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Welcome to the Ralph Nader Radio Hour.  My name is Steve Skrovan, along with the 

man of the hour, Ralph Nader.  Hello Ralph. 

 

Ralph Nader: Hello Steve. 

 

Steve Skrovan: Good to be talking to you. I missed last week.  It was a great discussion 

with John Nichols and Bill Curry.  And we’re going to have another great discussion this 

show. In the second half of the program, we’re going continue to absorb what happened 

on November 8th, when a billionaire, real estate mogul and reality TV star became the 

forty-fifth president of the United States. In addition to my own questions, we’re going to 

devote the second half of the show to your questions and response to last week’s show, 

featuring commentators John Nichols and Bill Curry. We will also check in with 

Corporate Crime Reporter Russell Mohkiber, the Lou Grant of the corporate crime beat.   

 

But first, ever since the election, my inbox has been flooded with petitions to abolish the 

Electoral College. Now, we discussed this with our next guest, way back in the summer 

of 2015. And he’s back with us again today. Stephen Silberstein visited with us last 

summer to talk about how he would reform the Electoral College, not abolish it.  But 

change it, so that the electors would vote more in line with the national popular vote. 

 

In light of recent events, we thought, we’d bring him back to, once again, tell us how all 

of that would work. His organization is called, National Popular Vote, whose purpose is 

to implement a nationwide, popular election of the President of the United States. We can 

only imagine the traffic that website must be getting during this past week. Welcome 

back to the Ralph Nader Radio Hour, Stephen Silberstein. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Thank you. It’s a pleasure to be here. 

 

Ralph Nader: Welcome indeed.  It couldn’t be more timely. All the millions of words 

written after Tuesday’s November 8th election. Criticizing, evaluating, pontificating, 

editorializing about how the Democrats lost and the Republicans won, would be 

completely replaced with an opposite, critique and evaluation, about how the Republicans 

lost and the Democrats won. Because Hillary Clinton won the election in the sense of she 

won the popular vote. It’s already up, almost to 800,000 more votes nationwide than 

Donald Trump got. 

 



But Donald Trump won the Electoral College and that’s what counts, under our 

constitution. And so once again, as in 2000, the winner of the popular vote loses the 

presidency. In that case Al Gore, who won by over 500,000 votes, the popular 

vote…losing it on the Electoral College and in the selection of George W. Bush by the 

Supreme Court 5/4 decision. 

 

And now, in 2016 again, the Democratic nominee, Hillary Clinton, wins the popular vote 

and loses the electoral vote to Donald Trump. Before we talk with Mr. Silberstein and his 

remarkable advocacy over the years, to have the states, in effect, neutralize the Electoral 

College.  It doesn’t change it and it still is in the constitution. Well, let me just lay the 

predicate here about what we’re going to talk about. I’m going to take it out of 

Wikipedia. “Even though the aggregate, National Popular Vote is calculated by state 

officials, media organizations and the Federal Election Commission. The people only 

indirectly elect the president, as the national popular vote is not the basis for electing a 

President or Vice- President. The President and Vice President of the United States are 

elected by the Electoral College, which consists of 538 presidential electors from the 50 

states and Washington D.C. Presidential electors are selected on a state by state basis, as 

determined by the laws of each state.  

 

Since the election of 1824, most states have appointed their electors on a winner-take-all 

basis, based on the state wide popular vote on election day. Maine and Nebraska are the 

only two current exceptions, as both states use the Congressional District method. 

Although ballots list the names of the presidential and vice-presidential candidates who 

run on the ticket, voters actually choose electors when they vote for president and vice-

president. These presidential electors, in turn, cast electoral votes for those two offices.  

 

Electors usually pledge to vote for their party’s nominee, but some ‘faithless’ electors, 

have voted for other candidates or refrained from voting.”  That’s a passage from 

Wikipedia. Steve Silberstein, what were your thoughts after 2 a.m. on Wednesday 

morning about what the Electoral College did, before we get into your remarkable, 

advocacy over the last few years on a state by state basis? What were your thoughts? 

Were you stunned?  Did you expect it?  What? 

 

Steve Silberstein: Well, of course I was stunned because I didn’t really know what was 

going on. I just read what was in the newspapers. All the newspapers said that Hillary 

Clinton was going to win. So, I believed what I read, which, of course, is something I 

should not always do. So I was stunned when the reality turned out to be different. 

 

But actually, I’ve been stunned by the whole presidential election system for a long time. 

I live in California, and in California our votes are totally irrelevant. All we know about 



the election is what we read in the papers, because the election is conducted in a couple 

of states -  the so called “battleground” states - Ohio, Florida and a couple of others.  

 

So all of us in the other non-battleground states, are just sitting there, reading our 

newspapers or watching television, to find out what’s going on, because we are totally 

irrelevant.  And that, frankly, has pissed me off for a long time. I was once told that, in 

order to have any influence or know what was going on in terms of electing the President, 

I should move to Ohio.  And I think Ohio is a great state. I’ve actually been there.  But I 

kind of like it in California and I didn’t want -- I was insulted that, in order to participate 

in the presidential election, I needed to move to one of these other states. So yes, I was 

shocked when these other states didn’t do what the newspapers thought they were going 

to do.  And, of course, the discrepancy between the popular vote and the Electoral 

College vote has been something that’s going on, you know, since our beginning. As we 

know, this is the fifth time -- the second time in recent years - when this has happened.  

It’s going to happen again. 

 

So it’s time to change the system so that the presidential candidates conduct their 

campaigns, in all 50 states, and the votes in all 50 states count, which is what our 

movement, National Popular Vote, is about. You know, unfortunately people think that, 

in order to change this system so that every vote counts, we have to amend the 

constitution and abolish the Electoral College.  That’s just, not the case. As Ralph has 

said, the whole way the system works is controlled by the individual state legislatures. 

And the state legislatures can pass a simple law, as eleven states have done, which says 

that our state will give its electoral votes to the person who got the most votes in the 

entire country.  

 

So the state legislature can change the operation of the Electoral College so it ratifies the 

total national popular vote, instead of doing what they do now in some states, which is 

so-called winner-take-all, or in other states, where it’s divide by a congressional district. 

 

Ralph Nader: Before we get into how you got started and you’re the leader of this 

effort… 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Well I’m not the leader,. I’m one of the people -- 

 

Ralph Nader: …one of the people.  The interesting thing is the authority of the states to 

do what you just said is right in the Constitution. 

 



Stephen Silberstein: Yes. 

 

Ralph Nader: It’s very explicit. But what astonished me after November 8th was a lack 

of indignation. I’ve always visualized the Electoral College as sort of a Darth Vader.  

And that, when the popular vote swings behind one candidate, Darth Vader comes in and 

repulses the popular vote conclusion and gives it to the candidate who came in second, if 

Darth Vader’s electoral votes prevail. 

 

And to me, this is totally outrageous.  And the lack of media focus on it -- for example, 

Judy Woodruff had a large segment of her show the next day and only parenthetically, by 

one person at the round table she assembled, referred to the Electoral College taking it 

away. It wasn’t even discussed. It’s like we’re enslaved to this dead hand of the past from 

James Madison and others, and we don’t challenge it. 

 

Yet, we’re the laughing stock of the world. We’re supposed to be a democracy, where 

majority rule prevails, and here again, the entire control of the executive branch of 

government and the nominations put forward to Congress flips into Donald Trump’s 

hand, who is a minority President Elect. 

 

But what is the lack of anger here?  Because you know, righteous anger usually is what 

causes change for greater justice, especially when you have good facts on your side. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Well, what we should be angry at is not just who won and who lost 

or how it was decided -- you know, in that case -- it’s the fact that the whole campaign is 

conducted in a couple of states. That the presidential campaigns - they were in Ohio, you 

know, 75 times. Indiana, right next door,… never, okay?  Illinois, right next door: never. 

So we’re all just sitting here, just watching all these resources, like in Ohio, and they’re 

bombarding people with I don’t know how many thousands of ads and mailers and 

people crawling around. And the rest of the country is just ignored. And that’s in the 

newspaper everyday. 

 

Or on CSPAN, you see all these rallies, wherever they’re going. They’re all taking place 

in Florida, Ohio… maybe one or two other states. Forty states have never seen a 

presidential candidate. They will never see the President, because the President caters to 

the whims of those couple of battleground states. That’s what’s -- that’s what’s 

outrageous. 

 

Ralph Nader: And for example, the only time a Republican goes to California is to raise 



money. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: And then the money is spent in Ohio. 

 

Ralph Nader: In Ohio. So a hundred and thirty million dollars was spent in New 

Hampshire. That was considered a battleground state this time around. So basically, what 

you’re saying is that the vast majority of the country is completely ignored by the 

candidates, who pick and choose the battleground states and never show up even.  And 

when they don’t show up, there’s no aftermath.  There’s no political excitement, political 

discussion. It doesn’t filter down to the people who are running for office. And when you 

combine this with gerrymandering, you end up with one party states. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Well, one party states is an accident of history. But you know, it’s 

the presidency itself. So one of my favorite examples is: Obama, when he became 

President, there was a stimulus bill.  And part of the stimulus bill was to build some high-

speed rail in this country.  So where would you build high-speed rail in this country? So 

one would think, like on the Northeast corridor, because there is a rail line that goes 

between New York and Washington, it’s very popular, it’s very profitable. It could use 

some kind of improvements to get higher speed. Or another place you might think is in 

California, where the voters passed a ten billion dollar bond issue, to build a high-speed 

rail between San Francisco and Los Angeles. So… but where did Obama go to hand out 

this eight billion dollars in high-speed rail?  He went down to Florida and wanted to give 

them three billion dollars to build a high-speed rail line between Tampa and Orlando. 

You know, 84 miles… and why did he do that?  Because Florida and Ohio is all the 

presidents care about because that determines their election. 

 

So people should have been outraged at that. In fact, even the Florida governor was 

outraged, and he said, “We don’t want your three billion dollars,” and, you know, handed 

it back. But that’s an example of how the system works.  When every vote in every state 

is not counted, the whole thing is into these battleground states. 

 

Ralph Nader: The flow of funds from federal government is skewed that way.  

 

Stephen Silberstein: Absolutely -- 

 

Ralph Nader: They’re a lot of consequences is what you’re saying. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: That’s right. 



 

Ralph Nader: And you just gave one -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: So it’s not just a -- it’s not just that the winner loses, okay? It’s that 

the whole system: it is corrupt and raped, in that sense.  And even Donald Trump has 

said, in fact, on Sixty Minutes last Sunday, he said, “The Electoral College system has got 

to go.  It’s not fair.”  You know, “Whoever gets the most votes in the country should 

win.” 

 

Ralph Nader: He said this after the election? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: He said this after the election. He said this Sunday.  So, you know, 

five days after the election. He’s on record as that. So Republicans are just as outraged at 

the system as we are. And, of course, Donald thinks that if there was a national election, 

he would have campaigned in all fifty states.  And he would have won the popular vote.  

That’s what he believes. So that may be the case, it may not be the case. 

 

Ralph Nader: And in 2003 -- 

 

[Overlapping 00:13:41] 

 

Stephen Silberstein: But the Republicans -- the Republicans are just as pissed at the 

present system because they’re ignored, too. So like Texas… Texas, you know, that’s a 

big Republican state. Georgia, another Republican state. Wyoming, you know, you name 

it. They don’t see the President.  They get screwed by the system just as much as people 

in California and New York or Rhode Island or Hawaii and so and so forth.  So there’s -- 

This is really a bi-partisan movement, to fix the Electoral College, so that the President 

pays attention to the entire country, as opposed to being the President of Ohio and 

Florida, which is what we have right now. 

 

 

Ralph Nader: And that gets us to your effort. You and your colleagues launched an 

effort to get one state after another to basically say that they will give their electoral votes 

to whomever wins the national popular vote. And by the way, Hillary Clinton, denounced 

the Electoral College after Gore lost in Florida in no uncertain terms --  

 

Stephen Silberstein: Right -- 



 

Ralph Nader: And then, I didn’t see much from either party in between. Explain to our 

listeners how you got under way, Steve Silberstein.  What is the nature of your group?  

How you have bi-partisan endorsers from both Republican and Democratic. How far 

you’ve gotten and what you think the prospects are to reach your goal of 270 electoral 

vote states. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah. So, we’re a group of people, not many of us. But we go 

around and talk to state legislators, because it’s the state legislators that make the 

decisions. We’ve introduced bills in all fifty states.  And so far we’ve gotten eleven states 

to pass the bill and sign it into law, which says that that state will give all its electoral 

votes to not who won their state, but who won the most votes in the country.  And this 

law has been passed in eleven states, with 165 electoral college votes-- 

 

Ralph Nader: Including some big states -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah, including big, states, including small states, in the East, in 

the West, all over. California, New York, Rhode Island, Hawaii… you know, you name 

it. So this law, which eleven states have signed, is triggered when a few more states sign 

on. So that the total is 270 electoral, votes, which we calculate will be about another ten 

or so states. So when the eleven that we have now, plus approximately ten more states, so 

that we go from 165 electoral college votes, to 270.  Then the law kicks in, and then we’ll 

have a national election. Now we’ve passed both legislatures and the governor has signed 

it in these eleven states. We’ve also passed at least one legislative body in twelve other 

states. So if we were to pass the other body in those twelve states, we would be done. 

 

Ralph Nader: This is amazing -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: The most recent, state, to have passed this law was the Arizona 

House. Okay?  So Arizona, which is a Republican state and a Republican body, they 

passed it. The one before that was the Oklahoma Senate. 

 

Ralph Nader: By large margins -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: By large margins. It passes in a bi-partisan manner, because this is 

not a partisan issue. This is whether you want your state to be influential in the 

presidential election, or you just want to sit on the sidelines and let Ohio and Florida run 

the show. 



 

Ralph Nader: By the way, the listeners who want to see the map and other material -- 

what’s the website, where you have the map of which states have already passed laws and 

a huge amount of other information?  Historical contemporary, consequential, 

information about the Electoral College’s impact. What’s your website? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: So the website is: nationalpopularvote.com. So if you go to that 

website, you will see all kinds of information.  You’ll see all kinds of newspapers who’ve 

editorialized in favor of this. You’ll see the status of the bill in all fifty states.  You can -- 

there’s a map of the states and you can click on the state and it’ll say the bill was number 

such and such in this state. It was introduced on this day, this is the sponsor. The vote 

went through this committee or that committee and so on and so forth. You’ll see the 

states that have passed it, both bodies. You’ll see the states where only one body has 

passed it -- 

 

Ralph Nader: And what you can do -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: And what you can do. And what you can do is you can write to 

your state legislator. And we have an excellent facility on that website where you write 

your state legislator. You put in your zip code, and it comes up immediately with the bill 

number in your state, the status of it, and it gives you a kind of suggested letter, of which 

you can edit if you want. And then you click on it and it’s automatically mailed to your 

state legislators.  

 

And it comes from you, okay?  It doesn’t come from some organization. It comes from 

you. So the legislators pay attention to it. Frankly, all these people who are signing 

petitions… I appreciate the sentiment, but it doesn’t do any good. What is really… and 

this is our experience… what’s really effective is talking to your state legislator. 

 

Ralph Nader: Especially when it comes bi-partisan.  Left/right. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: That’s right. So if you can call them or write them with the snail 

mail or use the email… the state legislators, actually, don’t get that much mail. You 

know, unlike the federal government, where they -- you know, there’s K Street. There’s 

70,000 lobbyists.  And so they get so much mail, they don’t answer it. But the state 

legislatures are actually kind of lonely. 

 

Ralph Nader: Yeah. 



 

Stephen Silberstein: So you could -- they will respond to you. And if a few people do 

this, it has a big effect on them.  And they’ll pass the bill.  We’ll get another state to do it, 

and we’ll be well on our way. 

 

Ralph Nader: And the website again. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: National PopularVote, dot com.  

 

Ralph Nader: National Popular Vote dot com.  

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah, and then on that website, we have our book, Every Vote 

Equal, which you can download for free, or you can buy it if you want to -- you can buy 

it on Amazon -- 

 

Ralph Nader: Eight hundred and thirty pages. 

 Stephen Silberstein: It’s eight hundred and thirty pages. It has the whole history of 

the Electoral College.  All the reforms that have been tried over the -- or attempted over 

the years. It has all the arguments, for it and against it.  We call all the arguments against 

it a myth, you know.  So that one myth is that the current Electoral College system favors 

the small states. It was an attempt by the founding fathers to give the small states more 

influence… that's just not true. The way the Electoral College system works is that Ohio 

and Florida and maybe one or two other states - they have all the influence. The small 

states don't have any influence whatsoever.  That’s why the states who have passed this 

include Hawaii and Vermont…very small states… as well as big states, which also have 

no influence in --. 

 

Ralph Nader:And this book you can get free, this book you can get free. I noticed there 

are forewords by leading Republicans and Democrats and Independents. John Anderson.  

Republican Tom Campbell, Democrat Birch Bayh, former senator from Indiana.  And 

you’ve got a basic conservative/liberal support base here.  This is a great book for 

discussion. In your own community, whether it's community college, your own citizen 

group.   It’s called Every Vote Equal: A State Based Plan For Electing The President By 

National Popular Vote. And it’s not just theory, as Steve Silberstein and his colleagues 

are more than halfway there.  And what is your projection by 2020?  You think you are 

going to get it by 2020? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: We are very optimistic that we can get this done by 2020 in time 



for the next presidential election. We’re two thirds of the way there. We have eleven 

states done. We just need about, you know, about ten more to do it.  Republicans are for 

this. I’d like to mention that the 2004 election where George W. Bush defeated John 

Kerry. Now, George W. Bush won the popular vote in that election. I think it was about 

five million, by about five million. But he came within just a few votes of losing Ohio. In 

fact, there’s some rumors that they thought that they’d lost Ohio. If he’d lost Ohio, he 

would have lost the Electoral College.  He would not have been -- become President.  

John Kerry would’ve become President, even though George W. Bush won the popular 

vote by five million votes in that election. So Republicans see the same way that 

Democrats see that the system, you know, is too fragile right now.  And of course, they 

see the big thing is that most of the Republicans in the country are ignored, just like most 

of the Democrats are ignored. Most of the country is ignored. 

 

Ralph Nader: So you don't see the November 8th election changing the position of 

Republican/Democrat parties at the state level, compared to what it was before November 

8th? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Exactly, exactly. Because the big thing that's wrong is not that the 

winner loses, although that's wrong. The big thing that's wrong is everybody is ignored, 

except Ohio and Florida. 

 

Ralph Nader:  But one is kind of counter-intuitive, Steve.  One would think, because the 

Republicans benefited on November 8th - they lost the popular vote and they got the 

Electoral College - that they would say, “No, we’re backing off on this.  This too good to 

be true.  We’ve won two elections for the presidency since 2000 with the Electoral 

College.” 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah, you’d think that but the Republicans are just as fair - you 

know, fair… they have a sense of fairness, just like Democrats. Democrats don't have a 

monopoly on fairness here. They see the fragility of the system just as well.  As I 

mentioned, in 2004, they could’ve been screwed by it.  Donald Trump, after this election 

- I mean just days after this election - he goes on 60 Minutes and says the system stinks.  

We should have -- whoever gets the most votes in the country should be President. And 

you know, people think that Donald Trump is, you know, whoever, what.  But he would 

come out and say that. So that - this is bi-partisan. Okay, absolutely bi-partisan. 

 

Ralph Nader: And when -- where do you think you’d be in terms of the number states 

behind this effort by December, 2018? 

 



Stephen Silberstein: Well, that depends on whether people write their state legislators. 

Okay, you know, nothing happens by itself. It takes people to ask their states legislators 

to do something.  You know, we’re just a few people, and we’ve gotten eleven states to 

do this. If we get a few more people to write or talk to their states legislators, we’ll get it 

done. And I just want to say, signing petitions, you know, that doesn't do it, right? 

 

Ralph Nader: We’re going to get to that in just a minute. In my home state, Connecticut, 

the governor was for what you’re proposing. The head of the Senate was for, and only the 

Speaker of the House was against. And he’s now retiring, so maybe Connecticut will join 

with Rhode Island and others and add a few more electoral votes. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes, that’s absolutely true. So Connecticut, the votes are there in 

the legislature, the governor is for it. But there was one legislator who blocked it. And 

that legislator, fortunately, has retired.  So we can get this done in Connecticut. 

 

Same situation in Oregon, by the way.  Same situation in Oregon. The governor is for it. 

One house has passed it, and one person in the other house is holding it up. Actually, a 

Democrat. And a little bit of pressure on him, which is, you can say, “You can vote 

against it if you don't want it, okay?”  But let it come to the floor, and then we’d have one 

more state. 

 

Ralph Nader: Steve, apart from telephoning, writing, and emailing your state legislature, 

does your staff have any meetings in these states? Gatherings in order to build support? 

Press conferences?  Because I know you have people, field people, going around the 

country. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes, of course. We have meetings. We go to the state capital. We 

have meetings, we go to -- Out in the countryside, we have meetings with local activists 

who have questions. Honestly, we’re very happy to go out and meet with people, have 

discussions in public forums, in private meetings, whatever. We go to newspapers to get 

them to write editorials in favor of this. 

 

Ralph Nader: So regular people can ask for you to send a field representative to meet 

with them? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes, yes, yes. 

 

Ralph Nader: And go to National Popular Vote dot com… 



 

Stephen Silberstein: That's right. 

 

Ralph Nader: And ask ? Now -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: You know, regular people who can read our book and become 

knowledgeable about it in themselves, become advocates for it and you know, join our 

group of people. 

 

Ralph Nader: Well this is a -- listeners, this is a extraordinary example of what I have 

written about in my little book that just came out, Breaking Through Power: It’s Easier 

Than We Think, because this initiative that Steve is talking about is really a very modest 

one in terms of resources. And just think of the consequences.  If it states with 270 total 

electoral votes or more pass these laws, never again will presidential candidates lose the 

popular vote and become President, or win the popular vote and not become President. 

Now in the days after the November 8th election, there was a flurry of petitions, one of 

which, for example, urges thirty-two or more electoral people to switch their vote away 

from Donald Trump.  As we know, there’s no legal, requirement for each elector to vote 

for the candidate designated.  And you’ve had some skepticism about this. You don't find 

these petitions helpful.  And are there any other petitions circulating? Can you explain to 

our listeners why? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Well, because we’re not going to re-litigate or re-do the results of 

this election. This election was run under a set of rules.  It’s not useful to change the rules 

of the game after the game is over with, so that you can get a different result. 

 

Ralph Nader: But it is possible, isn’t it?  Before mid-December? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: You know, it's possible in the sense that, you know, the Second 

Coming of Christ can happen tomorrow.  It isn't going to happen.  

 

Ralph Nader:  It almost never happens. 

 

Stephen Silberstein:  It isn't going to happen.  If you really want to do something, 

change,the rules now, in time for the next election.  That’s what’s helpful. I understand 

people’s frustrations and they want to do something about it. But then do something 

intelligent about it.  Don’t just vent.   



 

Ralph Nader: What are some of the other petitions, circulating on the internet? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: I don’t know.  Everybody and his brother is putting up petitions.  

Abolish, amend the constitution, you know… all that kind of stuff.  And of course, 

donate money.  That’s what, you know, the whole thing is about. 

 

Ralph Nader: Well, the electors meet in mid -December, don't they?  

 

Stephen Silberstein: December 19th. 

 

Ralph Nader: Right.  And historically, once and a while, an elector jumps ship, right?  

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes, it has happened a couple of times. 

  

Ralph Nader: And that elector’s free to do that? Right? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: It's a free country.  You can commit a crime if you want.  You can 

do whatever you want. You can break a promise, you know, you can… yes, it has 

happened. The probability of it happening is very, very, low, and if one or two people 

doing it isn't going to make a difference anyhow. 

 

Ralph Nader: Let me ask you a historical question. Why didn't anybody do this fifty, a 

hundred years ago? ‘Cause it's the same Constitutional basis that allows you to do what 

you do state by state, inter-state compact. Why you think nobody's has done this? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Well, I think people just assumed, as many people today still 

assume, that the way the Electoral College operates is in the Constitution, and you have 

to change the Constitution.  A lot of people don't read the Constitution, even though they 

claim they have. If you read the Constitution… and more people should, of course… then 

you’ll see that it's the state legislatures that control this. You don't have to throw the baby 

out with the bath water here.  So there’ve been various attempts over the years to amend 

the Constitution by people who haven’t actually read it and knew what was in it. So 

finally, some of us read it, and we realized that we can do this without amending the 

Constitution-- 

 



Ralph Nader: When did you start? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Well, we started out basically, in 2005. 

 

Ralph Nader: That’s pretty fast action.  I mean, for state legislatures to act that fast. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes, we got the first state to pass this.  The state of Maryland, in 

2007.  And since that time, we’ve got ten more states to do it. 

 

Ralph Nader: Have you had any signals that you’re going to get more support, given 

what happened on November 8th? At the state legislative level? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes, yes. We’ve got more and more support, you know, because 

we’ve educated people. And then, of course, in the beginning, people thought that we 

were a bunch of dissatisfied Democrats, reacting to the 2000 election. So they just kind of 

dismissed us.  But since that time, it’s become bi-partisan, as more and more Republicans 

have seen, particularly, have seen the folly of the present system and their own states 

ignored. So, it’s a process, it’s a process. People -- you present an idea to someone and it 

takes time for that idea to germinate. 

 

Ralph Nader: And do you have the overwhelming number of legal scholars saying what 

you’re doing is good? Or are they any legal scholars saying it’s not constitutional, or 

trying to argue in some way, against what you are doing, legally? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: There’s overwhelming support among all the legal and 

Constitutional scholars. But having said that, again, it’s a free country. And you can find 

one or two legal scholars, or so-called legal scholars, who say -- and of course you know, 

you can always find a lawyer to take any case, no matter how -- 

 

Ralph Nader: Has there been any litigation yet? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: There has not been any litigation. If there were to be any litigation, 

we’re totally confident that this is absolutely Constitutional. No problem.  But you have a 

couple of people running around saying, you know, that this is not Constitutional. And 

they’re just crazy, in the same sense that you got a couple of so-called scientists, going 

around saying, you know, that global warming is not really happening. 

 



Ralph Nader: Well, here’s one interesting response I had from a liberal.  He said, “What 

would stop someone in a state when they could see the writing on the wall, and their 

opponent is going to win the presidency, putting a bill in and withdrawing from the 

compact?” 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Right, so there’s nothing that would stop a state from withdrawing 

from this compact. That you can pass a law and then you can pass another law to undo 

this law. That’s certainly possible. The way that the -- this is an inter-state compact. So 

when a state signs on, it enters into a legal contract.  And there’s a withdrawal provision, 

so that you could -- like in any contract, there’s a withdrawal provision -- you can-- if you 

want to buy a car, you change your mind.  But there’s a time period when you can do it. 

You can’t do it, you know, fifty years later. In this, you can withdraw any time, but it has 

to be six months before the election. You can’t withdraw, you know -- 

 

Ralph Nader: At the last minute and pull the plug. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: At the last minute. So you want to pull out in June or May, when 

the election is in November, you can do that.  But you can’t pull out in October for a 

November election. So that’s a contract. So there’s no reason that, you know, if a -- and 

that’s the beauty of this system. Let’s say we try it and then, for some reason, it doesn’t 

work. Then we can undo it by just the state withdrawing from the compact. They’re 

totally free to do that. 

 

Ralph Nader: And the wording of the compact is on your website… 

Nationalpopularvote.com.  

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah, it’s very simple. The law that the state passes is 888 words. 

It’s a very simple, you know, one-page law, which has the withdrawal provision in it. 

And it says, “The state will award its electoral votes to whoever got the most votes in all 

50 states, including the District of Columbia.” 

 

Ralph Nader: In some of these states, the vote was overwhelming. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah, like New York, most people don’t know, that the New York 

State Senate is Republican. 

 

Ralph Nader: Yes. 



 

Stephen Silberstein: It’s Republican.  And so it was passed in that Republican body 

with, obviously, the Republican support and Democratic support.   It’s bi-partisan. When 

passed in Oklahoma and Arizona also bi-partisan. Overwhelming, overwhelming.  And 

all the -- you know, all the polls show, that if you -- you know, what do people think 

about the Electoral College? Seventy-five, eighty percent of the people think it should be 

changed to reflect the popular vote. That’s Republicans, that’s Democrats, that’s Liberals, 

that’s Conservatives, that’s old, that’s young. Any way you divide it, there’s universal 

agreement that it’s time to change this system. 

 

Ralph Nader: And what’s interesting, with the press constantly saying we’re a polarized 

society… red state, blue state… we can’t get together on anything.  Given what happened 

on November 8th, why aren’t there major stories on the national TV, the national radio , 

in the national press?  Even the New York Times just had, as far as I know, in the last five, 

six days, just had one article, and only referred to your drive in the last few paragraphs. 

What’s going on here? The course of history is changed and may change even more than 

we think, and they’re not making it front burner focus for the mass media. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah, and this despite the fact, that the New York Times has 

editorialized, in favor of this five times. So, you know, a lot of people, they write stories 

and they think they know what’s going on, but they don’t really know because they 

haven’t read the Constitution and they haven’t paid attention. They just jump to 

conclusions, which is unfortunate. 

 

Ralph Nader: It’s amazing, all the speculations filling the newspapers and the TV, 

would be completely reversed because of the Electoral College. And they’re not making 

it a major, public discussion. That would really help your effort. If millions of people 

learned about what you’re doing. -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Right, and they directed their attention in the most productive, 

manner, instead of, you know, just wasting their time. And that is to write their state 

legislator, okay? And express -- Most people don’t know, they think this is all, some kind 

of a federal problem because it’s a federal election. But the constitution delegates this to 

the state legislature.  

 

Ralph Nader: Explicitly -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Explicitly. And so, most people don’t even know who their state 

legislator is, you know, which is unfortunate. 



 

Steve Skrovan: Mr. Silberstein, if I may jump in, the argument I hear against a national 

popular vote is that the idea -- is that it would swing the other way. Then you’d just have 

New York and California deciding.  And it wouldn’t create a national, fifty state 

coalition. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes, so that some people think that this would just turn the election 

over to New York and California, and the rest of the country would be ignored. So New 

York and California, if you add up the total population of these two, large, states — So 

what is it? California is thirty-four million or so, and New York is what, twenty? Twenty 

million. So it’s fifty-five million, out of a population of three, hundred and forty million 

or something like that.  So what is that? That’s like, twenty percent of the country? Less 

than twenty percent of the country. So even if you got every single vote -- every single 

vote in California and New York, you’d only have twenty percent of the votes. That’s not 

enough to win an election. 

 

[overlapping 00:37:25] 

 

Ralph Nader: Excuse me, Steve Skrovan, you’re really talking about the big, popular, 

states, right? Not just California or New York - you’re talking, Steve Skrovan… 

 

Steve Skrovan: Yes. 

 

Ralph Nader: Question -- you’re talking talking Texas, Florida, Illinois and some of the 

six giant states. 

 

Steve Skrovan: The argument is that instead of the battleground states we have, the 

handful we have now, is that then it would just be a handful of big states deciding. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: No, it wouldn’t be because people don’t -- you know, the 

population of the country is spread in all the states. You have to -- let’s say when you’re 

running for governor, okay? So if you’re running for governor of New York or 

California, you don’t just go to the big cities, right? If you just go to the big cities and 

you win a ton of votes in the big cities, it’s not enough, because people live all over the 

state.  So you campaign all over the state.  And the same way in a national election.  You 

wouldn’t just go to the big cities or the big states because people live all over the country. 

That’s number one. Number two, if everybody is going after a couple of states then it gets 

very expensive to campaign in there because the TV time and all that stuff, the rates go 



sky high.  And there’s no added benefit for spending all that money to get one more vote 

in those states, when you can go to another state where it’s cheaper. Because nobody’s 

there to get votes, and those votes count the same.  So it’s just a totally false speculation, 

to think that it’s going to be in six states, or two states or -- 

 

Ralph Nader: My point -- my point is simpler.  If you believe in majority rules, you 

believe in majority rules, no matter where that majority comes from.  And that’s what 

really has upset me. Where the person who wins the majority vote loses the office. It’s 

absurd.  There’s no democracy in the world that has this kind of absurd, flip flop situation 

with such dramatic consequences. Would you welcome national media attention, more 

than you’ve been getting? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Well, absolutely, absolutely. Yes. 

 

Ralph Nader: And so what would your final advice to the listeners, not only in terms of 

writing their state legislature, or button-holing them when they come back.  ‘Cuz they do. 

The state legislatures come back to their districts a lot -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes. 

 

Ralph Nader: And they’ll come back if fifteen people are in the room -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: That’s right. 

 

Ralph Nader: What would you urge them to do, to get more national coverage to 

galvanize, in a multiplier effect, the number of people who contact their legislature? 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah, well of course, you can write a letter to the editor of your 

local paper.  You know, talk to your people at work and your social clubs, you know, 

discuss it in schools, wherever you are. 

 

Ralph Nader: Or even college TV stations. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yeah, spread the word.  You know, put it up on your Facebook or -

- 

 



Ralph Nader: Social media -- 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Yes. 

 

 

Ralph Nader: Well, good, and the website again, is Nationalpopularvote.com. We’ve 

been talking with Steve Silberstein, who is one of the movers and shakers behind this. 

You can get this book, over eight hundred pages of history and commentary, called Every 

Vote Equal - A State Based Plan For Electing The President By National Popular Vote. 

You can get it free by going to nationalpopularvote.com.  Or if you want to pay the 

nominal price to help the effort, you can do that as well. Thank you very much indeed, 

Steve Silberstein, and I must say, not many people start initiatives that can literally make 

history in the United States.  And I really congratulate you on that. 

 

Stephen Silberstein: Thank you, very much. It’s a pleasure to talk to you and thank you, 

for all your work over all the years. 

 

Ralph Nader: Thank you, Steve. 

 

Steve Skrovan: We’ve been speaking with Stephen Silberstein of the National Popular 

Vote. Go to nationalpopularvote.com for more information. 

 

Now, we’re going to take a short break and check in with the Corporate Crime Reporter 

Russell Mohkiber. Russell? 

 

Russell Mohkiber: From the National Press Building in Washington, D.C, this is your 

Corporate Crime Reporter Morning Minute for Friday, November 18th, 2016.  I’m 

Russell Mohkiber. 

 

The families of nine Sandy Hook victims and one of the survivors have asked the 

Connecticut Supreme Court to hear their appeal after the case was struck down last 

month by a Superior Court judge in Bridgeport.  The lawsuit alleges that the AR15 

assault weapon used in the shooting was negligently entrusted to the public, and that the 

companies violated state law by aggressively and unethically marketing the AR -15 to the 

public.  “The loss of twenty first graders and six educators would shake any community 

to its core,” the appeal states. “Ours had to grapple with the manner in which those lives 

were lost. Children and teachers were gunned down in classrooms and hallways with a 

http://nationalpopularvote.com/


weapon that was designed for our armed forces and engineered to deliver maximum 

carnage.”  For the Corporate Crime Reporter, I’m Russell Mohkiber. 

 

Steve Skrovan: Thank you, Russell. That was quite an interview with Stephen 

Silberstein. Ralph.  What is you reaction? 

 

Ralph Nader: Well, I’m pretty dumbfounded that the Democrats, having lost the 

presidency in 2000 due to the Electoral College, after winning the popular vote, lose it 

again in 2016 and don’t make a big issue out of it.  It’s just inconceivable.  It’s in their 

self-interest to make an issue out of it. Unless they think, “ Oh well, it may happen to the 

Republicans some day in some other future presidential race, and that’s the way the ball 

bounces.” 

 

And of course, because the Democratic Party, Hillary Clinton never mentioned it. No one 

else mentioned it after the Electoral College loss to Donald Trump. They didn’t basically 

say, as a lot of the people associated with the Democratic Party, could call Donald Trump 

a minority president-elect… a minority president-elect… the mass media didn’t pick up.  

It’s amazing that the mass media itself wouldn’t pick up. Judy Woodruff on The News 

Hour had a panel of six or seven people after November 8th, and only at the end, 

parenthetically, one of the historians mentioned that the Electoral College took it away 

from Hillary Clinton. 

 

I just have to constantly re-evaluate the abdication of the mass media. And I might say, 

the indie media too, hasn’t made a big deal out of it. Hey look, the entire control of the 

federal government has been flipped into the hands of Donald Trump and the people he’s 

going to appoint and nominate because of this dead hand from the past, the Electoral 

College.  How could anybody not be upset about that, who supported the Democrats, who 

won the popular vote by now over 750,000 votes and climbing over Donald Trump 

nationwide?  How can they not be upset about it to start a national focus of condemnation 

and go to the National Popular Vote effort that we just discussed with Steve Silberstein, 

which is not hypothetical. It’s not predictable. There are already almost two-thirds of the 

way to get to the states with 270 electoral votes on board. 

 

Steve Skrovan: And he said that he was pretty confident that by 2020, they’d have it. 

 

Ralph Nader: Yes. 

 

Steve Skrovan: That’s amazing. 



 

Ralph Nader: Well listeners, lets put it in a self-serving way. You heard it on the Ralph 

Nader Radio Hour first and in great detail. 

 

Steve Skrovan: Exactly.  And what we’re going to do now is continue our post mortem 

of the 2016 election, and then the response to last week’s show with John Nichols and 

Bill Curry. And before we get to listener questions, Ralph, I just wanted to -- something I 

saw in the Washington Post this morning was an interview they did with Mandy 

Grunwald,, who is a media consultant for the Clinton campaign, which outlined their 

strategy.  And she said - this is from the Washington Post, “ How it will happen would be 

that the desire for change was greater than the fear of Donald Trump.” She’s talking 

about the strategy there, the fear of the risk. “That’s something we talked about very early 

on.   How do we make sure that people aren’t comfortable making that leap because 

they’d like to go for change? The question is, what’s the more salient question when they 

go vote?  That’s it.  That’s the election, in a nutshell. Change versus risk.”  They seemed 

to have lost that bet. 

 

Ralph Nader: Well, since President Obama has made a big deal on the war on terror, 

he’s highlighted risk along with the military industrial complex, which supported Hillary 

Clinton, predominantly, along with the Wall Street profiteers, which supported Hillary 

Clinton.  Mandy Grunwald is one of the political consultants, who has been wrong, 

wrong, wrong, as she and her party have presided over the loss of thirty-one state 

governorships, the House of Representatives, the U.S Senate, and now the White House.  

 

My take is people always ask whose side are these politicians on?  And whose side these 

politicians are on breaks down to a livable wage, full Medicare for all, free choice of 

doctor and hospital, a fair judicial system that cracks down on corporate crime, fraud and 

abuse, putting the Wall Street crooks behind bars, for example, the kind of society that 

spells fair play for the maximum number of citizens in that society. And the Democrats, 

obviously busily dialing for corporate dollars, busily distancing themselves from the great 

unwashed, the great masses of people who they’ve forgotten about, the blue collar worker 

that made Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal possible in the1930’s, still haven’t 

learned the lesson.  And they’ll never learn a lesson unless they are forced to resign their 

post and replaced with an insurgency of progressive resolve and determination. 

 

Steve Skrovan: Now Ralph, does this speak to the issue of giving people something to 

people to vote for, as opposed to something to vote against? 

 

Ralph Nader: Yeah, because the vast amount of advertisements by the Hillary Clinton 



people were showing that Donald Trump was temperamentally unfit. That he was a bigot, 

that he was unknowing. He was ignorant.  He was a boaster.  He was a(n) easily bruised 

and dangerous megalomaniac. 

 

Okay, you’re going to try to depress the vote that way, but what was Hillary Clinton for? 

Well, you go to her website and there’s a think tank of recommendations. Well, that 

doesn’t boil down into something that Franklin Delano Roosevelt knew when he called it 

“The New Deal.” 

 

You know, Donald Trump boiled it down. He said he wanted to make America great 

again. He said knowingly to a lot of people, “This is our last chance.”  He kept saying, “I 

will be your voice in Washington.  You are the forgotten people.”  Simple, deep, imprint 

phrases. Not so with Hillary Clinton.  And she had all these advisers battling with each 

other over what the message should be. And the result is she forfeited a great opportunity 

to contrast the Democratic Party agenda and the future with the worst, most cruel, 

vicious, Republican Party in history… in its history of 164 years, as evidenced by the 

votes that the Republican majority passed through the House of Representatives.  Votes 

that were so cruel, and so vicious and so one sided - against children, against women - for 

Wall Street over Main Street.  Against food safety.  Against workers’ safety and health. 

On and on and on. They had the Republicans by the throat and didn’t use it in their 

campaigns for the House, Senate, and the Presidency. 

 

Steve Skrovan: Ralph, what did you think of the anti-Trump marches that took place in 

the immediate aftermath all over the country? What was your take on that? 

 

Ralph Nader: My take is they’re valuable, if they stay non-violent, because they 

basically say to a forthcoming power-drunk Trump Administration, with Giuliani and 

Gingrich and Christie maybe, and Bannon and others, they’re heading for Power-drunk 

Land.   And I think these rallies basically said, “This is the pulse of a lot of people in this 

country… don’t go too far.” 

The shortcomings of these rallies is, they don’t congeal into any kind of day after day 

movement. They don’t raise money for full-time organizers. They don’t get Bernie 

Sanders to have massive rallies before the end of the year in the Mall in Washington and 

all around the country to bring more of these people, who supported him together and to 

bring them into a discreet, political movement with full-time organizers throughout the 

country. 

 

Steve Skrovan:  Now you keep calling for him to do that.  Is there any sign that he is 

inclined to hold rallies? I know he’s got an organization that our mutual friend, Jim 



Hightower, is on the board of called Our Revolution. You think it needs to go beyond 

that? 

 

Ralph Nader: I see no signs. The election’s over. Our Revolution was supporting certain 

Democrats. Bernie Sanders was on NPR, interviewed by Robert Segal recently, and he 

was given an opportunity to say he’s going to have these massive rallies, and he didn’t 

say it.  I’ve always said Bernie’s a great guy. He has great progressive values.  He has a 

great voting record.  But he’s a lone ranger. He doesn’t return calls to a lot of people who 

want to use him as a networker, especially since he’s got all these millions of votes.  So 

I’m afraid that he’s losing an historic opportunity.  And there are only a few weeks left 

before Donald Trump takes the office. 

 

 

Steve Skrovan: Right. Well let’s go to a couple listener questions in response to last 

week’s show with John Nichols and Bill Curry. This question comes from a Linda Cruse. 

And she says, “I was confused because no one mentioned the systematic takeover of state 

governments by the Koch Brothers through huge campaign contributions.  I think that 

this is an important point to bring up and to discuss.” 

 

Ralph Nader: Well, let’s not over-emphasize the Koch Brothers. They do have influence 

over state legislatures. They give money to state lawmakers. They have this group called 

ALEC of state legislators that they heavily influence.  But let’s face it, the Democratic 

Party in many of these states is weak. It’s unorganized. It doesn’t have a gripping 

message for left/right appeal. It didn’t really push hard, for example, over the last decade 

until recently for the minimum wage.  It abandoned, full Medicare for all. It doesn’t make 

the corporate crime wave against consumers everyday, reported in the paper, a campaign 

issue. It doesn’t take out after the bloated, wasteful, corrupt, military budget and crony 

capitalism and corporate welfare. So the more we exaggerate the Koch Brothers, the 

more we make scapegoats. And the Democratic Party is very good about making 

scapegoats of the Green Party and the Koch Brothers. And they should look at 

themselves in the mirror and say, ”We’re going to get it done ourselves. We are one of 

the two major parties. And our opponent is the cruelest, most vicious Republican Party in 

history and shouldn’t even be on the competitive plane with us.” 

 

Steve Skrovan: Jay Goldberg writes, “Both John Nichols and Bill Curry argued that in 

light of the election results, the Democratic Party needs to finally return to representing 

working people instead of the one percent.”  This is something we talked with Thomas 

Frank about a couple of months ago.  But he says, “But in our two-party system, what 

incentive do they have to do so? Eight years ago, Obama was elected, promising change, 

meaning change on behalf of the 99 percent and didn’t deliver.  So now, we’ve got 



Trump, who likewise promised change.  If, as is very, likely, Trump also fails to deliver, 

then in the next election, the voters will eagerly welcome and elect a centrist Democrat, 

who also, falsely promises change, and so on. Ad infinitum-- with change never actually 

happening. This strikes me as an argument favoring supporting third parties” that he 

hasn’t heard. 

 

Ralph Nader: Yeah. Well, of course we need third parties. We also need organizations, 

as I’ve mentioned repeatedly, in every Congressional district. It can start with a hundred 

people, go to five hundred people. It can start with the citizens’ summons to the 

representatives and the senators in your state. 

I’ve put this in detail my new book, Breaking Through Power, a very, short paperback. 

And the subtitle is: It’s Easier Than We Think.  And it can start with enough people back 

home in congressional districts, which have 700,000 men, women and children. Less than 

one percent can open up offices and zero in - with left, right/support - on your senator and 

representative.  That’s the way you can make amends for the disaster of November 8th.  

And that’s the disaster for both conservative citizens and liberal citizens as well. 

Fifty-five million people working in Walmart and other places would like to be 

represented by a union.  Where’s the grass-root support for that? There are unions 

everywhere. They don’t have enough organizers in the field. There’s plenty to do, but it 

never takes more than one percent, representing public opinion to turn situation A,B,C,D, 

around.  

 

Steve Skrovan: This next question isn’t really a question, Ralph, it was more of a cry for 

help. And I just thought I would throw it out there and see if it was at all possible.  A 

listener named Amy.  We don’t have a last name. She says, “The reason why I’m writing 

today is to urge you to get a private meeting with Donald Trump. Try and get and talk to 

him about some of these issues.” She says, “ I doubt you’ll get this or read it, but it’s 

worth a shot. I need to have some hope. Thank you for your time.” Do you think that 

there’s any possibility Donald Trump would accept a meeting with you?  

 

Ralph Nader: With progressive groups, yeah. I think it’s worth it if say, thirty, forty 

groups, representing workers, consumers, small tax payers, civil liberties, civil rights, a 

lot of the charitable groups combating poverty. So -- 

 

Steve Skrovan: But I think she’s talking about you, Ralph. (overlapping) I think she’s 

talking about another national figure talking to him. 

 

Ralph Nader:  No, no.  It wouldn’t work. I’ve been far too critical of him.  All he has to 

do is Google it, and he’ll bridle with his bruised ego. I also did a video demanding that he 



release his tax returns. But the same purpose can be arrived at from our listener’s 

question by having a coalition of liberal and progressive groups asking for a meeting.  He 

says he wants to be the president of all the people. Use his words.  

 

Steve Skrovan: Well, thank you for your questions. Keep them coming on the 

Ralphnaderradiohour.com website or Ralph’s Facebook page. And that’s our show.  But 

before we go, here at the Ralph Nader Radio Hour, we would like to pay tribute to a 

consumer champion we lost recently. A former guest on the show and a long time 

colleague of Ralph’s, Clarence Ditlow, who died last week at the age of seventy-two.  

He, for over forty years, headed the Center for Auto Safety.  Ralph? 

 

Ralph Nader: I recruited this wonderful human being, an engineer and lawyer, in the 

early seventies, and he’s never disappointed. He has been a, huge watchdog on the auto 

industry and the regulatory agency NHTSA (“Nitsa”) in the Department of 

Transportation. He has a huge record of accuracy.  He’s persistent. He’s compassionate.  

He works weekends, while his adversaries in the auto industry are on the golf links.  The 

unsung hero. I’m very glad that the Washington Post, New York Times, LA Times, gave 

him a major tribute after he passed. He’s going to be irreplaceable. He was even 

respected by people close to the industry for his iron-bound integrity and resiliency on 

behalf of the American motorist. My encomium of Clarence Ditlow, in an article I wrote 

recently, was titled “The Guardian Angel Of America’s Motorist.” We’re going to miss 

you so much, Clarence.  But we’re going to honor you by getting more and more support 

for The Center for Auto Safety in Washington, D.C. A one-of-a-kind watchdog and 

champion of American motorists, their health, their safety and their economic rights. 

 

Steve Skrovan: Well, I think on that note, we will end the show. Join us next week on 

the Ralph Nader Radio Hour. We’ll talk to you then, Ralph. 

 

Ralph Nader: Thank you very much.  And thank you, listeners. 

 

 

ENDED 

 


