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The revolution will be won in a single day
BUT WHO WILL SAVE THE JEWS ONCE THE WORLD LEARNS WHAT THEY’VE DONE?
The final revolution for human freedom will be won in a single Belief in something that could not possibly be true is the sa
same
day, not by bombs, famine, mass poisonings, or electronic mental mechanism needed to believe that our current system of
vaporization, but by a few well chosen phrases uttered in banking is an honest business.
exactly the right time and place, which will turn on a light that The similarity of proposition, authority and trappings leads us to
will illuminate the darkness of a beast that has afflicted us for believe that somehow religion and banking are cut from the
more centuries than we can sensibly count.
same cloth. The logic it takes to believe in some great god
It WILL occur in a single
le day, because the serpentine network of guiding all from above is the identical leap of faith it takes to
the beast engulfs the entire planet with its self-destructive
self
borrow money at compound interest. Trust us on this one, they
blackmail avarice, and everyone everywhere will simultaneously say. And because of the way we are built — fearful and finite
realize that it is not the philosophy of profit that has turned our organisms — we do.
planet into a diseased
d cinder, but rather the policies of a certain The great sci-fi visionary
onary H.G. Wells authored the thought that
collection of megalomaniacal fools who control every last dollar mankind’s mental and moral progress stopped in the 1770s. The
in the world, or damn near. It is they who are directly name most associated with this sudden surcease in evolution
responsible for all this senseless mayhem and needless would be Rothschild.
destruction, and it is us sheeple who are secondarily responsible Control of money led to control of everything else, and the
for tolerating their evil mind control methods all these years.
bastardization
tion of every discipline known to man for the benefit
We proles are only numbers in the ledger book of some rich of the host parasitic group, Mongol invaders known as Ashkenazi
Jewish crook tied into a worldwide network of shysters who who deliberately chose to ally themselves with the worst of all
strive to make us all half-dead zombies bound up in complex possible brigands, the Sephardics, who together, shrewdly and
payment plans with no say in our fate.
patiently, plundered
lundered all the sitting ducks in the world.
All it will take to free us from this bizarre bonded indebtedness Control of the media made possible all their scams. It is Rule 1.
is to understand what Jews have done to the world over time, David Rockefeller famously said it best:
and how they are currently well advanced in their objective to “We are grateful to the Washington Post, the New York Times,
either kill or enslave all the non-Jews
Jews of the world, thus fulfilling Time Magazine and other great publications whose directors
the commands of their secretive “holy book,” the Talmud — have attended our meetings and respected their promises of
which is a psychological atrocity that has resulted in THEIR discretion for almost forty years. It would have been impossible
control over ALL the systems that control US.
for us to develop our plan for the world if we had been subjected
Not to realize this is to guarantee
arantee your future as a mindmind to the light of publicity during those years. But now the world is
controlled slave, and quite likely, your impending and unnatural more sophisticated and prepared to march towards a world
death.
government. The supra-national
national sovereignty of an intellectual
What Jews have done to the world . . . what exactly have they elite and world bankers is surely preferable to the national auto
autodone?
determination practiced in past centuries.”
1. Social engineering of reality through editing of history. Having the
e most money gave them the upper hand in business,
From earliest times, the core criminals who later became known and they in perpetuity captured all the valuable industries in the
as Jews had the natural advantage of being itinerant merchants world: Rockefeller’s oil, Morgan’s railroads, Marx’s politics,
(caravansers), and their knowledge of multiple cultures imbued Sassoon’s drugs to China, Monsanto’s slaves, Lehman’s
in them an experiential advantage over sedentary populations carpetbagging,
Freud’s
s
psychology,
Meyer’s
Hollywood,
confined to one small town or country,
ountry, who were, you might Einstein’s physics, Irving Berlin’s music monopoly, Warburg’s
say, sitting ducks.
Federal Reserve scam, Oppenheimer’s Jewish hell bomb, Betty
I’m genuinely sorry to tell many of you that the template for Friedan’s housewives, Abbie Hoffman’s hippies, Bronfman’s
deception that has been followed all these years was the booze, Henry Kissinger’s assassinations, No
Norman Lear’s sitcoms,
creation of Christianity in 325 AD, which taught everybody to Bill Gates’s computers . . . and so on.
turn the other cheek when the
he Hidden Hand reached into their Perhaps the Jews’ most heinous crimes are in the area of
pockets. It taught people to conceptualize their safety based medicine. One cannot but remember that old Ottoman Empire
upon a promise that could never be redeemed except in the proscription against Jews practicing medicine because it says in
manipulated imagination of the believer.
the Talmud that Jews should become doctors to enable them to
kill goyim in a wider variety of ways. Can you say cancer
treatment? Mercury fillings? Fluoride? Thimerosal? Squalene?
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Depleted uranium? Lead poisoning did Rome in. Chicago babies,
too. The mad cow is due to come home soon.
John D. Rockefeller first sold oil as a medicinal elixir before he
found out it could really burn. Jonas Salk was given a Nobel
Prize for a vaccine that gave everyone polio, a fake disease that
was really industrial lead poisoning which bought-off medical
scientists concealed with fancy rhetoric.
Then there are more recent elixirs: Gardasil, which has already
destroyed future generations of Americans; Prozac, the fast
track to zombieland; Morgellon’s disease, they say, comes from
the chemtrails and puts little wriggly nanobots twitching through
your deteriorating veins. Count on these all being Jewish
inventions. If conventionally trained, count on your doctor
prescribing things that will kill you.
2. The Jews’ harvest
Have you lost a loved one in a war? Cindy Sheehan did, and
after years of crying in public, she choked on the American flag.
The newspapers regarded her as an abnormal crank — imagine
that, a mother whose son was murdered for no honest reason,
being called abnormal, when all she was trying to do was to
point out the lie each and every one of us reading this has let rip
the soul right out of all our hearts, as we cringe with uncertain
confusion in this ugly soup of manufactured realities.
The famous Berlin professor Werner Zombart uttered the
immortal truism: “Wars are the Jews’ harvest.”
Most notable in our worldwide indictment of Jewish crimes
against humanity are the needless deaths caused by covert
usurpation of, at this point, virtually every government in the
world. The best place to see this in all its historical vividity is in
Capt. Ramsay’s “The Nameless War,” on my website and also
for years, I have recently learned, on the quality websites of
Daryl Bradford Smith <http://www.iamthewitness.com> and
Jackie Patru <http://www.sweetliberty.org>.
In Ramsay you see in one glance the Jewish penetration of
England (Cromwell), France (Rothschild’s renegade puppet
Napoleon), Russia (New York Jews who changed their names
and became the Politburo), Germany (Nuremberg verdicts were
a hoax, just like the lynching of Saddam Hussein), and lastly,
and most thoroughly, the United States (Roosevelt and his right
hand man Nelson Rockefeller).
Talking about wars, we’re talking about the Federal Reserve, the
very shadow government that has bilked us out of our hard
earned money for more than a century while protected by the
well-coached puppets who pose as presidents whom the bankers
themselves have chosen to lead us. And how have they
accomplished this?
By taking subversive control of all our media — from schools to
movies to TV to computer options — every possible avenue of
human endeavor is saturated by this pornographizing influence
that is decidedly Jewish. The distinguishing feature of all
successful Hollywood actors is that the finest non-Jewish actors
must be utterly debased in a depraved way before they get their
Oscars.
As Bugsy Siegel’s Las Vegas Jewish architecture became the
norm for development in the United States in the 1940s, so
nihilistic dissatisfaction became the fashionable ethic toward the
1960s, and revolutionary activities sprung from U.S. college
campuses, fueled by an array of CIA distributed drugs.
The Jewish destabilization template so successful in England,
France, Russia, Germany and most of the other countries in the
world has, at this point, AD 2009, just about rattled the entire
world into crumbling pieces by making money the centerpiece of
everyone’s focus, causing all other areas of human thought to
become polluted and diminished by greed.

The poet Robert Lowell once wrote that nothing good could ever
be written if it was written for money. And yet today, practically
everything is written for that very purpose, which is an
instructive insight into the reason for the consistently poor
quality of contemporary communication.
The important thing to know is the death toll caused by the
Bolshevik Revolution, which in Stalin’s later days was controlled
by Nelson Rockefeller, who was also Franklin Roosevelt’s top
adviser. Sixty-six million non-Jews were killed by a Soviet state
funded by New York Jewish bankers. That is important American
history for you.
Jewish TV took apart Sen. Joseph McCarthy when the Wisconsin
senator, fueled by Eustace Mullins’ research which had been
commissioned by the imprisoned poet Ezra Pound, named
Communists bent on subverting the Constitution.
Both Mullins and Pound, however, failed to fully perceive the
power of the Jewish moneymedia monster. Though Pound was
imprisoned for 13 years and Mullins’ books were burned in
Germany, the great mistake everyone made was not realizing
that the word Communist was an exact synonym for Jewish. And
while we were involved in all these Whitewater-type brouhahas,
they created the state of Israel.
But we didn’t hear it. We couldn’t. The white noise media blare
was simply too powerful. Destabilization trends proffered by
Kerouac and the pervert poet Ginsberg lured adolescents into
Jewish-manipulated nihilism. The highest image it seems the
Jews want to cultivate is to call pissing on a crucifix an art form.
That seems to be the bellwether image they wish to imbue on
the mind of the goy.
Frankly, I consider that repugnant act as the highest expression
of their so-called religion, Judaism, and I sorely wish the world
would wake up and see what it really means. It really means
that they’re pissing on themselves, and don’t realize it.
But they’re definitely pissing on us, and we must stop them —
now!
3. Provable pathology
Every crime is committed by someone who did not receive love
at the proper time and place.
We all need to stop being whores and zealots for one philosophy
or another and realize we are all in this together, except for that
one group of congenital onanists who urinate on crucifixes.
That’s like pissing on hope. It’s a form of nihilism guaranteed to
destroy the practititioner of it, and all around him. This is
precisely what is infecting our world.
The core philosophy espousing this is the Talmud (and also by
extension, The Old Testament). What ill-begotten god could
have uttered that it was OK to kill others, rape their women,
and take their property because they were acting in his holy
name. What kind of twisted adolescent sociopathic bullshit is
that?
The words of a psychopath, is what. The god of the Old
Testament, for now and forevermore, is mentally ill, and the
Talmud is the diabolically perfect illustration of how that
perverted pathology will destroy us, if we let it.
It’s not OK to say you’re better than everyone else because your
G-d says so. That is known as deviant behavior, as defined by
Jewish psychiatric authorities. It is a superiority complex, born
out of fear and lack of love.
The basic mistake of monotheistic religions is that you can’t get
love by force, and that’s what they’ve done, by coercion and
social engineering. The Jews just twisted it to inculcate into the
minds of the feckless bovines that the actual Messiah was Israel,
the Jewish people, the outlaw caravansers, the bandits from
across the river.
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Jews worship thieves. And this is what we have let our world
become.
Are you a thief? Do you go along to get along?
Do you temper your remarks with politically correct (but
tantalizing) rhetoric to let your listener know what you mean,
but not the whole world around you? On TV, they say that’s
what freedom is. Do you believe them?
The revolution will be won in a single day because the world will
finally wake up and see that doing the right thing is far more
important to our survival than doing the profitable thing.
Any religion that can’t admit it has profaned the true nature of
God over time is not worthy of being called His emissary, for in
our imperfect natures, misunderstanding the grander design is
inevitable until we finally understand, stop worrying, and get on
with the work of life.
One thing’s for certain: when everybody finds out what the Jews
have done to the world, the world will treat the Jews far more

kindly than the Jews have treated the world, and in this way,
with severe protections, they will lovingly be allowed to rejoin
the human race and share in its glorious future.
It’s always wrong to shatter the beliefs of people who believe
the best thing in life is love. Let them alone; they’ve worked it
out; they’ll be OK.
The reason the guy wrote “Thou Shalt Not Steal” is because
what really matters in this life is how much your neighbor likes
and respects you. Without him, you’re nothing.
This is how the revolution will be won in a single day. For many
of you, that day is today, and one day soon, everyone will
realize it, all at once.
John Kaminski is a writer of lives on the Gulf Coast of Florida, who
once
wrote,
“Never
fear
what you may
not avoid.”
http://johnkaminski.info/ Please support independent, unbought
journalists: 250 N. McCall Rd. #2, Englewood FL 34223
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Pediatrician's wife, American Academy of Pediatrics Annual Conference Hyatt-Regency Hotel,
Chicago, April 14, 1996 Said:
"Millions of Jews were murdered during the Holocaust because circumcision marked them as
Jews! This must never happen again! Everyone should be circumcised!"
Where Is My Foreskin? The Case Against Circumcision
Paul M. Fleiss, MD
Excerpt:
* Protection: Just as the eyelids protect the eyes, the foreskin protects the glans and keeps its surface
soft, moist, and sensitive. It also maintains optimal warmth, pH balance, and cleanliness. The glans itself contains
no sebaceous glands--glands that produce the sebum, or oil, that moisturizes our skin. [11] The foreskin produces
the sebum that maintains proper health of the surface of the glans.
START:
Western countries have no tradition of circumcision. In
antiquity, the expansion of the Greek and Roman Empires
brought Westerners into contact with the peoples of the Middle
East, some of whom marked their children with circumcision and
other sexual mutilations. To protect these children, the Greeks
and Romans passed laws forbidding circumcision.[1] Over the
centuries, the Catholic Church has passed many similar
laws.[2,3] The traditional Western response to circumcision has
been revulsion and indignation.
Circumcision started in America during the masturbation
hysteria of the Victorian Era, when a few American doctors
circumcised boys to punish them for masturbating. Victorian
doctors knew very well that circumcision denudes, desensitizes,
and disables the penis. Nevertheless, they were soon claiming
that
circumcision
curedepilepsy,
convulsions,
paralysis,
elephantiasis, tuberculosis, eczema, bed-wetting, hip-joint
disease, fecal incontinence, rectal prolapse, wet dreams, hernia,
headaches, nervousness, hysteria, poor eyesight, idiocy, mental
retardation, and insanity.[4]
In fact, no procedure in the history of medicine has been
claimed to cure and prevent more diseases than circumcision.
As late as the 1970s, leading American medical textbooks still
advocated routine circumcision as a way to prevent
masturbation.[5] The antisexual motivations behind an
operation that entails cutting off part of the penis are obvious.
The radical practice of routinely circumcising babies did not
begin until the Cold War era. This institutionalization of what
amounted to compulsory circumcision was part of the same
movement that pathologized and medicalized birth and actively
discouraged
breastfeeding.
Private-sector,
corporate-run
hospitals institutionalized routine circumcision without ever
consulting the American people. There was no public debate or
referendum. It was only in the 1970s that a series of lawsuits
forced hospitals to obtain parental consent to perform this
contraindicated but highly profitable surgery. Circumcisers

responded by inventing new "medical" reasons for circumcision
in an attempt to scare parents into consenting.
Today the reasons given for circumcision have been updated to
play on contemporary fears and anxieties; but one day they,
too, will be considered irrational. Now that such current excuses
as the claim that this procedure prevents cancer and sexually
transmitted diseases have been thoroughly discredited,
circumcisers will undoubtedly invent new ones. But if
circumcisers were really motivated by purely medical
considerations, the procedure would have died out long ago,
along with leeching, skull-drilling, and castration. The fact that it
has not suggests that the compulsion to circumcise came first,
the "reasons, "later.
Millions of years of evolution have fashioned the human body
into a model of refinement, elegance, and efficiency, with every
part having a function and purpose. Evolution has determined
that mammals' genitals should be sheathed in a protective,
responsive, multipurpose foreskin. Every normal human being is
born with a foreskin. In females, it protects the glans of the
clitoris; in males, it protects the glans of the penis. Thus, the
foreskin is an essential part of human sexual anatomy.
Parents should enjoy the arrival of a new child with as few
worries as possible. The birth of a son in the US, however, is
often fraught with anxiety and confusion. Most parents are
pressured to hand their baby sons over to a stranger, who,
behind closed doors, straps babies down and cuts their foreskins
off. The billion-dollar-a-year circumcision industry has
bombarded Americans with confusing rhetoric and calculated
scare tactics.
Information about the foreskin itself is almost always missing
from discussions about circumcision. The mass circumcision
campaigns of the past few decades have resulted in pandemic
ignorance about this remarkable structure and its versatile role
in human sexuality. Ignorance and false information about the
foreskin are the rule in American medical literature, education,
and practice. Most American medical textbooks depict the
human penis, without explanation, as circumcised, as if it were
so by nature.
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What Is the Foreskin?
The foreskin is a uniquely specialized, sensitive, functional organ
of touch. No other part of the body serves the same purpose.
Asa modified extension of the penile shaft skin, the foreskin
covers and usually extends beyond the glans before folding
under itself and finding its circumferential point of attachment
just behind the corona(the rim of the glans). The foreskin is,
therefore, a double-layered organ. Its true length is twice the
length of its external fold, comprising 80 percent or more of the
penile skin covering,[6] or at least 25 percent of the flaccid
penis's length.
The foreskin contains a rich concentration of blood vessels and
nerve endings. It is lined with the peripenic muscle sheet, a
smooth muscle layer with longitudinal fibers. These muscle
fibers are whorled, forming a kind of sphincter that ensures
optimum protection of the urinary tract from contaminants of all
kinds.
Like the under surface of the eyelids or the inside of the cheek,
the under surface of the foreskin consists of mucous membrane.
It is divided into two distinct zones: the soft mucosa and the
ridge dmucosa. The soft mucosa lies against the glans penis and
contain sectopic sebaceous glands that secrete emollients,
lubricants, and protective antibodies. Similar glands are found in
the eyelids and mouth.
Adjacent to the soft mucosa and just behind the lips of the
foreskin is the ridged mucosa. This exquisitely sensitive
structure consists of tightly pleated concentric bands, like the
elastic band sat the top of a sock. These expandable pleats allow
the foreskin lips to open and roll back, exposing the glans. The
ridged mucosa gives the foreskin its characteristic taper.
On the underside of the glans, the foreskin's point of attachment
is advanced toward the meat us (urethral opening) and forms a
band like ligament called the frenulum. It is identical to the
frenulum that secures the tongue to the floor of the mouth. The
foreskin's frenulum holds it in place over the glans, and, in
conjunction with the smooth muscle fibers, helps return the
retracted foreskin to its usual forward position over the glans.
Retraction of the Foreskin
At birth, the foreskin is usually attached to the glans, very much
as a fingernail is attached to a finger. By puberty, the penis will
usually have completed its development, and the foreskin will
have separated from the glans.[8] This separation occurs in its
own time; there is no set age by which the foreskin and glans
must be separated. One wise doctor described the process thus,
"The foreskin therefore can be likened to a rosebud which
remains closed and muzzled. Like a rosebud, it will only blossom
when the time is right. No one opens a rosebud to make it
blossom."[9]
Even if the glans and foreskin separate naturally in infancy, the
foreskin lips can normally dilate only enough to allow the
passage of urine. This ideal feature protects the glans from
premature exposure to the external environment.
The penis develops naturally throughout childhood. Eventually,
the child will, on his own, make the wondrous discovery that his
foreskin will retract. There is no reason for parents, physicians,
or other caregivers to manipulate a child's penis. The only
person to retract a child's foreskin should be the child himself,
when he has discovered that his foreskin is ready to retract.
Parents should be wary of anyone who tries to retract their
child's foreskin, and especially wary of anyone who wants to cut
it off. Human foreskins are in great demand for any number of
commercial enterprises, and the marketing of purloined baby
foreskins
is
a
multi
million-dollar-a-year
industry.
Pharmaceutical and cosmetic companies use human foreskins as
research material. Corporations such as Advanced Tissue
Sciences, Organo genesis, and BioSurface Technology use
human foreskins as the raw materials for a type of breath able
bandage.
What Are the Foreskin's Functions?
The foreskin has numerous protective, sensory, and sexual
functions.
* Protection: Just as the eyelids protect the eyes, the foreskin
protects the glans and keeps its surface soft, moist, and
sensitive. It also maintains optimal warmth, pH balance, and
cleanliness. The glans itself contains no sebaceous glands--

glands that produce the sebum, or oil, that moisturizes our
skin.[11] The foreskin produces the sebum that maintains
proper health of the surface of the glans.
* Immunological Defense: The mucous membranes that line
all body orifices are the body's first line of immunological
defense. Glands in the foreskin produce antibacterial and
antiviral proteins such as lysozyme.[12] Lysozyme is also found
in tears and mother's milk. Specialized epithelial Langerhans
cells, an immune system component, abound in the foreskin's
outer surface. Plasma cells in the foreskin's mucosal lining
secrete immunoglobulins, antibodies that defend against
infections.
* Erogenous Sensitivity: The foreskin is as sensitive as the
fingertips or the lips of the mouth. It contains a richer variety
and greater concentration of specialized nerve receptors than
any other part of the penis.[15] These specialized nerve endings
can discern motion, subtle changes in temperature, and fine
gradations of texture.[16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23]
* Coverage during Erection: As it becomes erect, the penile
shaft becomes thicker and longer. The double-layered foreskin
provides the skin necessary to accommodate the expanded
organ and to allow the penile skin to glide freely, smoothly, and
pleasurably over the shaft and glans.
* Self-Stimulating Sexual Functions: The foreskin's doublelayered sheath enables the penile shaft skin to glide back and
forth over the penile shaft. The foreskin can normally be slipped
all the way, or almost all the way, back to the base of the penis,
and also slipped forward beyond the glans. This wide range of
motion is the mechanism by which the penis and the orgasmic
triggers in the foreskin, frenulum, and glans are stimulated.
* Sexual Functions in Intercourse: One of the foreskin's
functions is to facilitate smooth, gentle movement between the
mucosal surfaces of the two partners during intercourse. The
foreskin enables the penis to slip in and out of the vagina non
abrasively inside its own slick sheath of self-lubricating, movable
skin. The female is thus stimulated by moving pressure rather
than by friction only, as when the male's foreskin is missing.
The foreskin fosters intimacy between the two partners
byenveloping the glans and maintaining it as an internal organ.
The sexual experience is enhanced when the foreskin slips back
to allowthe male's internal organ, the glans, to meet the
female's internalorgan, the cervix--a moment of supreme
intimacy and beauty.
The foreskin may have functions not yet recognized or
understood. Scientists in Europe recently detected estrogen
receptors in its basal epidermal cells.[24] Researchers at the
University of Manchester found that the human foreskin has
apocrine
glands.[25]These
specialized
glands
produce
pheromones, nature's chemical messengers. Further studies are
needed to fully understand these features of the foreskin and
the role they play.
Care of the Foreskin
The natural penis requires no special care. A child's foreskin, like
his eyelids, is self-cleansing. For the same reason it is
inadvisable to lift the eyelids and wash the eyeballs, it is
inadvisable to retract a child's foreskin and wash the glans.
Immersion in plain water during the bath is all that is needed to
keep the intact penis clean.[26]
The white emollient under the child's foreskin is called smegma.
Smegma is probably the most misunderstood, most unjustifiably
maligned substance in nature. Smegma is clean, not dirty, and
is beneficial and necessary. It moisturizes the glans and keeps it
smooth, soft, and supple. Its antibacterial and antiviral
properties keep the penis clean and healthy. All mammals
produce smegma. Thomas J. Ritter, MD, underscored its
importance when he commented, "The animal kingdom would
probably cease to exist without smegma."[27]
Studies suggest that it is best not to use soap on the glansor
foreskin's inner fold. [23] Forcibly retracting and washing a
baby's foreskin destroys the beneficial bacterial flora that
protect the penis from harmful germs and can lead to irritation
and infection. The best way to care for a child's intact penis is to
leave it alone. After puberty, males can gently rinse their glans
and foreskin with warm water, according to their own selfdetermined needs.
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How Common Is Circumcision?
Circumcision is almost unheard of in Europe, South America,
and non-Muslim Asia. In fact, only 10 to 15 percent of men
throughout the world are circumcised. The vast majority of
whom are Muslim.[29]The neonatal circumcision rate in the
western US has now fallen to34.2 percent.[30] This relatively
diminished rate may surprise American men born during the era
when nearly 90 percent of baby boys were circumcised
automatically, with or without their parents' consent.
How Does Circumcision Harm?
The "medical" debate about the "potential health benefits" of
circumcision rarely addresses its real effects.
* Circumcision denudes: Depending on the amount of skin
cut off, circumcision robs a male of as much as 80 percent or
more of his penile skin. Depending on the foreskin's length,
cutting it off makes the penis as much as 25 percent or more
shorter. Careful anatomical investigations have shown that
circumcision cuts off more than 3 feet of veins, arteries, and
capillaries, 240 feet of nerves, and more than20,000 nerve
endings.[31]The foreskin's muscles, glands, mucous membrane,
and epithelial tissue are destroyed, as well.
* Circumcision desensitizes: Circumcision desensitizes the
penis radically. Foreskin amputation means severing the rich
nerve network and all the nerve receptors in the foreskin itself.
Circumcision almost always damages or destroys the frenulum.
The loss of the protective foreskin desensitizes the glans.
Because the membrane covering the permanently externalized
glans is now subjected to constant abrasion and irritation, it
keratinizes, becoming dry and tough. The nerve endings in the
glans, which in the intact penis are just beneath the surface of
the mucous membrane, are now buried by successive layers of
keratinization. The denuded glans takes on a dull, grayish,
sclerotic appearance.
* Circumcision disables: The amputation of so much penile
skin permanently immobilizes whatever skin remains,
preventing it from gliding freely over the shaft and glans. This
loss of mobility destroys the mechanism by which the glans is
normally stimulated. When the circumcised penis becomes
erect, the immobilized remaining skin is stretched, sometimes
so tightly that not enough skin is left to cover the erect shaft.
Hair-bearing skin from the groin and scrotum is often pulled
onto the shaft, where hair is not normally found. The surgically
externalized mucous membrane of the glans has no sebaceous
glands. Without the protection and emollients of the foreskin, it
dries out, making it susceptible to cracking and bleeding.
* Circumcision disfigures: Circumcision alters the appearance
of the penis drastically. It permanently externalizes the glans,
normally an internal organ. Circumcision leaves a large
circumferential surgical scar on the penile shaft. Because
circumcision usually necessitates tearing the foreskin from the
glans, pieces ofthe glans may be torn off, too, leaving it pitted
and scarred. Shreds of foreskin may adhere to the raw glans,
forming tags and bridges of dangling, displaced skin.[32]
Depending on the amount of skin cut off and how the scar
forms, the circumcised penis may be permanently twisted, or
curve or bow during erection. [33] The contraction of the scar
tissue may pull the shaft into the abdomen, in effect shortening
the penis or buryingit completely.[34]
* Circumcision disrupts circulation: Circumcision interrupts
the normal circulation of blood throughout the penile skin
system and glans. The blood flowing into major penile arteries is
obstructed by the line of scar tissue at the point of incision,
creating backflow instead of feeding the branches and capillary
networks beyond the scar. Deprived of blood, the meatus may
contract and scarify, obstructing the flow of urine.[35] This
condition, known as meatal stenosis, often requires corrective
surgery. Meatal stenosis is found almost exclusively among boys
who have been circumcised.
Circumcision also severs the lymph vessels, interrupting the
circulation of lymph and sometimes causing lymphedema, a
painful, disfiguring condition in which the remaining skin of the
penis swells with trapped lymph fluid.
* Circumcision harms the developing brain: Recent studies
published in leading medical journals have reported that
circumcision has long lasting detrimental effects on the

developing brain,[36]adversely altering the brain's perception
centers. Circumcised boys have a lower pain threshold than girls
or intact boys.[37]Developmental neuro psychologist Dr. James
Prescott suggests that circumcision can cause deeper and more
disturbing levels of neurological damage, as well. [38, 39]
* Circumcision is unhygienic and unhealthy: One of the
most common myths about circumcision is that it makes the
penis cleaner and easier to take care of. This is not true. Eyes
without eyelids would not be cleaner; neither would a penis
without its foreskin. The artificially externalized glans and
meatus of the circumcised penis are constantly exposed to
abrasion and dirt, making the circumcised penis, in fact, more
unclean. The loss of the protective foreskin leaves the urinary
tract vulnerable to invasion by bacterial and viral pathogens.
The circumcision wound is larger than most people imagine. It is
not just the circular point of union between the outer and inner
layers of the remaining skin. Before a baby is circumcised, his
foreskin must be torn from his glans, literally skinning it alive.
This creates a large open area of raw, bleeding flesh, covered at
best with a layer of undeveloped proto mucosa. Germs can
easily enter the damaged tissue and bloodstream through the
raw glans and, even more easily, through the incision itself.
Even after the wound has healed, the externalized glans and
meatus are still forced into constant unnatural contact with
urine,
feces,
chemically
treated
diapers,
and
other
contaminants.
Female partners of circumcised men do not report a lower rate
of cervical cancer,[40] nor does circumcision prevent penile
cancer.[41] A recent study shows that the penile cancer rate is
higher in the US than in Denmark, where circumcision, except
among Middle Eastern immigrant workers, is almost unheard
of.[42] Indeed, researchers should investigate the possibility
that circumcision has actually increased the rate of these
diseases.
Circumcision does not prevent acquisition or transmission of
sexually transmitted diseases (STDs). In fact, the US has both
the highest percentage of sexually active circumcised males in
the Western world and the highest rates of sexually transmitted
diseases, including AIDS. Rigorously controlled prospective
studies show that circumcised American men are at a greater
risk for bacterial and viral STDs, especially gonorrhea,[43] non
gonoccal urethritis,[44] human papilloma virus,[45] herpes
simplex virus type 2,[46] and chlamydia.[47]
* Circumcision is always risky: Circumcision always carries
the risk of serious, even tragic, consequences. Its surgical
complication rate is one in 500.[48] These complications include
uncontrollable bleeding and fatal infections.[49] There are many
published
case
reports
of
gangrene
following
circumcision.[50]Pathogenic bacteria such as staphylococcus,
proteus, pseudomonas,other coli forms, and even tuberculosis
can cause infections leading to death.[51, 52] These organisms
enter the wound because it provides easy entry, not because the
child is predisposed to infection.
Medical journals have published numerous accounts of babies
who have had part or all of their glans cut off while they were
being circumcised.[53 54 55] Other fully conscious,
unanesthetized babies have had their entire penis burned off
with an electrocautery gun.[56,57,58] The September
1989 Journal of Urology published an account of four such
cases.[59] The article described the sex-change operation as
"feminizing genitoplasty," performed on these babies in an
attempt to change them into girls. The March 1997 Archives of
Pediatrics and Adolescent Medicine described one young
person's horror on learning that "she" had been born a normal
male, but that a circumciser had burned his penis off when he
was a baby.[60] Many other similar cases have been
documented[61,62] Infant circumcision has a reported
deathrate of one in 500,000.[63,64]
* Circumcision harms mothers: Scientific studies have
consistently shown that circumcision disrupts a child's
behavioral development. Studies performed at the University of
Colorado School of Medicine showed that circumcision is
followed by prolonged, unrestful non-REM (rapid eye movement)
sleep.[65] In response to the lengthy bombardment of their
neural pathways with unbearable pain, the circumcised babies
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withdrew into a kind of semi coma that lasted days or even
weeks.
Numerous other studies have proven that circumcision disrupts
the mother-infant bond during the crucial period after birth.
Research has also shown that circumcision disrupts feeding
patterns. In a study at the Washington University School of
Medicine, most babies would not nurse right after they were
circumcised, and those who did would not look into their
mothers' eyes.[66]
* Circumcision violates patients' and human rights: No
one has the right to cut off any part of someone else's genitals
without that person's competent, fully informed consent. Since it
is the infant who must bear the consequences, circumcision
violates his legal rights both to refuse treatment and to seek
alternative treatment. In 1995,the American Academy of
Pediatrics Committee on Bioethics stated that only a competent
patient can give patient consent or informed consent.[67] An
infant is obviously too young to consent to anything. He must be
protected from anyone who would take advantage of his
defenselessness. The concept of informed parental permission
allows for medical interventions in situations of clear and
immediate medical necessity only, such as disease, trauma, or
deformity. The human penis in its normal, uncircumcised state
satisfies none of these requirements.
Physicians have a duty to refuse to perform circumcision. They
also must educate parents who, out of ignorance or
misguidance, request this surgery for their sons. The healthcare
professional's obligation is to protect the interests of the child. It
is unethical in the extreme to force upon a child an amputation
he almost certainly would never have chosen for himself.
Common Sense
To be intact, as nature intended, is best. The vast majority of
males who are given the choice value their wholeness and keep
their foreskins, for the same reason they keep their other
organs of perception. Parents in Europe and non-Muslim Asia
never have forced their boys to be circumcised. It would no
more occur to them to cut off part of their boys' penises than it
would to cut off part of their ears. Respecting a child's right to
keep his genitals intact is normal and natural. It is conservative
in the best sense of the word.
A circumcised father who has mixed feelings about his intact
newborn son may require gentle, compassionate psychological
counseling to help him come to terms with his loss and to
overcome his anxieties about normal male genitalia. In such
cases, the mother should steadfastly protect her child, inviting
her husband to share this protective role and helping him diffuse
his negative feelings. Most parents want what is best for their
baby. Wise parents listen to their hearts and trust their instinct
to protect their baby from harm. The experience of the ages has
shown that babies thrive best in a trusting atmosphere of love,
gentleness, respect, acceptance, nurturing, and intimacy.
Cutting off a baby's foreskin shatters this trust.
Circumcision wounds and harms the baby and the person the
baby will become. Parents who respect their son's wholeness are
bequeathing to him his birthright--his body, perfect and
beautiful in its entirety.
Paul M. Fleiss, MD, MPH, is assistant clinical professor of
pediatrics at the University of Southern California Medical
Center. He is the author of numerous scientific articles published
in leading national and international medical journals.
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Decision Summary: The Court found that the respondent
Fredrick Toben, the Director of the “Adelaide Institute”, had
engaged in conduct that violated Part IIA of the Racial
Discrimination Act 1975 (Cth) by publishing on his website at
adelaideinstitute.org (and other mirror sites) and through
printed newsletters Holocaust denial and other anti semitic
material. The Court ordered that Töben remove the material
from his web sites, and that he be restrained from continuing to
distribute the same or similar material via web sites or
otherwise, and that he be required to pay the applicant’s costs.
On 5 October 2000, the Human Rights & Equal Opportunity
Commission (HREOC) found that Fredrick Toben had engaged in
unlawful conduct violating the Racial Discrimination Act 1975
(Cth) by publishing material that vilified Jews on the Adelaide
Institute website. The Commission ordered Mr. Toben to remove
the material from the web site, and to forward a letter of
apology to the complainants in the terms set out in the
Commission’s decision.
On 30 March 2001, Jeremy Jones began proceedings in the
Federal Court of Australia to enforce the decision of the
Commission. Under the provisions of the Act at that time, the
hearing before the Court was considered a hearing de novo
although the Court could accept as evidence the decision of the
Commission, as well as a copy of the record and documentary
evidence that was before the Commission.
Racial Discrimination Act Part IIA of the Act is headed
“Prohibition of Offensive Behaviour based on Racial Hatred”, the
relevant sections of which are ss. 18(B, C, and D).
Reason for doing an act s. 18(B) If:
(a) an act is done for two or more reasons; and (b) one of the
reasons is the race, colour or national or ethnic origin of a
person (whether or not it is the dominant reason or a
substantial reason for doing the act); then, for the purpose of
this Part, the at is taken to be done because of the person’s
race, colour or national or ethnic origin.
Offensive behaviour because of race, colour or national or ethnic
origin 18C (1) It is unlawful for a person to do an act, otherwise
than in private, if: (a) the act is reasonably likely, in all the
circumstances, to offend, insult, humiliate or intimidate another
person or a group of people; and (b) the act is done because of
the race, colour or national or ethnic origin of the other person
or some or all of the people in the group. 18C(2) “For the
purposes of subsection (1), an act is taken not to be done in
private if it: (a) causes words, sounds, images or writings to be
communicated to the public;...
Exemptions: 18(D) Section 18(C) does not render unlawful
anything said or done reasonably and in good faith: (a) in the
performance, exhibition or distribution of an artistic work; or (b)
in the course of any statement, publication, discussion or debate
made or held for any genuine academic, artistic or scientific
purpose or any other genuine purpose in the public interest; or
(c) in making or publishing: (i) a fair and accurate report of any
event or matter of public interest; or (ii) a fair comment on any
event or matter of public interest if the comment is an
expression of a genuine belief held by the person making the
comment.
The parties: Jeremy Jones is president of Executive Council of
Australian Jewry. Fredrick Töben is the Director of the ‘Adelaide
Institute’.
HREOC proceedings: The Court engaged in only a minimal
review of the HREOC proceedings and this is summarized above.
Proceedings in the Court: The application by Mr. Jones was
filed with the Court on 30 March 2001. At the early stages of the
proceedings, Mr. Toben represented himself indicating that he
had been unsuccessful in seeking to retain legal counsel. On 10

July 2001, Justice Branson declined to accept what Mr. Toben
described as his “response and counterclaim” accompanied by
an affidavit. After perusing the documents,
Justice Branson described them as; a) failing to meet the
requirements of the Federal Court Rules, b) being argumentative
in that they sought relief against the applicant’s “Stalinist-like
court actions” and “blatant totalitarian behaviour”, c) largely
irrelevant to any question before the Court, and, d) making
serious ad hominem attacks against the applicant and others
including another Justice of the Federal Court.
After Justice Branson refused to accept his documents, Mr.
Toben requested that the proceedings be moved, that the
application be dismissed because the applicant was a “known
Zionist” and “racist” and that Justice Branson recuse herself on
the basis of bias.
Justice Branson indicated to Mr. Toben that such requests
should be brought in the form of motions to the Court and
should be devoid of any material that “is simply scandalous in
nature”. Justice Branson set down further dates for the filing
and hearing of these motions if brought by Mr. Toben. Mr. Toben
filed a medical note with the Court indicating he would be
unable to attend the scheduled Court hearing. The Court date
was rescheduled for 15 August 2001 as a result.
Correspondence submitted by Mr. Toben seemed to indicate that
he felt that he had filed a motion based on documents submitted
to the Federal Court Registry. These documents sought a
declaration that Mr. Toben was not in breach of the Racial
Discrimination Act, that the hearing be moved to his location,
that Justice Branson be removed for bias, and that the applicant
be ordered to pay his costs. The document was supported by
what Mr. Toben purported to be an affidavit arguing that Mr.
Jones and the Executive Council of Australian Jewry were out to
persecute him and that he was unable to secure legal counsel
because they, “fear being pressured by the Applicant’s Zionist
racist organisation...”. The document went on to question the
policy basis of the Racial Discrimination Act, compared those
involved in the administration of the Act to Nazi defendants at
Nuremburg who claimed to be ‘just following orders’, and
included “comments defamatory of a number of individuals,
including another judge of the Court”.
Mr. Toben was advised that the materials did not meet the
requirements of the Federal Court Rules, but that Mr. Toben
could peruse copies of the Rules through the Federal Court
Registry.
Subsequently, Mr. Toben filed a request on 28 August 2001 that
the proceedings be adjourned for “at least six months” on the
basis that; a) he had been ill and unable to work on the matter,
b) his inability to secure legal counsel because such counsel,
“fear the Australian Jewish Zionist’s power”, and thus the
proceeding should be stayed, and d) that his father was dying
and required his assistance.
At a hearing on 18 October 2001, Justice Branson declined to
stay the proceedings or adjourn them for 6 months. The
applicant was directed to file and serve a statement of claim by
1 November 2001, and that the respondent file his defence by
15 February 2002 in light of his need to assist his siblings in
attending to his father. Mr. Toben did not bring a motion for
Justice Branson to disqualify herself, but nonetheless Justice
Branson indicated that she, “did not consider that [she] was
unable to bring a fair mind to the hearing and determination of
the proceeding, nor did [she] think that an informed, reasonable
person might think that [she] would be unable to do so.”
On 25 February 2002, Mr. Toben filed with the registry a
document that was again argumentative, “was in no way
responsive to the statement of claim”, and did not meet the
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requirements of the Federal Court Rules. Mr. Toben also filed a
separate document entitled as a notice of motion for dismissal of
the application.
At the hearing on 14 March 2002, Justice Branson indicated that
she would stand down the case until a defence had been filed or
either party filed motions seeking interlocutory relief.
On 20 March 2002, applicant file motion for summary
judgement, on 2 April 2002, respondent filed motion for
summary dismissal including on the grounds that the RDA is
unconstitutional.
At a hearing on 4 April 2002, Mr. Toben again asked that the
proceedings be adjourned indefinitely based on his unsupported
assertion that he was unable to secure legal counsel. Justice
Branson rejected this request, and directed Mr. Toben to issue
notices of constitutional question as required under the Judiciary
Act. Mr. Toben’s appeals of these decisions were rejected by the
Full Court on 21 May 2002.
On 4 June 2002, Mr. Toben requested that he be permitted to
be represented by a lay person who admitted to having no
experience with the Federal Court. The respondent objected to
this request. Justice Branson offered Mr. Toben a 10-day
extension in which to file a defence during which time his
request to be represented by this individual would be
considered. Mr. Toben apparently expressed his opposition to
this course of action, and again pressed his request that he be
permitted to be represented by the lay person. When Justice
Branson explained that she would consider the matter more fully
if it could be shown that the lay person could contribute in some
useful way, Mr. Toben in a dubious means of retaliation
indicated that he would not speak anymore during the
proceeding.
On 18 June 2002, and 2 July 2002, the Court heard the
applicant’s motion for the striking out of Mr. Toben’s
submissions to the extent that they purported to be legitimate
pleadings, and for summary judgement and corresponding
orders based on Mr. Toben’s failure to follow the Court’s
direction that he file a defence by 15 February 2002.
In her decision, Justice Branson reviewed the relevant Federal
Court Rules and case law and came to the conclusion that, “it
was apparent by 14 March 2002 at the latest that the
respondent was unwilling to co-operate with the Court and the
applicant in bringing this proceeding to trial within an acceptable
period of time or at all.” [para 56] Justice Branson rejected Mr.
Toben’s repeated assertions that he was unable to obtain legal
counsel in the absence of any supporting evidence and that it
was likely that his efforts had been restricted to attempting to
obtain pro bono legal assistance without making any argument
that he was unable to pay for such help.
Further, Justice Branson indicated that given Mr. Toben’s
extensive post secondary education, he would have been able to
file a defence on his own with the assistance of registry staff had
this been his intent.
Justice Branson went on to cite the Canadian Human Rights
Tribunal decision in Citron v. Zundel with regard to the nature of
the internet, and the evidence supporting the fact that Mr.
Toben was in fact in control of the web sites and the Adelaide
Institute.
NB - At paragraph 73, Justice Branson found that, In my view,
the placing of material, whether text, graphics, audio or video,
on a website which is not password protected is an act which
causes words, sounds, images or writing to be communicated to
the public in the sense that they are communicated to any
person who utilises a browser to gain access to that website.

Clearly this part of the decision will raise concerns regarding the
ability of racist groups within the Australian context to create
web sites that are password protected, and therefore may be
argued to be outside the prohibitions against racial
hatemongering found in the RDA.
After reviewing the content of the web site complained of by Mr.
Jones, Justice Branson adopted the reasoning found in the
recent Australian case of Jones v. Scully with regard to whether
the material in question violated community standards. Justice
Branson found at paragraph 88 that the material published by
Mr. Töben on his web site conveyed the following imputations
that were reasonably likely to offend and insult Australian Jews:
(a) there is serious doubt that the Holocaust occurred;
(b) it is unlikely that there were homicidal gas chambers in
Auschwitz;
(c) Jewish people who are offended by and challenge Holocaust
denial are of limited intelligence; and (d) some Jewish people,
for improper purposes, including financial gain, have
exaggerated the number of Jews killed during World War II and
the circumstances in which they were killed.
After finding that Mr. Toben could not avail himself of any of the
defences offered under the Act, Justice Branson stated that, “I
am satisfied that the respondent has committed an act that is
unlawful under the RDA and I find that the complaint made to
HREOC on 31 May 1996 by the applicant has been
substantiated.” [para 102]
Relief: The applicant had sought an order that the respondent
had engaged in unlawful conduct contrary to the Racial
Discrimination Act by publishing on his web site the material in
question, an order restraining the respondent from continuing
such activity, an apology, and an order for costs.
Orders: The Court felt that as in the Jones v. Scully decision,
ordering an apology would be futile under the circumstances.
With regard to the potential ability of others to attempt to
subvert any court orders to remove content from the
respondent’s web site, Justice Branson adopted the reasoning of
the Cdn. Human Rights Tribunal in Zundel where they indicated
that further complaints could be filed, and that the decision
would have symbolic, educational and preventive value as well.
The Court ordered that Mr. Toben remove within seven days
certain specific anti-semitic material as well as any other
material that conveys that:
(a) there is serious doubt that the Holocaust occurred;
(b) it is unlikely that there were homicidal gas chambers at
Auschwitz;
(c) Jewish people who are offended by and challenge Holocaust
denial are of limited intelligence; and,
(d) some Jewish people, for improper purposes, including
financial gain, have exaggerated the number of Jews killed
during World War II and the circumstances in which they were
killed.
Justice Branson further issued a restraining order that Mr. Toben
not publish, or republish to the public either by himself or
through any agent or employee any material outlined above
either on the Internet or otherwise [presumably this will
encompass Mr. Toben’s printed newsletters as well]. Justice
Branson Federal Court of Australia 17 September 2002
keywords: JONES v. TOBEN Australia

The Canadian Anti-racism Education and Research Society
is the Canadian representative to the INACH.
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