
 
Niagara County Community College Archives  

Henrietta G. Lewis Library  
3111 Saunders Settlement Road 

Sanborn, New York 14132 
716-614-6787 

http://www.niagaracc.suny.edu/archives/ 
 

NCCC Student Programming Board Lecture Series 
Ralph Nader lecture: “Environmental hazards: man-made, man-remedied.”  
September 28th, 1971 
Grand Ballroom of Parkway Inn, Niagara Falls, New York  
 
Transcript of Side B:  
 
[RN:] Yes.  
 
[Unidentified speaker:] Mr. Nader, I thought it may be wise to start this news conference off with 
a very refreshing question: between one Lebanese and another, could you tell me whether or 
not you're engaged, are going to get married, or are you even going steady?  
 
[RN:] I don't see what's so refreshing about that question. [laughter] The answer is no to all of 
them.  
 
[US:] Thanks Mr. Nader. 
 
[RN:] Anybody else?  
 
[Shirley Connor:] Shirley Connor, Tonawanda News. Can a jetport avoid being an environmental 
hazard ?  
 
[RN:] It certainly can't avoid inflicting some environmental hazards. The noise level of jet ports 
under present aviation technology is, I think, a hazard to people who live in the neighborhood. 
The pollution levels have not been reduced by government standards to an acceptable degree 
defined as the available technology for controlling such pollution from airplanes. I think 
increasingly as the planning site for airports becomes more and more a controversial issue, it's 
going to have to be decided very heavily in terms of distance from major population centers, 
such as the Miami International Airport or the New York City airports--but there is one hopeful 
sign on the horizon is that more and more as the public is being appraised of the available 
technology to reduce noise levels rather dramatically and to curtail pollution emissions.  
 
[Chuck Lampkin] Chuck Lampkin, Channel 4 News. Why did you pull out your support for the 
President's conservation council? 
 
[RN:] President's --what?  
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[CL:] Conservation council-- Did you pull out your support on some council ...[unintelligible] You 
didn't? 
 
[RN:] Yeah.  
 
[Andy Nyman?:] Andy Nyman from the  Saint Catharines Standard. Some of the Canadian 
anti-pollution groups have suggested that the United States is not moving as fast as some 
Canadian products are towards pollution and gave them control programs. They have 
suggested that Canada itself has more natural resource than the United States and they can 
use this as a levering point to force the United States do more of a cleanup and a faster rate. Do 
you feel this is a viable point that Canada should use?  
 
[RN:] Yes, exactly. I've often stated that Canada should take a much stronger role because it's 
getting a heavier level of pollution from this side of the border than it is contributing from their 
side and in particular the Canadian government should consider making new developments in 
international law by taking the United States to court under the international court's jurisdiction 
on contamination of the environment across international borders. 
 
[CL:] Chuck Lampkin Channel 4 again.  There was information released in Buffalo several days 
ago saying the phosphate detergents were better to use with people because non-phosphates 
had chemical-chemicals that gave you skin irritations. Would you comment on that?  
 
[RN:] Well that's not a specific-advice the-the Surgeon General, I think, the United States misled 
the American people very-very seriously when he recommended that they purchased phosphate 
detergents. The government was in a dilemma largely of its own making because it had to 
choose between permitting a new ingredient called NTA in new detergents or permitting 
phosphate detergents to be continued to be sold. Instead of rejecting both of them and, in effect, 
coming down hard on any contaminating detergent, it gave the popular impression that 
phosphate detergents were okay. Well, it's quite clear that they made a good move in 
maintaining restrictions on NTA, which does have levels of risk that's- that are unacceptable. 
But they shouldn't have given their imprimatur for low phosphate-even low phosphate 
detergents.  
 
We've got to, I think, grapple with the question in this country as to whether the minimal benefits 
of detergents are anywhere near as important as the cost to the environment and to workers 
and to housewives who have to expose themselves to such detergents, particularly detergents 
that generate respiratory ailments. I think we've got to ask the question whether or not we 
should go back to old fashioned soap suds and and reject the whole concept 
of detergent. 
 
[Unidentified speaker, muffled:] You repeatedly attacked the Volkswagen Beetle as unsafe. Are 
there any plans--do you have any plans to attack other small cars like Volkwagens, 
Japanese-mades or even Americas [unintelligible]  



 

 
[RN:] Well, as the specific make and model data become available, we hope to collect it and put 
it out in specific reports. There-there happens to be more data on the Volkswagen Beetle and 
many other small cars for two reasons: one, the Volkswagen Beetle is sold in this country over 
the last decade in far greater numbers than any other small imported car. And secondly 
because the Beetle has distinctive hazards that even smaller cars don't have, both in terms of 
inadequate control on the highway, inadequate stability in terms of lack of crash protection, 
that's why we put the material together in the 200-page report recommending that Volkswagen 
recall its nearly four million vehicles in the United States for minimal corrections of some of 
these hazards which would improve their safety.  
 
[Unidentified speaker, muffled:] [unintelligible] Were you satisfied with the response from 
Volkswagen [muffled]?  
 
[RN:] No. There was virtually no response. They simply stated that their car was-has been sold 
in this country for many years. They refused to respond particularly particularly to the specific 
findings and conclusions of the report. Now I think that they are completing a study by Cornell 
[?] laboratory nearby on later, modern Volkswagens, which the Volkswagen Company funded. 
And i think they're getting that ready for release. I don't think it's going to show very much 
improvement, however. 
 
[Unidentified speaker, muffled:]  The Buffalo News. What's going to be your next move since 
Congress created that independent federal agency to champion the cause of the consumer? 
 
[RN:] Well, that actually is the most important issue before consumers today-- the establishment 
of an independent consumer advocacy agency in the federal government to be a watchdog, and 
a prodder, and a challenger of the other activities of regulatory agencies which affect 
consumers--whether it's utility rate making, or auto safety standards, or food and drug 
standards. Now the house government operations committee reported that bill out yesterday in 
a very inadequate fashion. I call it a ten percent bill. It provided about ten percent of what the 
original bill provided when it was introduced and co-sponsored by 170 congressmen in February 
of this year. The-the bill still has to reach the House floor where I think chairman Hollifield and 
his Republican supporters, representing the White House will be faced with a considerable 
opposition… 
 
[Unidentified speaker, muffled:] I repeat, what is going to be your next move on that? Are you 
going to keep arguing for longer... 
 
[RN:] Well, the next move is to try to beef the the agency's authority on the House floor. It so 
happens that one of the leaders of weakening the bill was Congressman Frank Horton, who  is 
from nearby Rochester, who  surprised some of his closest associates and for one of the few 
times becoming an unquestioned representative of White House desires here in the 
deliberations of the House government operations committee. And so I think it's a reflection of of 



 

the White House's influence and that the number of representatives who reported out the bill 
and who supported the weak bill were overwhelmingly Republicans. The Chairman Hollifield, 
who is a Democrat, could not carry more than one third of the Democratic members of that 
house government operations committee. 
 
[John Michaels?] Mr. Nader, John Michaels CJRN Niagara Falls. You've been negative on 
automobiles so far--a positive side is there such a thing as a safe car?  
 
[RN:] Well, there may be safe cars coming--defined as cars that can protect people from injury 
at levels of impact at least up to 60 miles per hour. No car can do that do that to present time. 
What is coming, however; is an airbag standard or its equivalent which will require new cars to 
come with crash protection with an instantly inflatable airbag, on collisions which would prevent 
injuries up to 60 miles per hour, make higher speed crashes survivable--that that is going to be 
a standard required for either 1974 model cars or 1975 model cars by the federal government. 
And that will be the greatest single advance in vehicle safety in the generation.  
 
[John Michaels?:] Do you think that they will-- it will put the cost up in automobiles? Are we now 
getting into safety precautions that will put the cost of cars out of the average man's pocket?  
 
[RN:] Well, look at the cost of the airbag--when it's produced in mass production volume, it will 
cost as much as the seatbelt shoulder harness combination. In other words, less than five 
dollars per unit. Now they're going to try to profiteer off that just like they try to profiteer off 
safe-other safety features and and other far less substantial changes like styling changes, grille 
pattern changes, but if you're asking what is the actual cost of production--that's how cheap it is 
to to put in a safety feature that could that well save 25,000 lives a year.  
 
[MJ?:] One last question, Sir, there has been a Canadian working with a ?? by the name of Ken 
Dryden. Do you know the name?  
[RN:] Yes.  
 
[MJ?:] Could you comment? 
 
[RN:] Yes. He worked with us this summer on developing a constituency of fishermen against 
water pollution around the country. What we're trying to do is to help organize some of the 30 
million fishermen that that there are in Canada and in the United States against water pollution. 
They don't have to be convinced what the pollution is doing to the water-- they see the fish kills 
and they see the deterioration of water quality. But I think what's needed is for them to realize 
that a tiny input or contribution by-by them nationwide could develop the full-time action arms of 
lawyers and scientists and-and other water quality specialists to-to really clean up the waters in 
this country and in Canada by 1980. It's a very feasible task. We know what has to be done but 
you don't have the concentrated pressure the fishermen can bring to the cause. And he helped 
in that endeavor and he's going to continue while he proceeds to win another cup--a Stanley 
Cup for his team.  



 

 
[Lee Simonson?:] Mr. Nader, Lee Simonson? from the Observer again. You say you want 
nothing less than the qualitative reform of the Industrial Revolution. Do you plan to do anything 
with the social social revolution America? You know since industry is basically society, if it is not 
society itself. Don't you have to start at the bottom?  
 
[RN:] Well I think... 
 
[LS?:] I'm talking about stealing it? within the industry itself--people, just lazy workers who aren't 
putting out a quality product?  
 
[RN:] Well, I think we have to start with citizens and we have to recognize that we have a lot 
more solutions in this country then we're putting into effect. And we've got to redefine the nature 
of citizenship and what everybody's got to put-put to it. I'll talk about that this evening. 
 
[Unidentified speaker:] Mr. Nader, I'm sure you're aware there's millions of people today buying 
these recreational--so-called recreational vehicle units: travel trailers, pickup campers, 
motorhomes, and things like that. Are you familiar with that problem?  
 
[RN:] Yes.  
 
[US:] Did you ever investigated the possibility--well, the fact actually--of shoddy manufacturing 
these things which create safety hazards on the highway? 
 
[RN:] Yes. We're in the process of looking into that now. The complaints coming in on mobile 
home defects have-have increased dramatically in the last few years. Obviously because of the 
sale of mobile homes have also increased. But as you pointed out there are a number of serious 
problems arising. The government has not established standards in this area and I think 
something has to be done in a coherent study to focus attention on it.  
 
[US:] [unintelligible..]But you've done nothing definitely though, except to start a study? 
 
[RN:] Sure. 
 
[US:] Have you thought of an associated problem, a lot of false advertising and owners of 
private campgrounds where these vehicles are used?  
 
[RN:]  That also comes as part of the complaints, particularly in places like Florida and California 
where there's a great deal that's going on. But for the present time, we're going to concentrate 
on the safety features of-- safety defects of the vehicles.  
 
[US:] One last question, how do you become a Nader raider? [laughter]  
 



 

[RN:] Well, they're usually students, usually law students, or medical, or engineering students, 
some undergraduates, who apply to it in Washington and ask to work during the summer. That's 
all there is to it.  
 
[US:] Are they all volunteers or are they paid? 
 
[RN:] They're paid an equivalent of a modest scholarship.  
 
[US:]  How many raiders do you have? 
 
[RN:] Well, during the summer, we range between two hundred and sixty--mostly students and 
mostly during the summer.  
 
[Unintelligible]  
 
[RN:]37.  
 
[US:] One of your raiders recently impressed upon the public in Seventeen magazine that you 
had a very cold relationship with the people that work for you. I think he only saw you about 
twice. Do you have a cold relationship? 
 
[RN:] Well,  the reason why he only saw me about twice because he is one of our best students, 
and the better they are the less they have to be taken by the hand.  
 
[US:] President President Nixon said Thursday, Mr. Nader, that he'd clean up the environment 
but he wouldn't destroy the industrial system which has made this country great. Can his theory 
work?  
 
[RN:] Well, I don't know what he means by that except that he was speaking in Cobo Hall in 
Detroit before a whole host of auto industrialists that he wants to be remembered by next year 
when election time rolls around. Basically the issue and his concern should be that the industrial 
system is destroying America by pollution. Pollution is destruction. And when a gigantic 
economic machine is not willing to devote a three or four or five percent of its profits to reduce 
the destruction of the natural habitat, which are the basis of human health and safety in the 
country, I think that industrial system basically is-is one that's irresponsible and can be 
considered operating in a criminally neglectful fashion.  
 
[US:] Do you think you could do more for the American consumers than the President of the 
United States?  
 
[RN:]  I'm not interested in elective or appointive politics.  
 



 

[US:]  Excuse my ignorance, Mr. Nader, but how do you make a living? How do you get an 
income? I'm sure that Volkswagen isn't paying you or people like that--in other words, do you 
have a law practice?  
 
[RN:] No. That's no problem at all because I live on less than 5,000 dollars a year. The question 
is: how can we raise enough funds to support the dozens of young lawyers and scientists and 
doctors that want to do this kind of work?  
 
[US:] Do you have a considerable staff on this basis?? 
 
[RN:] Yes, yes.  
 
[US:] Then I ask that question [muffled sound]  
 
[RN:] Well, our funds come from three sources: consumer contributions-- which you're welcome 
to be a part of, [laughter] small foundation grants, and what we can raise writing, lecturing.  
 
[US:] Do you have no ambition to have a law practice or what is your ultimate here? You're 
going to be 65 and then are you still going to be raiding?  
 
[RN:] Well, I, the impression shouldn't be given that all we're doing are discovering abuses. 
We're also trying to do is develop solutions and support for those solutions, such as this 
independent consumer protection agency, and-and such as the support for engineers in industry 
who want to do the right thing but don't get enough support from-from their management.  
 
[US:] [muffled sound]  you didn't quite answer the question though. What is your ambition?  
 
[RN:] That's it.  
 
[US:] That's it?  
 
[Chuck Lampkin:] One last question, please, for us because we can't stay for the speech. Could 
you give us, Channel 4 News,  Chuck Lampkin again, the main points of your speech tonight 
that's scheduled for eight o'clock? That I'm sure you're running late now, would you tell us what 
you're going to talk about so that we can have it on the 11 o' clock?  
 
[RN:] Well, the problem in the consumer and environmental areas, basically, are that people are 
losing the integrity of their income or their dollar in the marketplace and are losing their health 
and safety by forces, largely from industrial activity--that are beyond their control. And until the 
detailed facts of these processes are brought to people's attention--about the deterioration of air 
and water, about the problems of food products being sold without adequate nutrition or 
adulterated,  about the the erosion of the dollar's value in the marketplace, they're not going to 
be aware that they have to exert a new kind of effort, a new kind of citizenship to get these kinds 



 

of problems solved. I think the worst thing about the problem today is that people despair and 
they're very discouraged and they feel I can't fight city hall when so much of the power to 
improve the equality of society is in their own hands--but they've got to recognize that it's going 
to take a great deal of work and a great deal of application of their energies on a day to day or 
week to week basis if it's going to be done because it can't be delegated to a few government 
officials or a few corporations.  
 
[US:]  What are some of those forces you mentioned? [muffled sound] 
 
[RN:] Well, for example, when they go down to their gas station and fill up the car with gasoline, 
they're paying about five and a half cents extra per gallon because the oil industry persuaded in 
1959 the federal government to impose an oil import quota limiting the petroleum imports into 
this country. Now that amounts to about six to eight billion dollars a year, which consumers 
should not have to pay for home fuel and gasoline costs. And that of course is six to eight billion 
dollars a year that they could spend in other ways to purchase other products and services 
which they can't because of this unilateral power of the petroleum industry in determining pricing 
in this country.  
 
[US:] Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much, it is now one minute of 8. 
 
[US] One more question, when people want to complain to you, where can they write?  
 
[RN:] They can write to me at National Press Building Washington DC.  
[US:]  We do invite you to join us upstairs in the ballroom and if you apply and there are no 
seating arrangements, if every seat is filled,  join us backstage please. 
 
[US:] We've heard it all.  
 
[US:]  Not really. 
 
[muffled sound] 
 
[silence] 
 
[RN:]....a more powerful tool for change but when people who speak out, can't go to 
anywhere-anywhere, they have nowhere to go, nobody to plead, or-or to have defend them, or 
support their cause,  then you're going to have fewer people doing that. Obviously, they're going 
to censor themselves. On the other hand, if you have firms and public interest groups that you 
can go to, then more people are going to speak up. And that's why that full-time professional 
citizenship is so critical. 
 
[muffled sound]  
 



 

[RN:] Question is what is being done to upset, you say, our Highway Trust Fund to meet a more 
balanced transportation system? nothing so far. Although two weeks ago--in fact last week, the 
President hinted that he wasn't totally opposed to other than highway use of the trust fund 
monies. It's a big step, I suppose. It shook up the highway lobby.  But what it's going to take is 
for it to become a campaign issue. In California, it became a campaign issue and in a narrow 
defeat the-the forces to allocate some of the gasoline taxes to mass transit funds and local 
communities in California--that was defeated but it was a narrow defeat. On the next time I run I 
think it's going to win. There was a huge propaganda campaign near the end before election 
time saying it's going to increase taxes--just-just billboards saying proposition 18 will increase 
your taxes. The issues out like blatant type lies but it worked. It swung the vote, but I don't think 
it's going to work next time.  
 
Yes. [muffled sound] 
 
[Unidentified speaker] ...and as you know we in Niagara Falls directly speaking because we're 
at higher levels than in Buffalo New York. I also heard that the Buffalo River most polluted body 
of water in the world and since these waters run from south to north, we should be and I think all 
the citizens of Niagara Falls are very concerned. Now our...we the ...[muffled sound]  it was said 
there that the government was ready anytime [muffled sound] ...  
 
[RN:] Well, the comment dealt with a heavy-particularly heavy pollution in Niagara Falls area-- 
the Buffalo River being one of the most polluted rivers in the world. It is an official fire hazard, 
you know? [laughter] Cornell--a Cornell aeronautical laboratory is supposed to be doing a study 
for the City of Buffalo on trying to do something about what will happen if the river catches fire. 
Well, who's- who's the onus on? You-you're asking? The government-the federal government 
says they'll act if the local initiatives are shown. Well, look the federal government had a law 
since 1899 that would have banned the dumping of contaminants by industries in the Buffalo 
River. And they may be now prosecuting a few; I don't know. I don't think they've reached this 
area. They've got about 80 cases around the country. But that's been against the law--that's a 
criminal violation. 40,000 companies everyday are violating this law. Nobody talks about law 
and order--not even Vice President Agnew talks about corporate law and order. 40,000 
companies--that's the estimate, violating this 1899 law.  
 
[muffled sound] 
 
[RN:] They get a portion, yes. What's got to be done and what has been done in other areas of 
the country--two professors in Pennsylvania went up and down Mongo Gila River and analyzed 
the pollution coming from each plant, named the plants, and gave all the documentation to the 
US attorney who brought suit and, you know, it's well along the way of a successful 
prosecution--that's what's got to be done around the country. You better do it fast before the 
present administration in effect cuts the heart out of the law which they're trying to do. [muffled 
sound] The maximum daily fine is twenty five hundred dollars of which the citizen who reported 
the violation could can get up to half. That has already occurred in about three places in the 



 

country--place down in near New York City, there was that  kind of fine distributed to the citizens 
who reported the violation. You see here is an illustration, I might say if there are public interest 
lawyers around this country a few years ago in the pollution area, that law would have been 
underway and people could have used that law decades ago. The fact is that the corporate 
lawyers aren't going to be interested in discovering this law. That- that so much of the tools that 
the law already provides are not used because you don't have a significant number of lawyers 
that represent people, represent major public interest. They represent commercial clients.  
 
[muffled sound] 
 
 
Because they don't have any clients, paying clients.  
 
[muffled sound]  
 
That's true but then they become commercial lawyers. 
 
[Unidentified speaker, muffled sound:] In other words, how do you invest people with honor 
anymore? 
 
[RN:] How do you--question is: how do you invest people with honor anymore? Let me tell 
you, there are so many coming out of our schools today who want to do the right thing. I have 
never seen a case-I have never seen a case [applause] where they have I've never seen a case 
where they've gone into these areas and then sold out or been bribed by the opposition--never 
anywhere in the country. Obviously all they have to do is do it is do it once and then they can 
only be hired by Standard Oil. [laughter] They see most people go into these areas, go in under 
enormous pressure and and relative sacrifice, and if they didn't have their heart in it, they 
wouldn't go into the area. They'd get the job that paid three times as much to begin with. I think 
the basic question is how can enough people develop support for these these full-time 
advocates? 
 
 
We're trying to organize fisherman in this country; you don't have to say anything to fishermen 
about water pollution-- they know it, they feel it, they see it. And yet there's 30 million of them 
and you know with just 1 million of them, they could turn the country around on water pollution. 
If they can do to water pollution what the NRA does in its area. And yet they're not organized. 
They could develop regional action arms all over the country--back it up by votes, by their 
political pressure--can you imagine any legislator fighting against fishermen? He wouldn't have 
a chance! And yet they're not organized on the water pollution area. We could wipe out water 
pollution by 1980!  Just like, you know, going to the moon in 10 years.  
 
[muffled sound] Insurance companies haven't done this for a lot of reasons. One as long as they 
can get more premiums, why should they alienate all the corporate polluters in the country? I 



 

mean why should they get into conflict with them-- a lot of them have interlocking directorates, a 
lot of them are customers of the insurance industry. They buy policies. There's no incentive. The 
only time the insurance industry has begun to strike out on safety, to push harder, is in the the 
automobile bumper area because they finally reached the ceiling on premiums in terms of 
customer resistance. And so they decide to turn on the auto industry and say look you can 
reduce losses by a couple billion dollars-- just put a bumper on, it was on on the cars 40 years 
ago, doesn't take any new innovation to do that. And that doesn't mean that there's no hope for 
that kind of leverage. It does mean that the policyholders organizing. It does mean that these 
kinds of external pushes can get the insurance industry to take a much stronger role, as you 
implied. The leverage of that industry is enormous. They've been known to have a little influence 
at the state legislative level, for example.  
 
[muffled sound]  
 
[RN:] Question is about insurance, well, what about no-fault insurance? The problem with 
answering that question is there are about a thousand different versions of this plan. And as a 
general proposition, I don't think any no-fault plan is worth adopting that does not compensate 
for pain and suffering. Some of these plans do not. I don't think that any no-fault plan is worth 
adopting that is going to freeze compensation levels. You know, workman's compensation 
levels are frozen and inflation is eating the heart of these award standard workmen. I do think 
we've got to have a really really major reform of the whole claim system and I would go way 
beyond no fault. I would go way beyond no fault to require insurance companies as a basis of 
having their premium levels accepted to show what they've been doing and what they've been 
allocating in the area of loss prevention and in the area of improvement of the whole institutional 
structure. Now believe it or not, there's an insurance commissioner in Pennsylvania who is 
beginning to do this. He's going to shake the insurance world. His name is Herb Denenberg, 
who is a Professor at the Wharton School, until he was appointed in January. He is now 
requiring insurance companies to substantiate their activities in loss prevention. That means, in 
effect, what have they been doing about medical costs? What have they been doing about 
unsafe automobiles? What have they been doing about hazardous fabrics, unsafe products, 
consumer products, fire prevention, and the like? And he's also going to require them to 
disclose all these facts that they know. For example, the insurance companies know what 
television sets are burning up in people's homes even when the set is off--because of defect in 
the television sets. They know what cars are unsafe. They know but they keep it all secret. He's 
going to require them to disclose this. Well, that's the kind of, you know, a generation gets about 
one chance to reform an industry. One chance every generation. And the insurance industry 
certainly deserves that high priority, at the present time. But to try to,to try to do a patchwork job 
like some of these no-fault provisions, I think, is missing the boat. I think it's enough public 
support now and public concern about the premium levels and costs to really go on a much 
more comprehensive way.  
 
[muffled sound] 
 



 

Well, now the question is:  how much opposition do we meet in the corporations and agencies? 
Would probably include the agencies that we--yeah, you know, they they lobby. We lost a battle 
yesterday in the House government operations committee. They reported out a very weak 
consumer bill to set up an independent consumer advocate in the federal government to ride 
herd on all these regulatory agencies that sell out to business. And so we lost; it was a the votes 
were like 20-16 on various amendments, 18-18. And it was the US Chamber of Commerce, the 
National Association manufacturers, and their taxpayer paid interest in the White House that did 
the job. They've got a lot of--they've got a lot of influence but but not that much, you know? If 
you had you had like a half dozen lawyers working on that bill, they wouldn't have won. That's all 
it takes. Half dozen lawyers get through any consumer protection bill in the US Congress--that 
doesn't run counter-that doesn't conform to the myth, does it? Of special interest omnipotence. It 
just shows the enormous power of the people if they can be given the facts and start focusing 
their power at the scene of the action full time.  That's all,  that's really what it takes. You've got 
this enormous reservoir of the public knowing that the right thing should be done but it's not 
focused. And, as you know, from reading your ancient history three-four soldiers can hold off an 
army if they've got a pass there. And five or six lobbyists in Washington for special interest 
groups can hold off 150 or 200 million people. 
 
Yes, back there--waving the hand, the waving the hand. Yeah, okay.  
 
[muffled sound] .... 
 
.... 
 
[unidentified speaker:] ...the financial policies in this country headed by Rockefeller having 
control not only ownership... 
 
[RN:] Yeah, except that I disagree that it's all in the hands of a few men. For example have you 
familiar with the wholly-owned,family owned paper-mill in St. Mary's Georgia? You know-are you 
familiar with the company town phenomena? My point is it doesn't it doesn't mean a thing 
whether it's Rockefeller or Joe Smith. Although they should be named like you named them. 
That if they have that much power, there going to act that way--whether they whether its 
governmental power, union power, or a corporate power. The main thing is power is too 
concentrated in too few hands. That's the main thing and those who control the power should be 
named. The Rockefellers--I mean the ability the Rockefellers to transfer public funds into private 
profit is unparalleled in history the world--at least their great grandfather just stole from from the 
marketplace. But this ability of of looting the public treasury, giving tax breaks, and just giving 
incredible public tax support to big business is a unique sign of the modern age that we're living. 
But what I disagree with is the feeling that all you have to do is put power in a different barrel 
and because it's in a different barrel, a governmental barrel or a union barrel, it's going to be per 
se more responsive. I can show you concentrations of power just in terms of percentages, 
although not in terms of significance. In unions it's unbelievable--one or two more people 
running the fate, the union fate of three or four or five million workers and often colluding with 



 

the companies over it. The same is true in government. The concentration of power in some of 
these government agencies they're utter tyrannies.  Did you ever try to change the state utility 
Commission's decision on electric and a telephone power, electric and telephone rates, and 
they are, they're all beholden. Now let's assume you had no private corporations with these 
state utility Commissions be really responsive? Have you read, for example, about the 
enormous pollution problems that the Soviet Union is having? Because the plant manager who's 
a state official-a state employee wants to reduce his costs and to hell with the public just like the 
plant manager in this country. So we've got to go beyond; we've got to recognize the 
deficiencies as structurally but but not simply supplant one system with another--that's a dead 
end. You see, you can always change a system of private power. You can always change the 
system or ameliorate it, but when you have it all in government power there's only one way to 
change it, as you know. And what we've got to do, what we've got to do, you see the more 
concentration there is in people's minds that it's all the Rockefellers, and the Morgans, and the 
Mellons, the more they will refuse to face the ultimate fact that they've got to get off their hind 
duffs and go to work themselves-- that they're not going to be able to swoosh your system into 
operation and then go back to their checkers and go back to the sloth and abdication of 
citizenship that has wrecked every system where that phenomena has prevailed. So any 
analysis of a society and its power has got to vector in and motivate people to say that it's up to 
them, up to them--their own energies and they've got to do it--nobody else is going to do it for 
them! Even those few on the ramparts. because you're just changing masters. [applause] 
 
[muffled sound] One way, what? The question is: how do you get rid of these officials? and 
government officials?  [muffled sound] 
 
[Unidentified speaker:] ...everything else seems to be rigged--sports, lotteries,  bingo. Are the 
elections rigged too? How do these peoples get into three four five terms and terms and keep 
on....  
 
[RN:] Question is: everything seems to be rigged, are our elections rigged too? Well... 
 
[Unidentified speaker:] ...how do they keep on getting these third fourth fifth terms? I don't get it.  
 
[RN:] How do they keep on getting third, fourth, fifth terms? Ok, let me answer it, if you will. One 
rea-first of all, if you find a rigged election that's that's a healthier state of affairs then-then a 
situation in a one-party district where the machine just automatically gets the their candidate in. 
A rigged election means that there's something to rig against. There is an opposition. Now... yes 
I know-I know what you're saying.  
 
[Unidentified speaker:] Are they phony?  
 
[RN:] Are they phony? Some are very phony. Some are rather genuine. There's-there are some 
very good people in the Congress. They're not they're not a majority.  
 



 

[Unidentified speaker: unintelligible… 
 
[RN:] The question, the statement was--we're having a dialogue here. [laughter] The ones that 
are- the ones that are running the country are no good. And you have to--unfortunately, you 
have to go into this in greater time we have-- some districts are like, for example, Jamie went--- 
 
[unidentified speaker:] unintelligible.  
 
[RN:] There is no one way. Oh no. There is no no no I didn't. No. [laughter] There is no one... if 
you have, if you have one way, I'd like to consider it. I mean it's not there may be some sort of 
very key here to the whole thing of motivating and changing but there seems to be no substitute 
for a highly decentralized initiative on the part of as many millions of people as possible.  
 
[muffled sound] 
 
The question is:  are we conducting a study the VA hospitals? We are conducting study on the 
treatment of veterans and including VA hospitals, including how they're treated when they come 
back-- employment discrimination, government services, GI insurance, transfers, and 
educational benefits and the like. Yes, we are doing that.  
 
Thank you very much. [applause]  
[Unidentified speaker] Thank You Mr. Nader. And thank you for your attention. [applause] 
 


