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AFTER YEARS OF TELLING PEOPLE CHEMOTHERAPY
CHE MOTHERAPY IS THE ONLY WAY TO TRY –
'TRY', BEING THE KEY WORD – TO ELIMINATE CANCER, JOHNS HOPKINS IS FINALLY STARTING TO TELL YOU THERE
IS AN ALTERNATIVE WAY
chicken. Meat also contains livestock antibiotics, growth
1. Every person has cancer cells in the body. These
hormones and parasites, which are all harmful, especially to
cancer cells do not show up in the standard tests until
people with cancer.
they have multiplied to a few billion. When doctors tell
d. A diet made of 80% fresh vegetable
vegetables and juice, whole grains,
cancer patient that there are no more cancer cells in
seeds, nuts and a little fruits help put the body into an alkaline
their bodies after treatment, it just means
eans the tests are
environment. About 20% can be from cooked food including
unable to detect the cancer cells because they have not
beans. Fresh vegetable juices provide live enzymes that are
reached the detectable size.
easily absorbed and reach down to cellular le
levels within 15
2. Cancer cells occur between 6 to more than 10 times in
minutes to nourish and enhance growth of healthy cells. To
obtain live enzymes for building healthy cells try and drink fresh
a person's lifetime.
vegetable juice (most vegetables including bean sprouts) and
3. When the person's immune system is strong the
eat some raw vegetables 2 or 3 times a day. Enzymes ar
are
cancer cells will be destroyed
royed and prevented from
destroyed at temperatures of 104 degrees F (40 degrees C)..
multiplying and forming tumors.
e. Avoid coffee, tea, and chocolate, which have high caffeine
4. When a person has cancer it indicates the person has
Green tea is a better alternative e and has cancer fighting
nutritional deficiencies. These could be due to genetic,
properties. Water-best
best to drink purified water, or filtered, to
but also to environmental, food and lifestyle factors.
avoid known
nown toxins and heavy metals in tap water.

5. To overcome the multiple nutritional deficiencies,
changing diet to eat more adequately and healthy, 4-5
4
times/day and by including supplements will strengthen
the immune system.
6. Chemotherapy involves poisoning the rapidly-growing
rapidly
cancer cells and also destroys rapidly-growing healthy
cells in the bone marrow, gastrointestinal tract etc, and
can cause organ damage, like liver, kidneys, heart, lungs
etc.
7. Radiation while destroying cancer cells also burns,
scars and damages healthy cells, tissues and organs.
8. Initial treatment with chemotherapy and radiation will
often reduce tumor size. However prolonged use of
chemotherapy and radiation do not result in more tumor
destruction.
9. When the body has too much toxic burden from
chemotherapy and radiation
ation the immune system is either
compromised or destroyed, hence the person can
succumb to various kinds of infections and complications.
10. Chemotherapy and radiation can cause cancer cells
to mutate and become resistant and difficult to destroy.
Surgery
ry can also cause cancer cells to spread to other
sites.
11. An effective way to battle cancer is to starve the
cancer cells by not feeding it with the foods it needs to
multiply.
*CANCER CELLS FEED ON:
a. Sugar substitutes like NutraSweet, Equal, Spoonful,
Spoonfu etc are
made with Aspartame and it is harmful. A better natural
substitute would be Manuka honey or molasses, but only in very
small amounts. Table salt has a chemical added to make it white
in color Better alternative is Bragg's aminos or sea salt.
b. Milk causes the body to produce mucus, especially in the
gastro-intestinal
intestinal tract. Cancer feeds on mucus. By cutting off
milk and substituting with unsweetened soy milk cancer cells are
being starved.
c. Cancer cells thrive in an acid environment. A meat-based
meat
diet
is acidic and it is best to eat fish, and a little other meat, like

12. Meat protein is difficult to digest and requires a lot of
digestive enzymes. Undigested meat remaining in the
intestines becomes putrefied and leads to more toxic
buildup.
13. Cancer cell walls have a tough protein covering. By
refraining from or eating less meat it frees more
enzymes to attack the protein walls of cancer cells and
allows the body's killer cells to destroy the cancer cells.
14. Some supplements build up the immune system
(IP6, Flor-ssence, Essiac,
siac, anti
anti-oxidants, vitamins,
minerals, EFAs etc.) to enable the bodies own killer cells
to destroy cancer cells.. Other supplements like vitamin E
are known to cause apoptosis, or programmed cell death,
the body's normal method of disposing of damaged,
unwanted, or unneeded cells.
15. Cancer is a disease of the mind, body, and spirit. A
proactive and positive spirit will help the cancer warrior
be a survivor. Anger, un-forgiveness
forgiveness and bitterness put
the body into a stressful and acidic environment. Learn
to have a loving and forgiving spirit. Learn to relax and
enjoy life.
16. Cancer cells cannot thrive in an oxygenated
environment. Exercising daily, and deep breathing help
to get more oxygen down to the cellular level. Oxygen
therapy is another means employed to destroy cancer
cells.
1. No plastic containers in micro. 2. No water bottles in
freezer. 3. No plastic wrap in microwave.
Johns Hopkins has recently sent this out in its
newsletters. This information is being circulated at Walter
Reed Army Medical
ical Center as well. Dioxin chemicals
cause cancer, especially breast cancer. Dioxins are highly
poisonous to the cells of our bodies. Don't freeze your
plastic bottles with water in them as this releases dioxins
from the plastic. Recently, Dr Edward Fujim
Fujimoto, Wellness
Program Manager at Castle Hospital , was on a TV
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program to explain this health hazard. He talked about
dioxins and how bad they are for us. He said that we
should not be heating our food in the microwave using
plastic containers. This especially applies to foods that
contain fat. He said that the combination of fat, high
heat, and plastics releases dioxin into the food and
ultimately into the cells of the body. Instead, he
recommends using glass, such as Corning Ware, Pyrex or
ceramic containers for heating food. You get the same
results, only without the dioxin. So such things as TV
dinners, instant ramen and soups, etc., should be
removed from the container and heated in something

else. Paper isn't bad but you don't know what is in the
paper. It's just safer to use tempered glass, Corning
Ware, etc. He reminded us that a while ago some of the
fast food restaurants moved away from the foam
containers to paper The dioxin problem is one of the
reasons.
Also, he pointed out that plastic wrap, such as Saran, is
just as dangerous when placed over foods to be cooked
in the microwave. As the food is nuked, the high heat
causes poisonous toxins to actually melt out of the
plastic wrap and drip into the food. Cover food with a
paper towel instead.

America the 1960s was so much more straightforward where the
ethnic boundaries lay within the struggle for civil rights and
equality. The 'White' community in this instance had no vested
interest in changing the status quo, but many joined the fight
through a sense of justice and morality. A very substantial
proportion of 'White' liberal activists were American Jews, and
they provided crucial financial and political support. The NAACP's
first President Arthur Spingarn was Jewish, as were all his
successors until the 1970s. In those days the mainstream
leadership of both the Black and Jewish communities did not
have obviously opposing agendas. There were few progressives
(Jewish or otherwise) who could see any contradiction between
being active in civil rights in America, while supporting the
Zionist enterprise in Israel. Martin Luther King would stoutly
stand by his Jewish backers in defending Zionism, going so far
as to use the familiar libel that Zionism's critics were motivated
by anti Semitism. Today the scenario has greatly changed, with
the disintegration of that Sixties coalition, and a radical
realignment of racial politics. A well documented schism has
opened up between Blacks and Jews, which may be partly
attributable to class (an obvious disparity exists between
affluent Jews and mainly working class Blacks). Another
explanation can lie with the changes in racial dynamics and the
rise of 'victim culture'. When Blacks, Jews, Latinos and even
members of the White Christian majority all want to assert their
'victim' status, there is far less cohesiveness in the fight for
'equality'. This struggle has now degenerated to a fight with
regard to the division of the spoils among the competing ethnic
groups. Such a conflict can only be a zero sum game, where a
victory in either material entitlement or the perceived moral
high ground for one faction is automatically a blow for another.
Consequently minorities are often opposed to each other, and
reports of Black-Jewish-Latino friction escalating to violence are
more and more familiar. However, relatively new to this picture
is the importation of the Muslim-Jewish conflict into the
domestic American situation.
Since the 1967 Arab-Israeli war the leadership of the American
Jewish organisations have found a common identity in
preserving the memory of the Nazi genocide and support for
Israel. Aside from occasional Black Muslim radicals, the only real
opposition to this was from marginal individuals on the extreme
Right. Although there has been a sizeable population of Arabs in
America for some time, in the past they were mainly affluent,
conservative and Christian. Recent immigration trends have
caused America's Arab population to become poorer, more
Muslim and less passive with regard to America's
uncompromisingly pro Israel foreign policy. African Americans
have also less reason to support Israel, with many identifying
with the Palestinian plight (Jesse Jackson once remarked that

Palestinians were the 'niggers of the Middle East') and
questioning why Israel was apartheid era South Africa's most
persistent ally. American Arabs and Muslims have arguably now
replaced Blacks as the most vulnerable and most reviled of
minorities. Even the conventional terms of abuse for African
Americans have been modified to apply to Americans of Middle
Eastern ancestry e.g. 'sand-nigger' and 'dune-coon'. The old
threat of a fifth column ethnic group that led to the internment
of Japanese-Americans is now firmly resurrected. Never a
favourite of Hollywood and the news media (especially when a
vocal minority espouse extreme and anti-Semitic views), after
the 9-11 atrocities Arabs and Muslims are now a particularly
unpopular and easy target for the visceral hostility of some
quarters in the US. Simultaneously, some Jewish leaders are
questioning whether to continue participating in an anti racist
coalition that includes many who have no love of Israel or
Zionism. Possibly a more appropriate alliance partner would be
the conservative Right who have no constituency among Blacks
or Arabs, and whose beliefs are more compatible with the
policies of the Israeli government. Although some Jews remain
in the progressive tradition, others in the Daniel Pipes mould
have coupled an extremely chauvinistic position on the Middle
East with a conservative stand on domestic issues. Another
influential grouping is of pro Zionist Democrats who occupy the
ever less tenable position of actively supporting 'liberal' policies
at home, while being uncritical supporters of Israel repressive
actions in the Middle East.
Alan Dershowitz falls squarely into the last category. A professor
of Harvard Law School since the age of 28, he is known chiefly
for his notorious celebrity clients such as Claus Von Bulow and
OJ Simpson. Despite his past activism as a civil libertarian ('a
judicial St. Jude' is how Time described him), and his benign,
slightly dishevelled appearance (something akin to a paunchy
Woody Allen), the radical policies he now sanctions are nearer
David
Duke
than
Ralph
Nader.
The
ongoing
Palestinian intifada and the polarisation of opinion that has
accompanied it, has provoked an ugly tribalism in him that
spawned a flood of lectures, articles and books (the latest being
'Why Terrorism Works'), dehumanising Palestinians and
criticising the Israeli government for being too soft in their
repression. This former civil libertarian now supports torture,
and urges the Israeli government to destroy Palestinian villages
in response to terror attacks. However, Dershowitz's writings
and interviews do not focus on terrorism in general (defined
here as the use of violence against civilians for political
purposes). It is not even primarily about terrorism against
America. What truly infuriates Dershowitz is not terrorism per
se, but terrorism against people of Jewish background-particularly those who are based in Israel.

______________________________________
*From Adelaide Institute’s Archive*
9-11 and the Rise of the Academic Redneck: The Tragedy of Alan Dershowitz
by DON ATAPATTU, CounterPunch, October 14, 2002
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In his new book and in interviews, Dershowitz details the
numerous atrocities committed by Palestinians against Israelis,
but fails to mention that the civilian and military Jewish
casualties throughout Israel's entire history are equal or less
than the Arab casualties of Sharon's Lebanon invasion alone. He
also conveniently sidesteps the issue of how it was Zionist
terrorism that drove the British out of Palestine, and later
expelled three quarters of the native population from their own
land (the ludicrous Israeli account that Palestinians fled their
farms and houses of their own accord is not supported by
serious scholarship). Obviously support for the 'good terrorism'
that created Israel, cannot be reconciled with the 'bad terrorism'
of the natives who want their territory back. When quizzed on
this contradiction on British television, he suggested that
Menachem Begin was punished for his terrorist activities by the
fact that it took him so long to become Israeli Prime Minister-this from a man who endorses the torture of Arab suspects;
and who supported Nathan Lewin after his suggestion that
the relatives of Palestinian terrorists should be executed by
Israel! The blatant discrimination of this position is enlightening
on how Dershowitz views the value of Muslim and Christian
Semites (like Jews, Arabs are a Semitic people and both share a
common ancestry), vis a vis the lives of Semites of the Jewish
faith. Despite his narcissistic self image as a champion of the
poor and oppressed (see his portrayal in the movie of his book
'Reversal of Fortune'), he effectively endorses for Arabs the
status of Blacks in the old American South, where the stronger
group may lynch and suffer no penalty, and the underclass face
violent punishment on the basis of a suspicion alone.
Inevitably, The New Republic has lavished publicity on
Dershowitz and praises him for dismissing 'silly dogma' that
Israel's policy of collective punishment against 'the innocent who
are in a good position to control the guilty' is somehow immoral.
Regrettably, The New Republic does not think it worth
mentioning that this tactic is illegal under international law, and
was much employed by the Nazis. Furthermore, both Dershowitz
and his TNR admirers seem oblivious to the fact that this logic
gives credibility to Palestinian extremists who attack Israeli
civilians indiscriminately. After all if it is right to punish
Palestinians who 'cheer on or otherwise support (Palestinian)
terrorism', are not the civilians who voted for the Israeli
government's policy occupation and apartheid in the West Bank
also 'sufficiently culpable' and subsequently liable for
punishment? If consistency is to be maintained, the Palestinians
are surely allowed to respond in kind against Israeli 'targeted'
assassinations (which have also killed scores of innocent
bystanders); theft of land, water, and other resources (the
internal organs of slain Palestinian children being a particularly
grisly example); daily curfews; and the economic and social
strangulation
inflicted
through
the
closure
of
entire
communities. Furthermore, The New Republic applauds
Dershowitz for ridiculing any explanation of the motivations of
terrorism as 'appeasement', quoting approvingly that 'we don't
address the root causes of a bad marriage that may have led a
man to murder his wife--we hunt down the murderer and punish
him'. Quite apart from the fact that his formidable skills as a
lawyer have actively prevented wealthy wife killers from facing
punishment, he fails to apply his own scenario to all sides.
Consider for example if a man breaks down your door, brutalises
and humiliates your family, and then confiscates your house
while declaring you should serve him as cheap labour. Is it right
that you should collaborate with him or should a recognised
authority arrest the perpetrator and bring him to justice? As this
is what Israel's 35 year occupation has done to the Palestinians,
will Mr Dershowitz and the TNR kindly add their voices to those

demanding the immediate arrest of Sharon, Peres etc? Once this
unsavoury double act is sharing a cell with Milosevic in the
Hague, perhaps a confession can be extracted from them with
the assistance of torture. This in turn can help facilitate a guilty
verdict from a military court and hasten the demolition of their
homes and the execution of their relatives as a deterrent to
others.
What is more, Dershowitz's (and the New Republic's) definition
of 'terrorism' is predictably self serving. By not recognising as
'terrorism' most politically orientated violence used against
civilians by states (Arab and Islamic states obviously excepted),
America and her proxies are let off the hook. 'You can always
call your enemy a terrorist' he says in a Salon.com interview,
scoffing at Muslim critics of Israel and America's human rights
records, but he is as guilty himself. This is fine when Dershowitz
is preaching to the converted, but the wider public will be right
to be sceptical. After all, if everyone accepts that members of
the French resistance who engaged in military action against the
occupying German army were fighting for 'liberation', than
Palestinian guerrilla attacks on the occupying Israel Defence
Force (IDF) must be judged likewise.
Additionally, during the British rule of Palestine former Israeli
Prime Ministers Begin and Shamir were leaders of the terror
groups Irgun and the Stern Gang respectively. Current
incumbent Ariel Sharon has never stopped being a terrorist, with
a record that stretches over 5 decades and claimed thousands of
victims (for a full history see the Counterpunch article 'The
Crimes of Ariel Sharon'). Naturally, Dershowitz denies the Israeli
government is involved in terror itself, and in a salon.com
interview describes Israel's targeted assassinations as 'the
opposite of terrorism, very precise and very specific'.
Sadly, he does not seem unduly concerned about the scores of
bystanders killed in these attacks, many of them children.
Interestingly enough though, he plays down ANC violence in the
struggle against apartheid - 'The government of South Africa
was using terrorism against innocent civilians and the ANC was
using counterterrorism' he states in the same interview. This is
not a wise argument to utilise, as in virtually every way the
repression of the IDF in the West Bank and Gaza is worse than
that employed by the pre democracy Pretoria government. As
Edward Said observed: 'even under apartheid, F16 jets were
never used to bomb African homelands as they are now sent
against Palestinian towns and villages'.
Professor Dershowitz also has a great deal to say about the
immorality of the Palestinians when compared to the Israelis. He
declares that the Palestinians invented international terrorism in
1968 (the inhabitants of Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Dresden and
Manchuria might take issue with this); and how 'Palestinians
think they're the only group that has the right to use terrorism'
(presumably the PKK, ETA, the IRA, and the Tamil Tigers are
also on Arafat's pay roll). He tells 'salon.com' that 'the Jews who
were subject to the holocaust didn't try to terrorise German
babies or children ..... they had a higher moral standard'.
Leaving aside the question of whether someone who makes a
living keeping prisons free from wealthy killers is an appropriate
authority on ethics, this comparison is spurious. The Nazis (mad
as they were) were not reckless enough to build settlements of
their own civilians on the territory surrounded by the hostile
natives that actually lived there before being driven off it.
Likewise, the 'civilian' status of Jewish settlements in the West
Bank is also highly suspect, built as they are by the armoured
bulldozers of the IDF on the confiscated and ethnically cleansed
territory of its Arab owners. If these highly fortified citadels,
populated by gun toting fanatics (often American immigrants),
are strategic military installations, than the responsibility for
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attacks on their residents must lie with the occupying power
that built them. Correspondingly, how was it that in 1948 three
quarters of all the Palestinians were frightened enough to be
driven off the land they had lived on for over a thousand years?
A 1948 letter to the New York Times signed by Albert Einstein,
Hannah Arendt and other notables has this to say on the
notorious Deir Yassin massacre: 'terrorist bands attacked this
peaceful village, which was not a military objective in the
fighting, killed most of its inhabitants - 240 men, women and
children - and kept a few of them alive to parade as captives
through the streets of Jerusalem'. Eye witness accounts of this
crime report dozens of children slaughtered in front of their
mothers and 25 pregnant women bayoneted in the stomach.
In the Occupied Territories today, an investigation by Physicians
for Human Rights USA concluded that 'the pattern of injuries
seen in many victims did not reflect the IDF use of firearms in
life-threatening situations but rather indicated targeting solely
for the purpose of wounding or killing'. Last year, 'Harper's'
journalist Chris Hedges reported witnessing IDF soldiers enticing
Palestinian children into a trap to 'murder them for sport'. Is this
the higher standard that Dershowitz is talking about?
So finally, what options are available to the Palestinians in their
opposition to Israeli occupation? Dershowitz generously accepts
that they should be allowed the right to 'passive protest'. What
he does not mention, is that civil disobedience is hardly a new
idea to Palestinian leaders, and was attempted in the 1980's
during the original Palestinian 'intifada'. Although it initially
caused consternation amongst Israeli ministers, the IDF and
Shin Bet eventually quashed this through characteristic
brutality, (including the now familiar targeted culling of
Palestinian leaders) while the US turned its usual blind eye.
Furthermore, Dershowitz contradicts his position on the runaway
success of Palestinian terror. He claims to believe the
Palestinians would have had a state by now had they engaged in
civil disobedience rather than violence; but if terrorism has
brought them so many benefits, why do they live in the
miserable, stateless existence they have today?

Those who are long term observers of the disparity between the
American response to Israel's violations of international law to
that of its neighbours, will not be surprised at the double
standards of either the US or Dershowitz. As Hanan Ashrawi
memorably said: 'Iraq (16 flouted resolutions) may be outside
the law, but Israel (29 flouted resolutions) is above it'. In short,
Dershowitz's only valid point is that terrorism against civilians is
morally repugnant, but this particular nugget of reasoning is the
intellectual equivalent of pointing out that the sky is blue. No
rational, moral person could disagree with that, anymore than
they could agree with Dershowitz's remedies or analysis. In
reality, the main difference between Israel and the Palestinian
terrorists is scale and what is considered tolerable by the West
i.e. Israel has a license and funding from America for its military
occupation, but the Palestinians are not permitted the privilege
to fight back. Other US client states (such as Turkey and pre 911 Saudi Arabia) also enjoy immunity from any serious
repercussions despite their bloody histories of brutality,
oppression, and breaking standards on basic human rights.
China in Tibet and Russia in Chechnya have additionally
operated with impunity due to their size and military / political
clout on the World stage (though unlike Israel or Turkey, they
are not massively subsidised by the American taxpayer). Such
immoral hypocrisy although reprehensible, has long been the
staple of American foreign policy and indeed the hegemonic
powers throughout history. What is alarming today is not the
clamour of mainstream voices such as Dershowitz to import
Israel's aggressive chauvinism wholesale to America's domestic
agenda, but the fact that there is a large and growing audience
willing to listen to him. To return to the sixties parallel, the civil
rights leadership in those days would tell White America that if
they were not part of the solution to bigotry and injustice, then
they were part of the problem. What a tragedy that a former
civil libertarian has chosen to be such a big problem.
http://www.counterpunch.org/atapattu1014.html
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Nazi hunter Zuroff on trial for libel, JTA, October 13, 2010
BERLIN (JTA) -- Nazi hunter Efraim Zuroff is fighting libel
charges filed by an alleged war criminal in Hungary. The case,
being heard in a Budapest courtroom, began Oct. 8 and is
scheduled to continue through a final hearing Dec. 16.
It is likely the first time that a man under investigation for
mass murder has sued his accusers, Zuroff told JTA.
Zuroff, who has been searching for Nazi war criminals under
the Simon Wiesenthal Center's Operation Last Chance
program, submitted documents to the Hungarian authorities
in August 2006 to prove that Sandor Kepiro, while serving as
a Hungarian gendarmerie officer in World War II, organized a
massacre of about 1,246 residents -- Jews, Serbs and Roma - in the city of Novi Sad in January 1942. The investigation of
the charges is continuing, according to Zuroff's attorney,
Marton Rosta.
Kepiro, now 96, sued Zuroff in 2007, alleging that Zuroff had
made statements about the case as fact rather than opinion.
Rosta said the court agreed with Kepiro and opened the
current trial, in which Zuroff is required to back up his
"factual" statement. "This is a very trying and frustrating
experience," Zuroff wrote in an e-mail to JTA, "since Kepiro
should have been tried a long time ago ... and instead I'm the
one on trial."
According to Zuroff, in 2006 he provided the authorities with
documents from a 1944 court verdict finding Kepiro and 14
other Hungarian army and police officers guilty of "violating

the code of honor of the Hungarian military/gendarmerie" by
participating in the Novi Sad massacre. All were given harsh
sentences, but were freed and given promotions following the
Nazi invasion of Hungary, Zuroff said.
After World War II, Kepiro allegedly fled to Austria and then
Argentina; in 1946, the Communist government of Hungary
retried him in absentia and sentenced him to 14 years in
prison. Twice convicted, Kepiro nevertheless returned to
Budapest in 1996. "He's saying that he did not kill anyone
and that all he did was verify/ferret out armed 'partisans' ...
who posed a threat to the occupying Hungarian forces,"
Zuroff wrote in his e-mail. It is a "blatant lie, since his men
rounded up hundreds of [civilians], almost all of whom were
taken to the Danube to be shot."
Should the judge find Zuroff's proof lacking, he faces a fine or
up to two years in prison. Even if Zuroff is cleared, Kepiro
remains innocent in the eyes of the court, and may or may
not be tried on the war crimes charges, Rosta said.
While Zuroff told JTA he had never been sued before, a
Lithuanian Nazi war criminal living in Scotland, the late
Antanas Gecas, succeeded in stopping the sale of Zuroff's first
book, "Occupation Nazi-Hunter: The Continuing Search for
the Perpetrators of the Holocaust," for six years.
http://www.jta.org/news/article/2010/10/13/2741259/nazi
-hunter-zuroff-on-trial-for-libel
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