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I welcome the opportunity of addressing this Materials Engineering
Congress. You may remember that six years ago I spoke to you of "The
Never-Ending Challenge." By that I meant the need for industry to keep
o improving the quality of workmanship and the standards for inspection
of its products in order to meet the continually rising requirements set
by technology. We keep developing new technologles. Each new
development calls for new levels of performance; there 1s no letup.

Some progress has been made in the past six years but much more needs
to be done.

Today I want to examine a related fundamental problem. It has to
do with finding reliable means to prevent the private use of technology
from doing injury to public health and well-being, I use this term in
the broadest sense, including not only human 1life and health, but also
natural resources, vital services, the whole of the environment
enveloping man and soclety. Almost every new technology represents a

potential hazard to these human values; the more advanced it 1s, the more
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various and deadly are its adverse effects 1ikely to Dbe unless therec are
adequate safeguards. These safeguards tne public cannot itselfl provide;
they must be the responsibility of those who control jdevelopment and
application of technology. Many believe that industry safety codes for
equipment provide these safeguards. 1 submit that these codes, a8
currently developed and applied, do not fully meet this responsibilitya

The effectiveness of ggy.safety code depends largely on who sets 1t
and who enforces it. As now constituted, industry codes have a puilt-in
weakness, for they are prepared and controlled on & voluntary basis by
the very people to whom they are to be applied; the analogy would be if
the judge and the judged were the same. All of man's experience shows
that self-policing does not give the public adequate protection. It
does not even ensure safe use of ordinary consumer goods--foodsy drugs,
gutomobiles, etc. The purchaser has no practical way of judging them.
The situation is not essentially different, though far more complicated
in cases where the public buys a gervice, yet has no control over the
equipment used to provide that service; where the individual is merely
a passive recipient, as for example, in the transportation or utility
industries. A complicating factor here 1s the widespread misconception
of the roles and responsibilities of the parties who buy, make, inspect;
and operate the equipment.

1 am sure you are aware that the typical industry code is formulated
by a committee elected or appointed by a technical soclety or similar
group. Members are drawn primarily from the manufacturers to whom the

code is to be applied. Near unanimous agreement in the committee must




~btained to set requirements or to change them. The code, which 18
then widely accepted and applied, represents a minimum level of

o

requirements that is acceptable to the industry as a whole. What has

nappened==to put it bluntly-=18 that those directly involved in

manufacturing a product are the very ones who set code reqpirementsg

The technical gociety and its code committees, at best, merely engure

that the requirements are uniform throughout fthe industry.

Let me nowW deseribe some of the deficiencies of industry safety
codes and of the way in which they are used in the design, manufacture,
inspection, and operation of equipment where safe and reliable operatlion
is essential to public well-being. I will then submi?t recommendations
for an alternative approach to gsetting and enforcing safety codeg, one
that seeks to take into account the proper role of each party involved.

Tnadequacies of voluntary safety codes are not unique to any
particular industry or type of product. To focus my discussion, I have
selected a number of examples 11lustrating this prcblem in areas with
which I am familiar. These examples range from problems associated with
experimental facilities to those related to the construction of complex
power plants.

Because of my pbackground in nuclear power plants, I feel it
necessary to make it plain that what I am talking about today 1s the
manner in which industry safety codes are developed and applied. I do
not wish my remarks to infer that nuclear power plants are ungafe., In
applications of atomic power, the Government has provided a regulatbry

agency to protect the public interest. As a result of this gupervision




nment, the hazard to the public from these nuclear powWer
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= has been minimized. One way this has been achieved 1s through
¢ safeguards which do not merely depend on industry codes.

Before citing cases, I should make two more points that are
important to a clear understanding of the subject.

Safety codes must not be confused with product gstandards, whose
purpose 1is uniformity and interchangeability among similar products.

To make this distinction clear, I will use the term "codes"--and not
"standards" --when I refer to requirements for assuring gafe design,
manufacture, and operation of equipment. There are many aspects of
design and manufacture which affect safety, including engineering and
fabrication standards. Safety codes must cover 311 such requirements.

Minimizing cost should not be an overriding factor in setting safety
codes. That industry must make a reasonable profit is a bagic tenet of
our free enterprise system. But public well-being requires that adequate
safety codes be established. The contractual arrangements for specifying
and making products which meet these requirements snd for determining
the legal responsibilities between the parties can then properly remaln
a matter between buyer and seller,

I will use a recent expérien@e involving the American Soeiety for
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Boiler and Pregsure vessel Code as an
example to i1lustrate two serious problems in applying industry codes.
The ASME Code is widely applied and 1is generally congidered to be one
of the better industry codes.

The problems are, first, that the Code does not require the




LPzcturer to deliver a product free of unacceptable defects; and,

second, that the supposedly independent code inspector does not

=dequately represent the buyer's and the public's interests.

Recently, during fabrication of a pressure vessel in accordance with
tnhe ASME Code, the manufacturer radiographed one of the major structural
welds and found several defects which required repair. In order to
locate the defects accurately and thus facilitate repalrs, the
manufacturer, using ultrasonic techniques, made an additional examination
of the weld. This examination, which is not required by the Codey
revealed that numerous other defects might be present. The buyer, when
notified by the manufacturer of these possible additional defects,
considered them to be sufficiently significant in number and size to
raise serious questions about the integrity of the weld. The
manufacturer, however, took the position that the Code does not require
repair of defects unless they are discovered by the specific inspection
techniques laid down in the Code. The manufacturer, therefore, repaired
only the defects revealed by the inspections specified by the Code., He
then presented the weld to the ASME Code inspector, who accepted it.

The Code inspection service in this case was provided by an insurance
company hired by the manufacturer 1in accordance with practices outlined
in the Code. These practices are accepted by most of our states, and
have been incorporated into thelr laws.

The buyer repeatedly protested that the evldence produced by the
manufacturer himself showed that the weld was suspect. These protests

were met by the manufacturer and the insurance company with the
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-====ion that the weld met all Code requirements. Thus the Code was

-~ =77zct being used as an escape from the broad obligations that the
~~~duct must have adequate structural integrity for its specified

B e

=rvice conditlions. In essence, what the manufacturer and the insurance

wu

company were saying was that it is proper to ignore pertinent and
svailable information which casts doubt on the integrity of a product;
snd that despite thils doubt the product may be certified as meeting
Code requirements. The plain fact thus is that the Code requires only
that a product meet the specified inspection requirements, not that it
be free of unacceptable defects.

As for the insurance company, which is widely considered to be an

independent code inspection agency, it acted in this case as though it

were an agent of the manufacturer. To be specific, the insurance company
would not take part in technical discussions of the pressure vessel's
integrity with the buyer unless requested to do so by the manufacturer.
The manufacturer refused to make such a request.

I should point out that this example of code application was not
one involving only a single small manufacturer. The manufacturer in this
case was wholly owned by an industry leader in the design and manufacture
of equipment for power generating stations. During contract negotiations
for the vessel in question, the parent company stated that it would use
its technical and financial resourtes to assist the manufacturer %o
carry out properly his obligations under the contract. But, when this
serious question of product integrity arose, the management of the

parent company would provide no real assistance. They merely said they
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g=—e prepared to assist their subsidiary and had assisted him on request.
== =hey would take no position on the technical adequacy of the weld in
===ion. In fact, they gaid they did not understand the buyer's
:nsistence that they evaluate the suitability or acceptability of the
weld. They also declared that they had not assumed any of their
=ubsidiary's obligations. In conclusion, they said that their subsidiary
'nas advised us that the weld in question does meet the ASME Code."

In sum, the parent company also accepted no responsibility for the
quality of the product beyond thelr narrow interpretation of Code
requirements.

I have tried to understand why the parties concerned took this
position. It seems clear to me that the Code as written was interpfeted
both by the manufacturer and by the insurance company to provide a
well-defined limited 1iability for the manufacturer. As the case shows

this interpretation might have compromised safety had not a competent and

slert buyer taken steps on his own and at his own expense to ensure the

level of quality and integrity necessary to protect both his own and
the public's interest.

To determine whether the position taken by the manufacturer and the
insurance company had the endorsement of the ASME Committee which 1s
responsible for developing and interpreting this Code, the buyer asked
the Committee a simple question:

"If a component or part of a component (such as a weld) meets all

of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code requirements,

including those for ingpection, but ig known as a result of




-=ner supplemental inspection procedures o contain defects,

sust this additional information be evaluated in judging

«nether the component meets the Code?"
The reply of the ASME Committee was unfortunately couched in the
siplomatic language typical of puregucratic caution. It contained the

ss1lowing statements which contradict each other.

gere is the first: "If the inspector were aware of a harmful defect
which was not disclosed by the Code examination but which did affect the
safety of the vessel, he would have a moral responsibility to consider
+tnis information before certifying the vessel."

Here is the second: "Decisions based on such supplementary
examinations are not Code matters and must be resolved by agreement

pebween the manufacturer and the purchaser,"

From this I conclude that morality requires that all avallable

inspection results be considered, but the Code does not.

As a consequence of the refusal of the Code inspection agency to
meet with the buyer unless so requested by the manufacturer, it was
recommended that the ASME make it a Code requirement that inspection and

certification be carried out by an organization independent of the

manufacturer whose product 1s being inspected. The ASME Committee's
answer was that in their view present practice already complies with

this recommendatlon. They sald that while the ingpector's employer is
paid by the manufacturer, this does not place either the inspector or his
employer under the direction of the manufacturer, in the usual

contractual sense. The ASME Committee did not, however, discuss or
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—em=s=ion signed bY the code inspector.
But this "sertificate” contains the following disclalimer:
2y signing this certificate neither the inspector nor his
smployer makes any warranty expressed or implied, concerning
the pressure vessel described in this manufacturer's data
report. Furthermore, neither the inspector nor his employer
shall be liable in any manner for any personal injury or
property damage or a loss of any kind arising from or
connected with this inspection,"
In addition to this disclaimer, a typical contract under which an
insurance company provides Code inspection service requires the

manufacturer to indemnify the insurance company against any 1iability-

Let me emphaslze that the shortcomlngs I have been discussing do not

1ie primarily in the technical content of this ASME Code 1tself; they are
inherent in the system of setting and enforcing voluntary standards.
This ASME Code is, in fact, ahead of some other codes in recognizing the
need for ingpection by an agency other than the manufacturer. Many
other safety codes do not even require inspection by a so-called
"3ndependent" agency.

Another major ghortcoming of present code practices i1g: The codes

do not set up adequate requirements for design and inspection in many

aresas important for assuring safety~--areas that are often not obvious;

and may therefore well pe overlooked by an unwary purchaser. An example
is the need for an independent check of design work.

geveral years ago there was a case which i11llustrates this need.
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wew heat exchangers were to be installed in a central statlon power
nt. An architect-engineer was hired to evaluate adequacy of the’
=visting support structure which was to be reused, and to design
additional new support structures. During initial filling of the heat
=xchangers, a fsilure of one of the steel support gtructures was
32 scovered quite by aceident. Had this fallure not been discovered at
a2t time it is likely the support would have broken during gubsequent
operation, wilth consequences that could have been gserious.

Detailed investigation of this failure revealed several gignificant

facts. For example, the original deslgn of the support that had failed,

and of several other supports was found to have been inadequate. These

" supports did not meet the American Institute for Steel Construction Code.

Moreover, the architect-engineer responsible for the redesign work had
apparently not checked the design of the original supports although his
contract required him to do so. Then too, it was found that some of
the new structures which he had designed did not meet this construction
Code., In addition, there was a lack of clear definition as to which
industry code applied to those parts where equipment and structures were
joined together. The architect-engineer chose to apply a iess restrictive
code than the one the buyer considered to be applicable under the
contract.

As a result of this investigation and subsequent actlon by the
Government, the architect-engineer and his insurance company paid over
half a million dollars for additional engineering and construction costs

incurred in correcting the faulty design work. This shows that a
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feszfimmer--in this case the architect-engineer--is liable if he faills

s i ey . e

=2 22 nhis job properly, much as a manufacturer is liable for a

sective product.

¥nhz2t this proves is that an independent design review 1is essential.
wers are just as fallible as anyone else. Some codes have taken
~=17way steps by requiring the design to be certified by a professional
=mzineser, But these steps do not fully meet the problem, since they
=cifically allow the professional engineer to be an employee of the

~rzznization doing the design work. Here again we have a fundamental

w=zimess of present code practice; the design engineer may review and

:

o

certify his own work.

Another example illustrates that the codes are not kept sufflciently
up=-to-date on inspection methods.

This case 1lnvolved the purchase of welded piping for the main
cooling water system in a large power plant. Subsequent to delivery of
some of the piping, the purchaser learned that the manufaéturer had
ilscovered cracking in bateches of addltional piping being made for this
same order. Whereupon the purchaser subjected samples of the already
delivered pipe to destructive examination. He found cracks. This plping
had passed all inspections required by the applicable American Soclety
for Testing Materials specification, plus X-ray inspection prescribed in
the contract by the buyer. Additional tests and analyses conducted by
the purchaser established that the cracks--some of which were one-half
inch long--rendered the material unfit for the intended service. Here

was a clear-cut case where piping supplied and inspected by the
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=r in accordance with industry requirements was in fac® unfit

-= znd had to Dbe replaced by the purchaser at hls own expense.

This and similar experiences notwithstanding, most piping codes
==411 do not require the use of such modern techniques as ultrasonic

: on wnich has been successfully used on many occasions and would,

N

his particular instance, have undoubtedly shown up the presence of
2cks. An avoidable risk of failures in gervice due to undetected

15 still being accepted by the code committees, DY manufacturers,

0

=nd purchasers.

It is essential that as technology advances and products and systems
come more complex, the best available jnspectlion methods be incorporated
:rn the codes. Code committees ought promptly and continually to be
ecifying use of improved inspection methods. As they now stand, the
~-nodes provide 1ittle incentive to develop and apply petter inspection
techniques. This is perhaps not surprising given the fact that committee

members are generally drawn from manufacturers whose products are to be

sinspected. Recently an ASME committee stated that use of a new

$

ection method cannot be required by their Code until the method 1is

e

capable of standardization. Since the inspections specified by the
codes are, in practice, a1l that the manufacturer will normally carry
out jevelopment of new and improved inspection methods 1s bound to be
extremely Slow. If no one applies a new technique unless it has become
standardized, inspection methods gspecified by the codes will always lag
technologys and the public will always beé the loser. The difficulty

nere is, of course, the consensus rule which prevents the code committee
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~z the codes abreast of new ways to protect the public.
~ far I have spoken of specific problems encountered in applying

sm@nstry codes. There are other deficiencies inherent in the present

stem, to which I can only refer priefly. For example:

1. Important areas that directly affect safety are covered

snly by so-called "pecommended” or "optional" practices and not by

specific requirements. Are you aware that many industry codes do not
==t up or require uniform methods for inspection, or even require |
;:alification of the manufacturer's own jnspectors? Some codes, for
example the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, do require the
manufacturer's inspe@tidn personnel to be gqualified. But the extent of
qualification in this ASME Ccde 18 defined merely by "pecommended
practices"” issued by the Soclety ror Nondegtructive Testing. These
recommended practices atate that they may be modified and adapted by
each manufacturer ab nis own discretion. Thug, even in this "petter"
Code neither the Society for Nondestructive Testing, the Code committee,
nor the states invoking this Code exercilse any real control. Control 1s
1eft to the individual manufacturer.

o, Failure of products manufactured under industry codes
generally need not be reported to or investigated by an independent’
central agencye. Thus, important lessons that could preven?t future
failures are not disseminated among persons with a legitimate interest
in the matter. Great Britain has the edge on us here. Her laws require

+hat all boiler failures be reported to and investigated by an

independent competent commigsion.

14
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3, There is also & subtle aspect to the useé of industry codes;
s has CO do with their psychological effecto Described by the code
ot TTEES8 and by the 1anguage of the codes themselves as providing
~¢ safety for design and c@nstruction of equipment, they impart
gnwWarrs ranted sense of securifty. confidence in the codes may and offten
=g inhibi® persons legally fesponsible for protecting the public from
taking additional action needed to safeguard health and well=-being.
There 15 2 widespread misconoeption about the codes and thelr
sctivenesSsSe They are pelieved tO constitute an authoritative national
==zndard. It is generally thought that because of them the harsh Roman
e of caveat emntormwlet the buyer peware=-no longer governs the
stions among Luyers, geller; and affected third parties. 3 suggest
=nat no one allow nimself to disregard this ancient warninge. As I have
ried to shoW, ingofar as power plants are concerneds current code
practice does not Justify 1letting down one's guard .

The cause of these problems pecomes more obvious if we 1lo0k at the

sles and T 5ponsibilities of the parties spvolved in the designs

H

onstructions and gngpection of power plants~—more specifically with
construction and installation of pressure yessels in such plants. How
would you answer this question: "wno among These parties 100ks out for
+ne public interest?“

Let us take the case of a pressure vessel and observe the gequence
of events. First as ©o the ASME Boiler and Pressure vessel Code jtself:
A committee develops the Code which sets rules governing design,

constructions and jnepection of pressure vegsels. Members of the
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Eeittee are drawn primarily from.manufacturers organizations, with

o representation from users, insurance companies, and government
cies. Code procedure requires near unanimous agreement among ‘

members CO set requirements or to change them. However strong their

j%“:‘ial integrity, committee members will be influenced by their

J

:es;:nsifility to thelr employer . Such responsibility may not be

T

-ompatible with the need for objectivity in regard to safety rules.

The members from manufacturer organizations are thus able to block
-ommittee action from the start and at any time a code change is
-ivocated. Finally., and this to me is extremely significant, committee’

pers are not responsible to the public. To my knowledge, no code

~-ommittee has ever bheen held lieble for having written an inadequabe

As for the puyer, nhe writes 2 specification invoking the Code, and
includes such additional reqnirements as he considers necessarye often
ne lacks the trechnical knowledge to set adequate specifications or to
sssess the integrity of the pressure vessel, SO he relies on the Code
jesign and snspection requirements. He 1is necessarily concerned with
minimizing his costs, and this often conflicts with requiring the
necessary quallty and integrity.

The manufacturer then designs snd builds the vessel to the

specification set by the buyer . He, ©00,» is concerned with minimizing

co

(9)]

ts, and is restrained by competitive economicprcssures to manufacture
o vessel which meets no more than the minimum reqnirements specified.

During manufacture of the vessel; the Code inspector inspects solely
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. === Code reqpirements, gggardless of any additional reguirementé the

~=zer may have specified. The inspectlion agencys moreover, disclaims

.1ege; 112pility for adequacyudfthe yessel or for fallures which may

The state OT municipality in which the pressure vessel 18 to be
-2ted Then licenses i1t. But since the 1gws of many gtates and -
i;:::ipalities merely require compliance with this industry Code, the

gublic authorities nave, in effect, relegated thelr responsibility for

;::te:ting the public to the Code committee and to the Code jnspection

Let me pose 2 sobering thought in this regard. Recent court

secisions have extended manufaoturers' 11ability for fallures due to

manulach = == —

product defects which they could have prevented. The courts, in these

()
‘le

=ions, have neld that 2 manufacturer 1s strictly liable_?or his’
product®, not only to the immediate purchaser’s but also to third parties

who are damaged. This liability*is being interpreted as goling well

§2
i

3 any eXpress warranty the manufacturer gives, and the
:a:;facturer‘s disclaimers do not relieve nim of 1t. Technical societles
which £nrough their committees develop codes and describe them as
;r:viiing adequate safety requirements have no contractual relationship
with the user. But these societies do provide 2 product——the codes
srnemselvesS.

Tnhus far, these socletles have enjoyed 1mmunity from legal

respo:sibility for thelr codes. However, just as manufacturers are being

neld liable for thelr products——regardless of the contractual
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=1ztionship--1 question how long technical socleties and members of
~neir committees will be able to retain their present immunity.

The same questlon applies to the insurance companles which provide
inspection services and certify that these codes have been met,
regardless of any disclalmers they may make .

There obviously are parallel gituations in other areas affecting
public health and well-being. In each oflthem there is initlally little
recognition of the threat to the public. Some companlies or municipalities
do, of course, take steps to provide protection; many do not. Then an
accident occurs that focuses public attention on the hazard. There may
be widespread damage--as by the sale of contaminated meat or harmful
drugs. Or a series of accldents may occur--such as airplane crashes.
This generally sparks discussion and proposals for government action.

To forestall intrusion of government, the industry concerned will usually
propose voluntary safety requirements. Dependling as they do on industry
consensus, these requlrements represent the minimum safety measures all
are willing to accept. This 1s not enough. There will be more accidents.
Only after the lapse of much time are laws finally enacted. Much harm
will have been done in the interval--harm which could have been

prevented.

Let me remind you of the dramatilc natural gas pipeline story. ‘As
you may know, industry standards governing gas pipeline construction
went into effect in 1935. They were not adequate. Many deaths and
injuries were sustained because of pipeline explosions. The public was

sroused; the matter cameé pefore Congress. The Congressional hearings on

18




this subject highlighted many deficiencies in this self-imposed
industry piping Code. For example, the Code was not mandatory; it
did not require checking the pipe once it was installed; 1t was not
adopted uniformly by the gstates; it had no provision for enforcement.
Further, 10 did not define welding inspection procedures; 1t merely
suggested-inspection during various stages of construction; it did
not require retesting when a fallure occurred during initial tests.
During testimony on this pill, a former chairman of the piping
Code Committee gtated: "gtandard specificabion committees tend to
be dominated by the manufacturers....- This very often results in
the tolerances pbeing SO proad that 2 user cannot be sure that the

material or equipment purchased under this specification is going

to be sultable for nis specific use."

The recently enacted Federal law charges the Secretary of

Transportation with responsibility to set and enforce requirements

insuring safe transport of natural gas through interstate pipelines.
To assist him in developing these requirements, the law sets up @2
committee, composed of technically qualified members representing

Federal and gtate gevernments, the natural &as industry. as well as

the general public. In principle, this would seem to be the proper

approach for setting and enforcing safety codes.

This approach is consistent with that followed by the Atomic Energy

Commigsion. Written into the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 1is the mandate

19




that the Commission shall carry out " jevelopment and utilization of
Atomic Energy to the maximum extent consistent with....‘ﬁealth and
safety of the public." The commission through 1ts licensing process
has exercised a substantial amount of control over nuclear safety
matters, and the safety record has been good. Rapild expansion in the
number of commercial nuclear power plants will require that even greater
care be glven to designing, pbullding, and operating them with maximum
safety and reliability. To this end, the Atomic Energy Commission 18
finding it increasingly necessary to develop and enforce supplemenfary
safety requirements above and beyond industry codes for equipment such
ag pressure yvessels, heat exchangers, pumps, and valves. The Atomlc
Energy Commission has pald particular attention to the nuclear aspects
of these plants. Equal attention must‘be given by others to the
conventional parts of the plants in order to avold the kind of problems
I have described.

Other examples of government agenciles using this approach will also
come to mind as you consider the fundamental problem I have described.
But I must repeat that all too often action 1s taken too late. Common
sense and hilstory tell us that we must take steps to control potential
hazards before we have to pay 2a needlessly high price in harm to the
public. | :

As to the general question of how to provide necessary protection
for the public, T submit we must change our basic approach. Above all,
we must clearly define and understand the proper pole and responsibility

of each of the parties involved--buyers, manufacturers, code committees,

20




government agencies, and the public.

1. The buyer--the immediate user of the equipment-—should

actively engage in the development of the safety codes to make them more
effective 1in serving his needs and interests. But his responsibility
extends peyond mere participation in preparing codes and peyond the
setting of specifications in the contract. He must not rely on codes;
on the manufacturer working to code requirements, or on code inspectors.
He must recognize that codes do not of themselves relieve him of his
responsibility to protect the public, and of his 1iability if he does not.
This means that ne must set speoifications which clearly prescribe the
service conditions the equipment must meet, and he must specify whatever
level of quallty and integrity 18 needed to achleve the required degree
of safety. He must then make certain that his specifications are met

by providing independent, competent survelllance of design, manufacture,
and inspection.

2. The manufacturerls_responsibility 1s to design and make a

product that is adequate for its intended gervice, not just one that
meets minimuam inspection requirements. In light of recent cour?®
declsions regarding 1iability for product defects, manufacturers should,
for their own protection, and for the protection of the public, encourage

rather than resist the upgrading and strict enforcement of safety codes.

D Technical societies and thelr code committees must continue
to play an important——though a contributory-—role in developing safety
codes. The technical competence and experlence of their members is needed

to develop practical, usable codes and to provide improved design methods
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A should be specified for both manufacturer's inspection personnel and

I

i, The responsibility of government agenciles at local, state,

and Federal levels 1s to require buyers and manufacturers to meet thelr
own particular responsibilities. Tt must be recognized that no private
organization can completely and objectively represent the public interest.
Government agencles--whose responsibility is to the public--must see to

1t that adequate safety codes are established and enforced. The
government agencies concerned must continue to obtain and consider the
assistance of industry in preparing these codes--but they must not

continue to permit industry to control them.

B The responsibility of the ultimate user--the public--is to
recognize the need for protection in our increasingly complex technical
society and to demand of'their government that 1t be met.

T realize that my recommendations appear to be directly opposed to
the belief of some that the less government control the better; that
somehow American industry will rise above its own interests and
altruistically give overriding consideration to public health and
well-being., This is a nalve idea, as has been proven time and again.

No person or group can be depended on to police itself. No man can
serve two masters: his own interest and the interest of the public.
Men should not be placed in a position where they have to reconclle the
two. It is the function of government to do so.

To protect man and his environment against damage from the technology

he himself creates is perhaps the most important problem facing modern
soclety. You and I should consider 1t our personal responsibility to

contribute whatever we can to the solution.




