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  Introduction

  One word strikes more fear into a person’s mind than any other: cancer. The disease has evolved into a national crisis that touches each and every one of us. The immense physical, mental, emotional, and financial toll that comes with a cancer diagnosis affects patients, their families, and entire communities. This year alone approximately 600,000 Americans will lose their lives to cancer, and the forecast shows no signs of improving. The latest estimates tell us that 41 percent of all Americans will be diagnosed with cancer during their lifetimes and 21 percent of the population will lose their lives to this devastating disease.1 The vast majority of individuals who fight the battle against cancer are treated with the standard orthodox therapy, or the “official treatment.” Those treated rarely question their oncologists, believing that they are in the best possible hands with their physicians’ advanced education, knowledge of latest treatments, and tools of modern research.

  Patients accept that these therapies have been proven safe and effective through rigorous clinical testing. We are assured that if anything really worked to improve a person’s chance of survival, it could be found in the “official” medical journals and would be sanctioned by leading cancer institutions such as Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center and the Mayo Clinic. If a promising new cancer treatment comes along, we trust that it will be supported and funded by organizations such as the National Cancer Institute and the American Cancer Society. When new articles declare that a silver-bullet cancer therapy is just around the corner if we continue to obey and fund these institutions, we do exactly that with the expectation that our contributions are being put to good use in the war against cancer. Unfortunately, these institutions and their practices do not hold up under close examination. In point of fact, our belief in and support of the cancer industry and the medical-industrial complex ultimately promotes a corrupt system defined by endless greed, bad science, and appalling disregard for human life.

  The most important progress in preventing and treating cancer has not come from official institutions but from those considered renegade who practice alternative medicine. Despite the well-documented success independent researchers have had using alternative therapies, they are rejected by mainstream medicine. Those presenting evidence of a cancer cure that diverts from surgery, chemotherapy, or radiation are likely to be vilified, silenced, or drummed out of the medical profession in the United States altogether.

  As a result, very little progress has been made. We have been waging an official war on cancer for forty-three years and spent hundreds of billions of dollars to fund legions of scientists, physicians, nurses, and public health officials in our campaign to end this devastating affliction; yet the survival rates for most cancers—including our number-one killer, lung cancer—are still dismally low.

  Cancer care in the United States has become Big Business and, like any large-scale moneymaking scheme, it is riddled with dishonesty, corruption, and deceit. It is imperative that the dark side of the war on cancer be exposed, and that is precisely what I will do in the first part of this book. I will go into great detail to present the latest information from peer-reviewed literature and many respected voices within the medical field. I will scrutinize the institutions that we hold up as authorities on cancer and take an in-depth and critical look at the treatments they support. I will highlight how our federal health agencies have completely failed us by not regulating the many carcinogens we are exposed to each day. I will also demonstrate how the medical establishment has suppressed safe and effective natural cancer therapies and, in turn, prevented millions of Americans from gaining access to scientifically proven, nontoxic cancer treatments.

  In the second part of this book, I will provide the latest research on the very best foods and supplements that boost the body’s immune system and can help to prevent and reverse cancer. I will explore several successful alternative cancer therapies that are practiced today in clinics across the globe, all of which are backed by high-quality science supporting their efficacy and safety. For the last thirty-five years, I have spent a great deal of time studying these treatments while visiting clinics around the world and interviewing thousands of patients. I include in this paper the treatments that I believe have the highest level of success. This is not to suggest that other holistic approaches to cancer not included are unsuccessful; I simply have been unable to verify their effectiveness.

  In addition, I will present dozens of delicious and healthy recipes that can help improve and support the immune system, allowing the body to fight cancer naturally. Lastly, I will provide the inspiring testimonials of patients who, despite being told by conventional doctors that they would not survive, ultimately triumphed against cancer using alternative medicine.


  PART I

  THE CONTROLLERS AND PROFITEERS OF THE WAR ON CANCER

  A FAILED WAR

  In December 1971, with much fanfare, President Richard Nixon declared war on cancer. Forty-three years later, it’s obvious that America has been fighting a losing battle. Data recently compiled by the National Institutes of Health (NIH) reveals the following:

  •   More than 600,000 Americans will die from cancer over the next twelve months (1,500 deaths each day).

  •   Approximately 1.5 million individuals will be diagnosed with cancer this year.

  •   Total cancer costs in our country reach $219 billion per year.

  •   Taxpayers spend about $89 billion per year to diagnose and treat cancer.

  •   About $112 billion is spent on premature deaths due to cancer.2

  Despite these figures, our medical authorities continue to assure us that we have made significant progress in the war on cancer.

  Deconstructing the Statistics

  Dr. Samuel Epstein, chair of the Cancer Prevention Coalition and Professor Emeritus at the University of Illinois, Chicago School of Public Health, is an outspoken opponent of the war on cancer. Epstein’s research has documented that the claims of progress by groups such as the National Cancer Institute (NCI), the American Cancer Society (ACS), and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) are often false and misleading. Statistics reflect that cancer rates from 1975 to 2008 increased by 15.7 percent.3 The medical establishment has attempted to explain away the increase in cancer rates over the past four decades by pointing to smoking as the cause. In his book, National Cancer Institute and American Cancer Society: Criminal Indifference to Cancer Prevention and Conflicts of Interest, Dr. Epstein debunks this claim, noting that incidences of several types of cancer unrelated to smoking have risen to staggering levels during this period of time. Liver cancer rates, for example, have shot up by 177.7 percent, while cases of testicular cancer have increased by 57.9 percent.4 Thyroid cancer rates, meanwhile, have swelled by 167.6 percent.5

  Further, many of the statistics quoted by the cancer establishment have been manipulated to give the illusion of progress. In Outsmart Your Cancer, author Tanya Harter Pierce details six methods used by our health officials that deceive the public into thinking that the war on cancer has been a success:

  1.   Redefining “cure” as “alive five years after diagnosis,” instead of using the word’s real meaning, which is “cancer-free.” Under this measure, a patient could still have cancer for five years and die one day after the fifth anniversary date of diagnosis but still be recorded as having been cured.

  2.   Altering statistics by simply omitting certain groups of people, such as African Americans, or by omitting certain types of cancer, such as lung cancer, from their calculations.

  3.   Including types of cancer that are not life-threatening and are easily curable, such as skin cancers and ductal carcinoma in situ (DCIS). DCIS, for example, is a precancerous condition that is 99 percent curable and makes up at least 30 percent of all breast cancers. If you deduct that 30 percent from the breast cancer success stories, survival rates are much less impressive.

  4.   Using early detection as a means to artificially increase survival rates.

  5.   Improving outcomes by deleting patients from cancer treatment studies who died before the protocol was finished, even if that was on the eighty-ninth day of a ninety-day chemotherapy protocol.

  6.   Using a questionable adjustment called “relative survival rate” whereby they deduct a certain number of cancer victims who statistics say would have died during the five years because of causes such as heart attacks, car accidents, and so forth.6

  The argument that our national battle against cancer has failed because of a lack of funding doesn’t hold either. As a part of the United States government’s National Institutes of Health, the National Cancer Institute has enjoyed ample support from the American taxpayer since it came into its modern existence with the passage of the National Cancer Act of 1971. The NCI budget jumped from $220 million in 1971 to more than $5 billion in 2012.7, 8 Despite this sizeable increase, only a miniscule percentage of the group’s budget over the years has been spent on what should be the focus of the war on cancer: prevention. Worse still, the funds allocated to help prevent this disease are drying up. In 2000, 11.8 percent of the NCI budget was set aside for prevention and in 2012, this figure dropped to a mere 3.9 percent.9, 10

  Missing the Mark on Cancer Treatment

  Not only does prevention account for a small percentage of cancer research dollars, but our national health authorities continue to downplay what may be the most important tool for cancer prevention: reducing exposure to environmental toxins. In a letter to congressional officials in 2009, Dr. Epstein and his colleagues Dr. Richard Clapp, Dr. Nicholas Ashford, and Dr. Quentin Young of the Cancer Prevention Coalition (CPC) explained why progress cannot be made without an honest discussion about limiting toxic exposure to known carcinogens. What follows are some key points mentioned in the letter:

  •   Exposure to cancer-causing agents such asbestos, silica, formaldehyde, benzene, chlorinated organic pesticides, and organic solvents in the environment and workplace is the largest factor contributing to the increase in nonsmoking-related cancers since 1975.

  •   The incidence of breast cancer has risen significantly because of environmental factors such as birth control pills, estrogen replacement therapy, toxic ingredients in cosmetics and personal care products, and routine radiation exposure from mammograms.

  •   Pesticides, ionizing radiation, nitrites used to preserve meats, and parental exposure to occupational carcinogens are the primary causes of the 55 percent increase in childhood leukemia.

  •   Hormonal ingredients in our personal care products and hormonal residues in our food have increased the incidence of testicular cancer by more than 49 percent.

  •   Exposure to ionizing radiation has resulted in a 116 percent rise in thyroid cancer rates.11

  Despite ample evidence implicating environmental toxins as the primary cause of many cancers, the NCI has consistently understated and denied this connection, claiming that only 6 percent of all cases stem from environmental and occupational carcinogens. Further, Dr. Epstein’s letter reveals that the NCI has ignored several calls by government officials and scientists to create a comprehensive list of carcinogens.12

  Despite the lack of acknowledgment by the cancer establishment, there is a significant body of scientific research indicating that cancer is caused largely by environmental variables. In her 1998 book Genetic Engineering, Dream or Nightmare? Dr. Mae Wan Ho hypothesizes that cancer is actually an epigenetic disease, a condition resulting from “a change of the cell or gene expression state in response to the environment.”13 This is in stark contrast to mainstream medicine’s view that cancer is a genetic disease brought on by DNA mutations within the cell. While the difference may seem minor to the uninitiated, Ho’s theory challenges the core belief of modern medicine that cancer arises from mutations in cellular genes themselves and points to physiological stress from environmental sources as the root cause of cancer. The epigenetic theory is backed by numerous studies carried out around the world, including the research carried out by Harry Rubin, Professor Emeritus of cell and developmental biology at University of California, Berkeley.14 The findings of Rubin and others strongly suggest that genetic mutations associated with cancer development occur after a cell has been transformed by physiological stressors such as chemicals and ionizing radiation.15 Such evidence supporting an epigenetic view of cancer strengthens the argument of Epstein and many other experts that prevention should be the foremost consideration in the war on cancer. In a recent article, Dr. Ho drove home the point, stating:

  The root causes of cancer are overwhelmingly environmental, as generally recognized and hence largely preventable. Yet very little investment has gone into cancer prevention compared with the hundreds of billions spent on treatment or potential cures.16

  In light of this information, it’s clear that many of the policies adopted by the NCI have only hampered real progress from being made against cancer. An evaluation of the nation’s other leading cancer organization, the American Cancer Society (ACS), turns up even more evidence of how the medical establishment is unwilling to face the reality of this disease.

  Founded in 1913, the American Cancer Society (originally known as the American Society for the Control of Cancer) has become an immensely influential player in the war on cancer. Throughout its existence, the organization has come under fire for its questionable priorities; one needs only to look to the society’s budgetary allocations to bring this point into focus.

  In the 1970s and 1980s, I was one of very few individuals speaking out against the rampant fiscal irresponsibility and corruption that has plagued the ACS since the 1950s. In an article for Penthouse magazine with Robert Houston in 1979 titled “The Great Cancer Fraud,” I went into detail about the dubious economics of the organization:

  The American Cancer Society had an income of $140 million in fiscal 1978, with assets totaling over $228 million; it spends less than 30 percent of its yearly income on research studies. Many feel that the American Cancer Society is largely responsible for the ineffectiveness of the war on cancer today. Contrary to the image it cultivates, the ACS doesn’t conduct much of its own research but funds certain outside research.

  Examining the economics of “charity,” we find that 56 percent of the ACS budget goes to its staff and office expenditures (some of its executives make up to $75,000 a year).17

  As I publicly questioned the cancer industry in articles and on television appearances, I was blasted for taking on a subject that many considered to be sacrosanct. Today, as we look back and scrutinize the activities of the ACS and other pillars of the cancer industry over the last three decades, it’s clear that my suspicions about the organization have been proven to be true. In addition to their misguided priorities in deciding how to spend the vast sums they receive from generous donations, the ACS, like the NCI, has actively ignored the connection between environmental and occupational toxins and cancer. Some of the more egregious cases of the ACS actively denying this link include the following:

  1971: Despite concrete evidence of the carcinogenicity of synthetic estrogen diethylstilbestrol (DES), the ACS refused an invitation to testify before Congress about the dangers of DES as lawmakers considered a ban on the substance as an animal feed additive.18

  1977: The ACS continued to oppose regulating hair dyes that contain paraphenylenediamine, a carcinogen known to increase the risk of liver and breast cancer.19

  1978: The ACS was officially admonished by Florida Congressman Paul Rogers for acting “too little, too late” in failing to support the Clean Air Act. Later, in 1984, the organization also balked at the opportunity to join the March of Dimes, the American Heart Association, and the American Lung Association to support the Clean Air Act.20

  1982: The ACS narrowed its definition of what constitutes a carcinogen in such a way that the organization would oppose only those few substances that have been unequivocally shown to cause cancer in humans. The move contradicted decades of existing U.S. governmental policy, which sought to ban any food additives that were shown to cause cancer in animals.21

  1992: In spite of the scientific evidence linking chlorinated pesticides with increased cancer risk, the ACS backed the Chlorine Institute and defended the use of the toxic spray.22

  1994: Applying seriously flawed methodologies, the ACS published a study concluding that hair dyes pose little cancer risk, running counter to years of solid evidence establishing the carcinogenicity of hair dyes.23

  1996: Along with other medical industry groups, the ACS lobbied the FDA to loosen restrictions on access to silicone breast implants, despite strong evidence connecting the gel found in the implants, as well as ingredients ethylene oxide and crystalline silica, with cancer in rodents.24

  1999: The ACS dismissed the connection between genetically modified milk from cows injected with the recombinant bovine growth hormone (rBGH) and elevated breast, prostate, and colon cancer risk. Today, despite even more solid scientific evidence of this connection, the ACS declares on its website that “the available evidence shows that the use of rBGH can cause adverse health effects in cows. The evidence for potential harm to humans is inconclusive.”25

  2010: The society baselessly disagreed with the conclusions drawn by the President’s Cancer Panel, which implicated environmental carcinogens such as bisphenol-A, formaldehyde, and benzene as significant factors in the cancer epidemic. The panel went so far as to admonish the ACS by calling the idea that only 6 percent of cancers can be traced back to environmental pollutants “woefully out-of-date,” stating that “the true burden of environmentally induced cancers has been grossly underestimated.”26

  These are just a few illustrations of the cancer establishment’s refusal to face the reality of the strong relationship between cancer incidence and exposure to environmental and occupational carcinogens. Such reluctance to discuss this association is even more surprising given the following statement taken from a 1937 article in Time magazine written by Dr. Clarence Cook Little, director of the ACS’s predecessor, the American Society for the Control of Cancer:

  Investigators have at last got a glimmering of what causes cancer. Some people inherit a susceptibility to the disease. But they do not develop cancer unless some susceptible part of the body is unduly irritated by 1) carcinogenic chemicals, 2) physical agents (X-rays, strong sunlight, repeated abrasions as from a jagged tooth), 3) possibly, biological products produced by parasites.27

  Given the evidence, it is necessary to ask why our national cancer officials refuse to come to grips with the failed war on cancer. How can it be that groups such as the ACS and NCI remain ignorant of the environmental toxin-cancer link more than seventy years after Dr. Little brought this issue to the fore? What is it that drives these organizations to devalue the importance of cancer prevention, manipulate statistics, and write off scientific conclusions that could protect millions of people? For the answers we must take a deeper look at the major players in the war on cancer. As we’ll see, the directors of this war are not virtuous independent researchers searching for a cancer cure, but rather special interests and a shady network of government agencies intent on keeping the cancer industry afloat by whatever means necessary.


  Medical Deception for Corporate Gain

  The Case of Sir Richard Doll

  The story of British epidemiologist Sir Richard Doll not only illuminates how the medical establishment justifies its rejection of environmental toxins as a major cause of cancer; it also provides an excellent example of the powerful influence of special interests in controlling the medical paradigm. Richard Doll was a British physiologist who became the foremost epidemiologist of his time. Early in his career, Doll became the first researcher to show that lung cancer was undeniably linked to smoking tobacco. Doll also did pioneering work on the relationship between radiation and leukemia, asbestos and lung cancer, and alcohol and breast cancer. During the 1950s and 1960s, Doll was outspoken in his assertion that cancer was caused by exposure to a wide variety of toxic chemicals in our environment, ranging from asbestos to ionizing radiation.28 In a stunning turnaround that began in the 1970s, Doll radically changed his views on environmental or occupational cancer risks and began dismissing everyday chemical exposure as the primary cause of numerous types of cancer. An influential study published in 1981 by Doll and Sir Richard Peto trivialized the occupational and environmental causes of cancer, concluding that a mere 4 percent of all cancer deaths in America could be traced back to occupational carcinogens, while only 2 percent of deaths were attributable to environmental contaminants.

  These conclusions were shocking considering that Doll and Peto had previously determined that occupational exposure to carcinogens accounted for at least 20 percent of cancer deaths. With the release of the 1981 study, Doll claimed instead that a full 94 percent of cancer mortality resulted from unhealthy lifestyle habits. On further reflection, it is clear that the methodologies used in this study were flawed, resulting in inaccurate conclusions. The study examined only the incidence of cancer death rates, rather than actual cancer cases. They used only subjects who were Caucasian and under age sixty-five, ignoring the facts that cancer increases with advanced age and several minority groups are much more likely to be exposed to environmental toxins. Moreover, the results differed significantly from conclusions drawn in other studies by organizations such as the American Industrial Health Council of the Chemical Manufacturer’s Association and the National Institutes of Health, which placed the percentage of cancer deaths caused by environmental hazards at 20 to 25 percent.29, 30 Even though the Doll and Peto study does not stand up to such scientific scrutiny today, it remains a widely quoted standard within the cancer establishment.

  Over the next three decades, Doll would go on to make countless unfounded and irresponsible claims that downplayed the link between environmental toxins and cancer. On many occasions throughout his later career, Doll testified as an expert witness before governmental panels and in court cases exploring cancer’s connection with chemicals and radiation,31 denying the existence of such a link, and thus preventing injured workers from being compensated for damage by asbestos, radiation, and other carcinogens.

  What was behind Richard Doll’s dramatic change of opinion? It would come to light in 2006—one year after his death—that Doll was being handsomely compensated by a collection of corporate interests that stood to lose many millions of dollars if the truth about their cancer-causing products were made public. Not surprisingly, the scientist’s reversal of opinion on the link between environmental carcinogens and cancer coincided perfectly with the start of his clandestine career as an industry consultant.

  Looking back, we can see many examples of how Doll worked diligently for special interests. In one case, Doll wrote to an Australian Royal Commission investigating the carcinogenicity of the notorious Agent Orange herbicide manufactured by Monsanto and sprayed by U.S. warplanes during the Vietnam War.32 Though research suggested a link existed between Agent Orange and cancer, Sir Richard’s missive flatly denied any connection. As it turned out, Doll had been working as a consultant to Monsanto at the time. Documents indicate that Doll earned between $1,000 and $1,500 per day in his long tenure with Monsanto, which stretched from 1976 to at least 2000.33

  Monsanto was not the only company to sully Doll’s scientific credibility. Documents indicate that in one case Doll received tens of thousands of dollars from chemical giants Dow Chemicals and ICI as well as the Chemical Manufacturers’ Association.34 In an apparent quid pro quo agreement, Doll publicly defended the use of the carcinogenic plastic ingredient vinyl chloride, denying its connection to an increased risk of brain and liver cancer. As a powerful and influential scientist, Doll’s defense allowed the chemical industry to justify the manufacture of the disease-causing agent for years afterward, and helped stymie cancer victims exposed to vinyl chloride from seeking legal damages.35 Vinyl chloride was finally banned in 1978 after an Italian scientist proved the cancer connection definitively.

  Doll’s work on asbestos may have represented his turning point from impartial scientist to industry spokesman. In 1954, Doll and a colleague began investigating asbestos hazards in workers at the Turner & Newall plant in Manchester, England, and found that exposed workers developed lung cancer at ten times the rate of workers who were not in contact with the chemical. The company successfully blocked publication of these findings. Shortly thereafter, in a bizarre shift, Doll began to publicly assert that asbestos, in fact, was only minimally harmful. Doll was criticized in 1985 by the U.K. Society for the Prevention of Asbestos and Industrial Disease for distorting data to suggest that only 1 out of every 100,000 people exposed to undamaged asbestos in the workplace was at risk of developing cancer, when the true threat was, in fact, far greater.36 Ultimately, Doll became a paid consultant for Turner & Newall.37 In 2000, Doll admitted in a deposition that a £50,000 donation by the asbestos company Turner & Newall to Green College in Oxford (where Doll served as a professor and administrator) was “in recognition of all the work I had done for them.”38

  The story of Sir Richard Doll is a perfect illustration of how corporate profiteers have co-opted science in the United States. Thoroughly in thrall to the interests of chemical manufacturers and others, Doll spent decades as a leading authority on cancer, minimizing the real risks surrounding environmental pollution. The adverse public health consequences of such blatant manipulation of scientific evidence are immeasurable, and have likely affected millions of people across the globe. Ironically, a few years before his death, Doll seemed to have another dramatic change of heart. The scientist acknowledged in 2002 that the majority of cancers that are unrelated to smoking and hormones “are caused by exposure to chemicals, often environmental.”39

  A Critical Look at the American Cancer Society

  The egregious medical deception on the part of Sir Richard Doll and his industry backers is far from exceptional. We don’t have to look far to find heavy corporate manipulation of public cancer policy. One of the greatest exemplars of this collusive relationship is the American Cancer Society (ACS).

  The American Cancer Society started out as the American Society for the Control of Cancer in 1913, an organization composed primarily of top physicians to promote dissemination of current information about the development and treatment of cancer. In the 1940s, Mary Lasker and her husband—the influential advertising executive, Albert Lasker—transformed the group into the American Cancer Society. Control shifted from the group’s dedicated physicians to representatives of industry as the ACS developed into a fundraising and research powerhouse.

  My investigations were among the first to call attention to the serious conflicts of interest that infected the ACS. More than thirty years ago, I reported that “approximately 70 percent of the ACS’s meager research budget goes to support research that is carried on by institutions with which the board of directors affiliate.”40 The truth is that, for over half a century, a collection of special interests has figured prominently in the decision making that goes on at the ACS.

  Devra Davis explains in The Secret History of the War on Cancer how, throughout the 1940s, the leadership at the ACS was infiltrated by a group of powerful corporate leaders. Among the business moguls that rose to positions of power in the ACS was Elmer Bobst, the CEO of the pharmaceutical company Warner Chilcott. Albert Lasker, also involved in the corporate takeover, was a pioneer in the field of marketing. It was Lasker who got thousands of American women hooked on cigarettes after crafting a slogan for the American Tobacco Company that declared, “Reach for a Lucky instead of a sweet.”41 Corporate control of the ACS became further entrenched during the next few decades as industry barons such as W.B. Lewis, who served as the vice president for tobacco company Liggett and Myers, gained influential positions within the organization.

  Over the next couple of decades, the evidence linking smoking cigarettes and lung cancer was increasingly incontestable,42 yet many worked to keep such information from reaching the public. Former ACS president Ashbel Williams openly admitted to the ACS board’s resistance to sharing evidence of the serious cancer risks posed by cigarettes. Williams commented during one interview, “Our early efforts were bottled up.… We accomplished nothing. There were two Board members, one from Louisville, Kentucky, who stymied any assertive statements by the Society.”43

  In an ironic shift from the 1960s, the ACS has come to emphasize smoking and aging of the population as the principal causes of cancer while largely ignoring the irrefutable and ever-expanding body of research associating the nation’s cancer epidemic with environmental and occupational carcinogens. To make sense of this institutional denial, one must simply examine the organization’s more recent corporate alliances. The ACS receives sizeable donations from corporations that either sell carcinogenic products or stand to profit from the cancer epidemic itself. According to a report by Samuel Epstein in 2010, companies that have donated more than $100,000 to the ACS in previous years include:

  •   Petrochemical companies (DuPont, BP, and Pennzoil)

  •   Industrial waste companies (BFI Waste Systems)

  •   Junk food companies (Wendy’s International, McDonald’s, Unilever/Best Foods, and Coca-Cola)

  •   Big Pharma (AstraZeneca, Bristol-Myers Squibb, GlaxoSmithKline, Merck & Company, and Novartis)

  •   Biotech companies (Amgen and Genentech)

  •   Cosmetic companies (Christian Dior, Avon, Revlon, Elizabeth Arden, and Estée Lauder)

  •   Auto companies (Nissan and General Motors)44

  The influence held by special interests in dictating ACS’s policy is also evident upon reviewing the organization’s board of trustees. Described as the world’s wealthiest nonprofit45, the ACS Foundation was started in 1992 to solicit large contributions from wealthy donors. Those who have sat on the foundation’s board have strong ties to various sectors of American Big Business. Former board members include Alan Gevertzen, the former chair of the board of contracting giant Boeing; Sumner M. Redstone, media tycoon and majority owner of CBS News and Viacom; and Gordon Binder, former chair and CEO of the world’s largest independent biotechnology company, Amgen.46

  Despite its nonprofit status, the ACS has amassed considerable wealth over the years through donations from both public and private enterprises. In 1988, a paltry 26 percent of the society’s $400 million budget went toward medical research and programs, while the remaining funds were put toward so-called “operating expenses”—60 percent of which were allotted for “generous salaries, pensions, executive benefits, and overhead.”47

  Despite the glaring conflicts of interest and misallocation of resources that continue to characterize the ACS to this day, the funds flowing into group have increased tremendously since the 1980s, exceeding $1.33 billion in 2009.48 That same year, the CEO of the American Cancer Society, John Seffrin, earned $914,906,49 and two former ACS officials were given even more generous payouts: the former National Vice President of Divisional Services, William Barram, and the retired Deputy CEO, Donald Thomas, earned $1,550,705 and $1,407,719, respectively.50

  Questioning the National Cancer Institute

  Since its inception in 1937, the National Cancer Institute has enjoyed generous support from the American taxpayer yet under its watch, overall cancer rates have actually increased. It is imperative that we examine the reasons behind this organization’s failure to protect the American people. As with the ACS, it is undeniable that many NCI policies have been shaped by special interests.

  The NCI has a history of close ties with groups that manufacture or promote cancer-causing products. In 1971, at the beginning of Nixon’s War on Cancer, the President’s Cancer Panel was created to oversee the NCI as the president’s watchdog. The first chair of the President’s Cancer Panel was Benno C. Schmidt, partner of the wealthy Jock Whitney in one of the first venture capital firms, J. H. Whitney & Co., which invested widely in chemical and pharmaceutical companies. In addition to having a cozy relationship with the oil, steel, and chemical industries, Schmidt served as the executive of a pharmaceutical company and served on many company boards of directors.51 Schmidt was responsible for firing NCI director Carl Baker and replacing him with Dr. Frank Rauscher, a virologist. Dr. Rauscher was NCI director from 1971 to 1976, then moved on to become the Senior Vice President of the ACS. His tenure at the ACS ended in 1988, when he took on the role of executive director of the Thermal Insulation Manufacturers Association, known for its endorsement of home decorating products such as fiberglass, which contain carcinogens such as styrene and formaldehyde.52 When Benno Schmidt’s tenure ended as chair of the President’s Cancer Panel he was replaced by Armand Hammer, the wealthy industrialist who presided over one of the country’s largest chemical companies as the chair of the Occidental Petroleum Corporation.53 The record reflects that under the leadership of these men, the NCI prioritized the creation of ineffective, costly, and toxic cancer drugs while neglecting to emphasize the importance of prevention.

  Let’s take a look at a few more conflicts of interest within the NCI that have propped up the cancer industry at the expense of Americans’ health.

  •   1992: Funded by American taxpayer dollars, the NCI sponsored research by Bristol-Myers Squibb to develop what would become the breast cancer chemotherapy drug Taxol. Bristol-Myers Squibb would go on to earn billions off Taxol, selling it to consumers at $4.87 per milligram, or twenty times the cost of production.54 A study published in The New England Journal of Medicine in 2007 exposes that Taxol is wholly ineffective in treating the most common form of breast cancer, estrogen receptor negative.55 This translates to around 20,000 American women unnecessarily suffering debilitating side effects from a useless chemotherapy treatment each year.56

  •   1995: Harold Varmus, the head of the National Institutes of Health (who currently serves as the director of the NCI), further opened the doors to pharmaceutical industry influence by granting NCI employees free license to consult with the cancer drug industry.57 Varmus also would later go on to receive a compensation package of $2.7 million. This generous salary, according to the Charity Rating Guide & Watchdog Report, was the “highest compensation of directors in over 500 major nonprofit organizations ever monitored.”58

  •   1997: After spending millions to sponsor the NCI’s and ACS’s National Breast Cancer Awareness Month, drug maker Zeneca was given an endorsement by the NCI for its breast cancer prevention drug tamoxifen, while neglecting to inform women that its use significantly increases a woman’s chance of developing uterine cancer. In a four-page press release regarding breast cancer, the NCI likewise failed to disclose to the public the significant association between certain chemicals and breast cancer. Zeneca is owned by Imperial Chemical Industries—the maker of several chemical carcinogens.59

  •   1998: Former NCI Director Samuel Broder stated in an interview with the Washington Post that “the NCI has become what amounts to a government pharmaceutical company.”60

  •   2004: Nobel laureate and president of the Fred Hutchinson Cancer Control Center, Leland Hartwell, stated that the majority of the NCI’s $4.7 billion budget is put toward “promoting ineffective drugs” for terminal diseases.61

  •   2009: Doubts were cast on the impartiality and veracity of the material published in the Journal of the National Cancer Institute when researchers from the University of Michigan published a review of conflicts of interest in clinical cancer research. The review uncovered that the studies published in this and other journals were more likely to report higher patient survival rates if there were conflicts of interest reported.62

  •   2010: In a letter sent to NCI director Dr. Harold Varmus U.S. Senator Chuck Grassley inquired about the several trips made by “numerous NCI employees, notably senior leadership,” to international conferences that were bought and paid for by outside organizations or companies.63

  A Cancer Industry Insider Speaks Out

  In 1974, a young science writer named Ralph Moss began working at the world-renowned Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center (MSKCC) in New York. Just a few years later, at age thirty-four, Moss was promoted to the position of assistant director of public affairs. As part of his job, Moss drafted press releases and reported to the media on the latest developments in cancer research carried out at the hospital.

  While composing the in-hospital newsletter one month, Moss was drawn to the research of Dr. Kanematsu Sugiura. In several experiments, Sugiura had shown that mice given a natural compound known as amygdalin (also known as laetrile, or vitamin B17) experienced a considerable reduction in tumor size.64 Excited over the positive test results, Moss reported Dr. Sugiura’s success to MSKCC’s director of public affairs and other senior staff. In an article, Moss described the unexpected response of his superiors:

  They insisted that I stop working on this story immediately and never pick it up again. Why? They said that Dr. Sugiura’s work was invalid and totally meaningless. But I had seen the results with my own eyes! And I knew Dr. Sugiura was a true scientist and an ethical person. Then my bosses gave me the order that I’ll never forget: They told me to lie. Instead of the story I had been planning to write, they ordered me to write an article and press releases for all the major news stations emphatically stating that all amygdalin studies were negative and that the substance was worthless for cancer treatment. I protested and tried to reason with them, but it fell on deaf ears.65

  Dumbfounded by the hospital staff’s rejection of a promising natural cancer treatment, Moss set out to investigate why these individuals opposed releasing the study. He quickly discovered that the leadership at MSKCC had close ties to businesses that stood to lose millions if an effective, inexpensive, and nontoxic cancer treatment were readily available. Moss found that a high-ranking board member at the hospital was, in fact, the chairman of pharmaceutical company Bristol-Myers Squibb—at the time the world’s largest manufacturer of chemotherapy drugs. His investigation revealed that seven of the nine people serving on MSKCC’s powerful Institutional Policy Committee had conflicts of interest with the pharmaceutical industry, and that even the hospital itself had made investments with Big Pharma.66 Moss brought to light that most of the members sitting on the hospital’s board of directors were investors in petrochemicals and other industries manufacturing carcinogenic products. Tobacco companies Philip Morris and RJR Nabisco were also represented on the Board.67

  Taking a big risk, Moss stood at a press conference in November 1977 and explained to the public how MSKCC had withheld the promising research on amygdalin as a tool against cancer. It was only one day later that Moss was fired from his position at the hospital. Shortly after his departure, I arranged for a meeting at my apartment between Moss and journalist Steve Dunleavy of the New York Post. As a result of this meeting, Moss’ story received national attention when it was covered on the front page of the New York Post. Since his departure from the cancer establishment, Moss has gone on to be an outspoken proponent of numerous alternative cancer therapies and has written several books exposing the pervasive conflicts of interest that characterize the cancer industry.

  Despite the work done by Moss and others to spotlight this issue, it has yet to receive sufficient media coverage. Meanwhile, the infiltration of MSKCC by special interests has continued. The late Richard Gelb, who served as the vice chairman of the MSKCC board, also worked as the CEO of Bristol-Myers Squibb.68 The president and CEO of MSKCC from 1980 to 1999, Dr. Paul Marks, worked as director-emeritus of Pfizer and was employed as a consultant to Merck and other bio-pharmaceutical firms.69 The current president of MSKCC, Dr. Craig B. Thompson, also sits on the board of directors for the pharmaceutical company Merck.70

  In their servitude to special interests, our preeminent cancer research centers have poured their resources into ineffective projects while refusing to accept or even examine proven strategies of prevention and viable alternative treatments. While the work of MSKCC, the ACS, and the NCI has yielded little progress, these organizations continue to reap massive profits from the American people. We now take a deeper look into the issue of how our government fails to meaningfully address the enormous issue of daily exposure to carcinogens.
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