to put human values to work on them, so that they mean 
something other than just facts or statistics. And this is a great opportunity because you'll never 
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be as free or flexible as you are now as a student-- you'll disagree with that of course. I 
remember when I was at college an anthropology professor said "you'll never be as free and 
flexible as you are now!" Everybody laughed at him. They're not laughing now because he was 
right. This is the time you have the most leeway to experiment, to take intellectual risks, and to 
try new experiences, and to see what kind of stamina you have, what kind of problems--how you 
can overcome, what talents you can develop. When you get out and the pressures of work and 
family responsibilities and the like are going to make very difficult set for very few to resist.  
 
Now this type of educational format has been talked about for centuries. It simply is one that 
does not rely on rote memory. It does not encourage a kind of process whereby student has to 
write a paper for course so he psychs out the professor, sees what, you know, what subject he 
likes,  goes into to the library gets seven or eight sources or ten or fifteen sources together as a 
critical mass for footnoting purposes, then he produces an innocent, plagiaristic job and hands it 
to the professor. Doesn't do the professor any good, it certainly doesn't do the student any good. 
How much better to scan the community and say "hey, this is a problem worth working on in the 
community" and start investigating the problem--interviewing, getting the documents, perusing, 
talking, and then writing the paper on that basis, then going back and seeing if the theories or 
general principles that you've learned have any application--or are they really sort of antiseptic 
or removed from reality? They haven't been tested or reshaped or challenged.  
 
In the first place, that kind of experience does something for you. It challenges you, put you 
under pressure, you've gotta sweat a little-- that's how you grow intellectually. It also allows you 
to combine the-the two ingredients of a formula that would abolish boredom on campus, which 
is the greatest obstacle education. That is, it challenges your mind and your value system at the 
same time. You pick the problem because you felt something should be done about it. And so it 
challenges your analytical capabilities as well as your your value systems. A perfect 
combination to stretch out your your hours of work and your involvement in the subject of your 
choice.  
 
Beyond that it also leads to what I think is the most exciting movement on campus today and 
you'll hear more and more about it--and that is that students not only in order to learn what 
citizen action is really all about, not only to savor it, but also to make a contribution to the society 
since they have the biggest stake in it from a temporal point of view. The students organize 
themselves and assess themselves a small dollar amount in order to recruit their own full-time 
professional citizens like lawyers, doctors, scientists, biologists, statisticians, community 
organizers, writers, so that their action on would then go to work on the main priority problems 
that the students are concerned with in the society on a full-time basis and enlist and focus all 
the energies which are now very much dissipated.  Let students and faculty and other skills at 
the university can so well provide. I don't think you should kid yourself any longer particularly if 
you're in a non laboratory sciences that that four or two-year course needs for two years the 
way it's being done. The average four year course in the social sciences can be done in less 
than a year. The amount of waste of time is staggering. Just go to the local library and watch the 
students nod and fall asleep and turn about eight pages an hour-- a waste of time is fantastic. 
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Even when they're working: the efficiency levels are low, motivation levels are low, and a great 
deal more can be compressed in these years. And should be. And how how ener- energizing it 
could be if say the students in upstate New York and the students in Long Island and the 
students in southern New York each had their full-time public interest action on to go to work on 
all these problems that students are concerned about and talk about and at times do some work 
on, whether it's poverty, pollution, the governmental reorganization, corporate responsibility, or 
many of the sub subjects under each of these areas.  
 
Now this is no longer theoretical. Last year when we went to Oregon and talked to students 
about setting up such a an action arm the response was absolutely beyond belief-- within 
something like three months sixty percent of all college students in Oregon signed a petition to 
the Board of Higher Education asking to be assessed three dollars per student per year to build 
the fund to recruit their full-time representatives and the board approved. And that group now 
exists and is beginning to recruit the full-time representatives-- it's called the Oregon Student 
Public Interest Research Group, Ostberg for short. A few weeks later Minnesota did the same 
thing. Over 65,000 students signed that petition. That's never happened in college history. They 
don't come close to that kind of levels--65,000 about 56 percent of the student body in 
Minnesota. Iowa is now gearing up for the same thing. West Virginia and other states-- Illinois, 
Georgia, Western Massachusetts, and there may be before the end of the year, 10 or 12 such 
action arms. and it isn't that just the impact of 10 or 15 full-time representatives it's the fact that 
they can increase their impact a thousandfold by utilizing the energies-- the summer 
investigative task forces by students, the laboratory analysis, the research papers--they can 
utilize the energies of the students who direct these action arms and maximize their impact. And 
then begin working with people in the community.  
 
It's ridiculous town-gown division--this division between the young and the old, fathers and sons, 
mothers and daughters, over extremely extremely emotional and superficial issues instead of 
seeing the common ground and the common interests that are necessary. This type of drive and 
movement, I think, will gain headway in the next few months. And there's no reason why you 
and in the Upstate area of New York can't begin to take some sort of organizing interest. You 
have a far greater number of students I might add in upstate New York then in all of Minnesota 
or Oregon and yet they have done it. If any of you are interested in getting more details about 
this and how it was done in those two states and what's involved, you can write to the following 
address and get the materials: Donald Ross, who is from New York, whose former student 
president [unintelligible] president of Fordham. Donald Ross 10-15 ,10-25 Fifteenth Street. 
10-25 Fifteenth Street, Northwest in Washington DC. But now's the time, I think, seriously 
consider it. Early in the school year to get this thing under way. The 18-20 year vote can mean 
nothing, other than perhaps to elect a few more Democrats who are about as different from 
Republicans as Tweedle-dum and tweedle-dee. [laughter]  
 
On the other hand, the other hand, it can mean a great deal-- it's 13 million potential new votes. 
It's four million potential new student votes. More and more states, except unfortunately New 
York State, are going to allow students to vote where they spend most of their time-- that is 
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where they go to school. But even in states that don't allow, as in New York State, the court 
challenges are likely to overrule that. But that is an enormous new phenomenon in American 
politics. And if it's organized around issues instead of rhetoric and around subject matters and 
problems instead of personalities-- whether a political candidate is handsome and dramatic or 
whether he says the right things, then that vote can continually--one election after another-- shift 
the responsiveness of American political institutions in the right direction. It can offer good 
students and experience and participation in local government and it can focus on the need-- 
not just to change national policy, but to recognize that the fiber of citizenship is right here at the 
local and community level. And if it's built up at these levels it adds up to a good thing at the 
national level. Thank you. [Applause] 
 
[Unidentified speaker:] Mr. Nader will now conduct a question-and-answer period. Any 
questions from the floor? 
 
[muffled sound] [RN:] I'll tell you what--why don't you stand up when you ask question then I'll 
repeat it for the benefit of the audience. [muffled sound] The question is: what is my reaction to 
the fact that President Nixon did not invite me to his consultations with consumer groups? My 
reaction was twofold: one is he clearly didn't want any disagreement being expressed after the 
meeting. [laughter]  after the meeting was ended. And secondly I suppose he-he didn't want to 
bring attention to critics, focused attention on critics of the economic policies that he announced 
in August, which I think are not only vastly inequitable representing the biggest corporate tax 
break in history-- twenty percent! Twenty percent tax cut compared to the 2.3 percent he gave 
the average taxpayer. But also they're not going to meet the objectives of-of the programs. 
They're not going to create many new jobs and they're not going to effectively deal with the 
inflation. And they're not going to advance the cause of consumer demand to get the economy 
going in certain directions.  
 
Tragedy of it all is that we had an enormous opportunity in the exercise of these very vast 
powers of the executive branch, we had an enormous opportunity not only to generate quality 
consumer demand but to generate the kinds of Public Works and the kinds of investments that 
would have dealt with these areas like mass transit, these areas of the economy that are 
under-invested in.  I'm sure he wouldn't want wouldn't want that to be continually paraded before 
the public. I might add it's much easier to freeze wages and prices and when you don't freeze 
profits and you give corporations major tax breaks, you can draw the conclusions. Prices not 
only are there great loopholes and existing price freeze, like for example, services, try and 
police a price freeze in medical services. I mean each patient can be considered different. Just 
try and try to police the price freeze in supermarkets. Raw agricultural produce are exempted. 
Fresh fruits and vegetables eggs--it's so easy to change these prices around.  Just incredible 
technical loopholes there that are making the price freeze at the retail level somewhat of a 
mockery.  
 
The auto companies, what they do? They make standard equipment instead of standard 
equipment, they make it optional. Keep the price the same. That's one way to go around it. All of 
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this just never got out to the public because the Democrats were out of town. And when they 
came back, you know, they're so much like Republicans in a way that they didn't know what to 
say. And had to wait for George Meany to say what he said, then they got their cue. And then 
they put out a statement--by that time it was way too late! You notice how the White House 
dominated the publicity on this for over a week before anybody knew what was going on! They'd 
take a major corporate tax break, giving corporations a tax break largely for doing what they 
were going to do anyway: invest in equipment. Most people don't realize that the tax break isn't 
just for the equipment that is purchased that the companies wouldn't have purchased without 
the tax break-- like these three, four percent more equipment. It covers all one hundred percent 
of the investment. The 96 that they were going to do anyway. And then the White House took 
that project, that big boondoggle, and called it a job development credit. And sold it on the basis 
of job development.  
 
Oh, you can do wonders with semantics these days. But there needs to be, I think, forces in the 
society, non-institutional forces that can get the facts to the public and generate more disclosure 
from the Treasury. Let me tell you, just by way of digression:  a young lawyer working on our 
staff, one day after the announcement, called up the Treasury in the White House and the cost 
of living council, everywhere he could call,  to find out what the basis was for the-the number of 
new jobs to be created by the President's programs. And obviously the Treasury should have 
studies to substantiate it--you don't just say half a million jobs. And he couldn't find a single 
substantiation. He found the treasury, treasury referred him to the Office of Management 
Budget, the Office of Management but referred him to the Cost of Living Council, the Cost of 
Living Council referred him to the White House, the White House referred him back to the 
Treasury. He finally called up a high official in Treasury who he had had some acquaintance 
with--and the official admitted, they hadn't done any studies; there were none available.  
 
[muffled sound] Do I know of any major industries that have directly or indirectly contributed to 
the Nixon campaign in the last election? Perhaps you should have asked the following question: 
do I know of any major industries who directly or indirectly have not contributed to the 
President's campaign? [Applause] After the election, the Washington Post ran a series of 
articles on campaign contributions showing,for example, heavy petroleum industry, banking 
industry, insurance industry, and other industry contributions. Now they--you know it's against 
the law for a corporation to give a political contribution to a political party. So it's done, as you 
implied, indirectly.  
 
The way it's done, for example, executives will get bonuses on the understanding that after they 
discount their tax liability for the bonus, they will give to designated political candidates or party 
committees. Or a company will provide say fifty thousand dollars to a law firm for five thousand 
dollars worth of work. After the law firm takes care of its tax liabilities, the lawyers in the law firm 
will make the contributions to the various candidates to the Senate or House or gubernatorial or 
other levels. In just a lot of ways, the Justice Department has been cracking down to a tiny 
extent on this. I mean they brought about sixteen cases which is more than was brought in the 
prior administration. But it operates that way. Unions do the same thing by this kind of 
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indirection, as well, but they don't seem to have anywhere near the success the companies 
have. Could be that they're a bit out manned financially.  [muffled sound] That allow consumer 
what? What are the financial houses of control of these corporations that allow consumer fraud? 
Well, it's not really that that hierarchical. I mean it is clear the investment bankers in New York 
have good deal of influence on some corporations, particularly ones that are in need of capital. 
But you can't say that a bank or seven banks or eight financial institutions controls General 
Motors. So it just isn't that neat, you know,  where you can point to a fifty men in Wall Street that 
control everything. They share various degrees of control. Some insurance companies, for 
example, virtually control the airlines because of the of the credits that they've been given.  
 
[muffled sound] Question is: some new kinds of commercials emphasizing auto safety, the 
question was: are these companies doing something about their cars or is just PR? Misleading 
PR? Is that what you mean? All right , it can, first of all, it can be said that the cars today are 
safer in terms of protecting people from injuries and crashes then they were five six years ago. 
Largely because of about five features: the collapsible steering assembly, slightly better door 
latches, the resilient windshield--believe it or not--it doesn't shatter quite like it does--it absorb 
some energy,  there's a slight plastic phenomena there. The most important one,  the seatbelt 
shoulder harness , the head restraint, and the elimination of some of the sharp edges, and more 
padding on the dash panels. Now those are saving lives. Even though Americans traveled more 
last year--about 1,100 fewer fatalities occurred and fewer injuries. These safety features do 
more to reduce injuries at 30 and 40 mile an hour levels and at 50 and 60 and 70 obviously. But 
on the horizon, our safety features which will fundamentally work towards solving the whole 
problem of traffic crashes. You know, there are a lot of ways to go--you can concentrate on the 
driver on the highway, on the vehicle, and all of these factors have their input. The real 
approach; however, is to say which one of those three is most effective, cheapest, 
longer-lasting, and easiest to administer?  
 
We've always been better redesigning machinery in work environments and expecting people 
be perfect at all times operating unsafe machines, which is one of the reasons why the vehicle 
is such a high priority. And the two features on the horizon: one which was slated for 1974 cars 
is there the airbag restraint system, which--or the equivalent system-- which in effect 
instantaneously inflates the airbag in a crash cushioning the occupants then dis-inflates to get 
out of the way .That was produced--first developed by an inventor was called a crackpot 20 
years ago,  and then worked a little bit more by a biophysicist working under a government 
moon space contract, and then by an auto supply company in Cleveland, the Eaton Company in 
1968. In short, to bring it to a point of production refinement where it was just a few millions of 
dollars and it can be put on cars and used cars at a mass production cost equivalent to that of 
the seatbelt shoulder harness combination-- less than five dollars per unit of production cost. 
What they're going to charge the customers is your guess.  
 
But the production cost is not phenomenally cheap, that's one thing that the companies hide. 
The auto companies hide what they should be proud of--which is their production efficiency, 
see? But  they don't want to let people know that General Motors produces a spark plug for less 
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than a dime, or that the new tire on the Camaro comes for under three dollars, FOB Akron,  or 
that the engine on the '66 Ford was produced at a cost of $75 . When we're talking about safety 
we're not talking about white collar cost, promotion, transportation, advertising-- those are all 
constant whether you sell a safe car or unsafe car. And and when we're talking about safety, 
we're talking about production costs, hardware, assembly line-- it's enormously efficient. But you 
you may not appreciate this, but it's it's a fact. You get more money, you get more car for your 
money when you buy a large car-- American car than you do when you buy a VW. VW pounds 
for a dollar is one of most expensive cars in the world. The productive efficiency of the auto 
industry's phenomenal in this country--for all their moaning about overseas.  
 
The second safety feature is the radar brake system or equivalent which would sense an 
impending collision, be able to differentiate between collisions, and either stop the car by 
actuating the braking system, or reduce the speed of the car. Again this has been theoretically 
developed; there been some working operational models and defense systems and other 
systems. It's time to bring technology down to the grassroots where 200 million Americans are. 
Why should we only you know look agog at technology if it goes to the moon? or if it's in a 
missile system? Really democratizing technology means developing technology that meets the 
needs of 200 million Americans as they go about their daily activities. And that of course is the 
radar brake concept which the head of the Highway Safety Bureau in Washington thinks should 
be on cars before the end of the decade--it is, of course, the ultimate safety feature. It is the 
collision avoider par excellence.  
 
Yes? [muffled sound] Yes, Ford has been putting out ads on the airbag, in effect, promoting its 
shortcomings--for a simple reason, they felled through the shortsightedness of Henry. They fell 
behind General Motors in the development of the airbag--when you're behind General Motors 
on a safety feature you're really in trouble. [laughter] And so and so they're trying to they're 
trying to deprecate the airbag so they get another two years delay like 1976 models before it 
becomes, or its equivalent, becomes mandatory. But there were problems with the airbag in the 
early stage of development like there were problems with the Wright brother's airplane, any 
other engineering development. They had very high noise levels, they weren't that reliable in the 
early mock-up models, like any new invention, but the amazing refinement in the last year and a 
half--bringing down noise levels, a reliability level, higher end braking systems, these have all 
occurred in the last year and a half. And if General Motors can say on the record in the 
government docket that the airbag as of May of this year, not 1974 models, as of May had 
extremely high reliability-- that's a quote from the President of General Motors. And the technical 
problems have been solved and that-I think that deserves a degree of recognition.  
 
Yes? [muffled sound] Question is: do the fact that our food is so chemicalized is life span going 
to be shortened or is shortened? Actually the average life expectancy of Americans has leveled 
off in the last decade, dipping a little one year, going up a little the other, which is-which is a 
sign-- a certain sign. It has been going up for a century, up to 1959. Oh it's leveling off. The 
Department of Agriculture surveys nutritional levels of families every year and their last survey 
showed half of the American family surveyed to have inadequate nutrition. And they weren't all 
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poor, it's just the kind of food they're buying, the kind of food that is that is for sale. There's a 
large nutrition survey going on now throughout the country by the government, which is finding 
even worse conclusions. So you can't attribute it to one thing but clearly the quality of food, the 
quality of the environment, and the quality of occupational hazards, are very much related to the 
average life expectancy.  
 
Yes? [muffled sound] Well, the question is speaking of nutrition, what about the reliability of one 
a day vitamins and the like? First of all, the worst aspect of that promotion is what they do on 
television for children--for infants. They actually make mothers feel that they're derelict parents if 
they don't give their children vitamin pills every day. And let me tell you that advice is not based 
on medical evidence. That advice is based on merchandising evidence. You keep telling people 
to do it, more of them will do it. But the answer to your question is simply to to try and rely on on 
a reliable physician's advice--every person is different, every person has different deficiencies. I 
think there's enough evidence already to indicate the people who don't have to take these 
vitamin supplements are taking them in ever-increasing numbers just because of the massive 
promotion and the artificial creation of the need. Also if the diet was improved there'd be less 
need of these kinds of supplements. Assuming their- they've got a validity in and of themselves. 
And assume they're not just false.  
 
Back there. [muffled sound] Well, I'm glad you asked that question, because concerning 
toothpaste, why do our findings and those of the American Dental Association vary so widely? 
Our findings are based on the scientific literature in the journals. The American Dental 
Association basically represents, in a toothpaste area, the toothpaste industry. It's remarkable, 
every time a claim is made regarding to the fraud of toothpaste or the superficial staining of 
toothpaste, which is one of the things that they're supposedly not to do, every time a claim is 
made the toothpaste companies don't even have to answer. The American Dental Association 
leaps to their defense and grinds out the press releases, out of their Chicago office. The last 
charge related to the staining by stannous fluoride toothpaste. The basis was a couple of very 
credible scientific journals which reported it. The stain was superficial. We said the staining was 
superficial but you see the ADA looked on it as an attack on toothpaste and the the use of 
dental cleansing agents. And they're not willing to allow for differential criticisms of a product. 
That is if you criticize any part of a product you're in effect casting a pale of doubt over the 
whole product and people won't buy toothpaste. Well, a professional society like the American 
Dental Association that allows itself to be used in the advertising of Crest and other toothpaste, 
is one who is demeaning its professional independence.  
 
Probably they're not that greedy. In other words, they don't even have a price. They just 
basically, they basically-- you see-- they basically believe that one of the repertoires of a dentist 
is the-is is saying to a patient "use this toothpaste or that toothpaste" and if you cast doubt 
on-on that you are in effect unsettling the relationship between the dentist and the patient. If you 
imagine a dentist that is saying to a patient "you've got to use this toothpaste." And they often 
prescribe name brands. And then these name brands are criticized. It disrupts that kind of 
relationship. But there is a close relationship--the research and support between the toothpaste 
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industry and the American Dental Association. But I'm sure it doesn't go as far as actually, you 
know, pay offs. It's not like the American tobacco industry did to the American Medical 
Association when they at the height of the tobacco and cancer controversy, they gave them a 
10 million dollar grant for research. And that was the last you heard of the American Medical 
Association and going against smoking and health. [laughter]  Notice who-notice who who holds 
up the the burden on smoking and health. It's the American Cancer Society. Notice how silent 
the American Medical Association has been?  
 
[unidentified speaker, muffled:] Mr. Nader, Concerning food additives that are added to our 
foods,  how much research has gone into these additives before they are before they are put 
into our foods?  
 
[RN:] The question is: how much research has gone into the additives that are put into the fo- 
into the food supply? Well, I'll just cite you the Food Drug Administration: after it was under 
some pressure in the last two years from congressional committees, stated that A) they don't 
have the barest resources to independently test these additives, that B)  they are relying on 
company data, and C) most shockingly that they hardly ever ask the company to produce 
anything other than its conclusions and the design of the test. That is, they hardly ever look at 
the raw data. And that, for example, led to the permitting of cyclamates to be sold for almost 20 
years after the first evidence of their harmful effects was documented in the-in 1950. So from 
the point of view of sheer resources, totally inadequate by their own admission. From the point 
of view of legal authority, they're they're they're not that adequate. The Food and Drug 
Administration can not subpoena this kind of information--has very limited information 
procurement powers. So what's happened is that the companies have been submitting their new 
additives and its rubber stamped, unless, for example, a university medical research team is 
found that a certain cold hard [?] dye or certain preservative has been harmful. Without a 
full-fledged research capability, the FDA can't do his job in this area. One of the reasons why 
the cyclamate thing was dropped was because two scientists and FDA found the connection 
between cyclamates and chromosome breaks and other other impacts, but you see that's just 
an idea of what can happen if they had a fuller laboratory potential.  
 
[Unidentified speaker; muffled] It just so happens I worked for the Food and Drug Administration 
for a very short time in Buffalo and at that time I was perusing quite a bit of their literature since I 
was particularly interested for some unknown reason in detergents and this of course the 
category which has a thousand and one meanings. 4,000-5,000. and I was particularly 
interested because of the surfactant they were using these instant foods and the literature 
indicated that they had fed them but I don't know how many different kind of wetting agents to 
beagle dogs--two year old beagle dogs--and if the dogs didn't die, I suppose it was assumed 
that these ingredients didn't off didn't have any effect on human consumers. But I was 
particularly interested what you said about on the job citizens because I tried to exercise this 
with the Food and Drug Administration in Buffalo and I landed in the street.  
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[RN:]  Yeah. Did all of you hear that? The gentleman worked for the Food and Drug 
Administration here in Buffalo for a short time. He noted the word "detergent" covers a lot of 
ingredients--I might add that we don't even know to what extent Americans are consuming 
detergents--consuming them period. I'm not saying just using it--consuming it--in the water, and 
in the residue of glasses, and the like.  It's a good good inquiry to make that hasn't been has 
made yet.  And he mentioned that apropo the comments on on the job citizenship that he 
apparently objected to certain operations and in the FDA office or either urged something or he 
didn't make quite clear and he landed on the street. [unidentified speaker:] I made a comment in 
my third month--we made a monthly report as for general considerations and general 
observations, operations in the Buffalo office and I may be ... [recording cuts out] 
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