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QUESTIONABLE METHODS

Questionable Methods of Cancer Management:

Cancell/Entelev

After study of the literature and other
available information, the American
Cancer Society has found no evidence
that the use of Cancell/Entelev results in
objective benefit in the treatment of cancer
in human beings. Lacking such evidence,
the American Cancer Society strongly
urges individuals with cancer not to seek
treatment from practitioners utilizing this
compound.

The following is a summary of ma-
terial on Cancell, also known as Enteleyv,
Jim’s Juice, Crocinic Acid, Sheridan’s
Formula, JS-114, JS-101 and 126-F, on
file with the American Cancer Society as
of June 1991. No implication of agree-
ment by the Society with the contents of
any proponent material is to be con-
strued because of the Society’s reference
to that material.

Background

Cancell or Entelev is the name givento a
nostrum being touted as a cure for all
forms of cancer and a wide variety of
other diseases.

The substance was first envisioned
in 1936 by James V. Sheridan, a chemist
working at the time for Dow Chemical.
According to a 1984 magazine interview
with Sheridan, the idea for Entelev came
to him in a dream that he believes was
inspired by God.

Because Entelev was divinely in-
spired, Sheridan says, he felt that he
could not charge desperate people for its
use. Therefore, he provided it free to pa-
tients with serious forms of cancer.!

By 1953, Sheridan claims, his pro-
duct was ready for clinical trials, but be-
cause he could not provide the American
Cancer Society with adequate proof that
he “owned the idea,” he says, no trials
were held. (He still incorrectly believes
that the Society somehow controls clini-
cal trials.) Sheridan also claims that be-
cause of this he was fired from his job at
the Detroit Institute of Cancer Research.
Since then, he has persisted in his devel-
opment of Entelev and in treating cancer
patients.?

In 1982, Sheridan requested that the
United States Food and Drug Adminis-
tration (FDA) give Entelev status as an
investigational new drug. Although the
preparation was assigned an investiga-
tional new drug number (IND #20258),
the FDA requested additional informa-
tion prior to allowing clinical testing in
humans to proceed. As of the date of this
publication, the IND remains inactive,
because appropriate information regard-
ing the chemical makeup of Entelev and
studies showing its efficacy in animal
models have not been provided to the
FDA.!?

In 1984, Sheridan claims that he was
forced by the media and the FDA to stop
manufacturing Entelev. At that point, a
second promoter, Edward J. Sopcak, ac-
quired the directions for its manufacture
from Sheridan and began providing it to
patients under the name of Cancell,
which is his registered trademark. Like
Sheridan, Sopcak provides his product
free of charge to seriously ill patients
with cancer and AIDS. According to
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available information, the promoters ab-
sorb the cost of its manufacture.*

In February 1989, the FDA asked
for and received a permanent injunction
against Sheridan and Sopcak prohibiting
them or their agents from introducing
Entelev/Cancell or their components
into interstate commerce on the basis
that they were adulterated, misbranded,
and unapproved new drugs.” Sopcak
points out, however, that the injunction
does not prevent him ““from making a gift
of Cancell to anyone in the world who
requests it,” so he has continued its
manufacture and distribution.*

Prometional Claims

Sheridan’s role in the promotion of Can-
cell/Entelev has been superseded by that
of Edward J. Sopcak. Although litera-
ture Sopcak provides says that ‘“‘no
claims are made for Cancell,” he regu-
larly promotes it as a cure for many dis-
eases, including cancer, AIDS, collagen
disease, lupus, scleroderma, cystic fibro-
sis, multiple sclerosis, adult-onset diabe-
tes mellitus, mental illness (except schiz-
ophrenia), emphysema, Parkinson’s
disease, hemophilia, hypo- and hyper-
tension, and some forms of epilepsy. For
most of these conditions, he says, cure is
very rapid. In the case of epilepsy, for
example, seizures are claimed to be re-
duced by 50 percent within five seconds
of taking the compound. Sopcak also
claims that Cancell protects against radi-
ation.®

Although the FDA has prohibited
the manufacture and interstate shipment
of Cancell, claiming that it is an unap-
proved new drug, Sopcak claims that it is

not a drug, but rather “an assembly of -

synthetic chemicals” that react with the
body electrically rather than chemically.’

The promoters claim that 80 percent
of randomly selected cancer patients
who take Cancell are ‘‘effectively
treated” (defined as the patient being left
with no clinical signs of disease) and that

the product is nontoxic and has no side
effects.® The promoters say that their
claims are based on experiments with
tens of thousands of test animals and
about 20,000 humans.? Furthermore, ac-
cording to Sopcak, benefits are seen with
Cancell even though “three out of every
four of the people who take Cancell have
been deemed terminal and beyond or-
thodox medical help.”*

Rationale

The rationale for the mechanism of Can-
cell/Entelev and its use against cancer
are provided by Sheridan in two pam-
phlets, Cancer: A Protein Disease®
and The Technology of ENTELEYV,
IND-20258 and CANCELL, an Identical
Material ®

According to Sheridan, cancer is a
protein disease. There are, he says, three
types of cells: normal, primitive, and can-
cer (malignant) cells. He states thatin the
“cancer relationship” (when an individ-
ual has cancer rather than normal cells),
cellular proteins become less differenti-
ated than usual and can replicate only
cancer proteins. The function of Cancell/
Entelev, according to Sheridan, is to
cause the cells to attain the “primitive
state.” In this condition, he claims, the
cells will self-destruct.3®

Sopcak’s description of the etiology
of cancer and Cancell’s mode of action is
somewhat different from that of Sheri-
dan’s.® Sopcak claims that there is only
one type of cancer and that it is caused
by a mutated anaerobic cell. Lack of
proper diet is the culprit, causing electri-
cal and chemical damage, he says. Pro-
genitor cryptocides (a microorganism
described by Virginia Livingston-
Wheeler'?) becomes active and helps
cause healthy cells to respire anaerobic-
ally, he says. When the demand for en-
ergy exceeds the anaerobic cell’s ability
to produce it, the cell mutates and be-
comes a cancer cell, he says. This state,
according to Sopcak, is irreversible.®
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Cancell acts, Sopcak says, by chang-
ing the vibrational frequency and energy
of cancer cells until they reach the “prim-
itive state” described by Sheridan. This
causes them to self-digest, Sopcak says.
The cellular waste material, which ‘‘has
the appearance of raw egg whites,” then
passes out of the body any way it can—in
the urine, in the stool, as a vaginal dis-
charge, or in perspiration, or is thrown
up or coughed up. The cancer cells are
then claimed to be replaced with normal
healthy cells. Sopcak believes that in the
future all medicine will be practiced by
adjusting vibrational frequencies.®

The Cancell/Entelev Formulation

Batches of Cancell/Entelev are manu-
factured by its promoters in their homes.
In the FDA’s February 1989 complaint,
the agency itemized the ingredients of
Cancell/Entelev as inositol, nitric acid,
sodium sulfite, potassium hydroxide, sul-
furic acid, and catechol.* Sheridan has
stated that he also uses crocinic acid."
These ingredients are heated for the bet-
ter part of a day (four batches in an eight-
hour cycle), resulting in batches of dark
brown liquid that fill 25 pint bottles,
which are then refrigerated. The identi-
ties of the compounds produced by this
procedure are somewhat uncertain.’

Dr. Tadeusz Malinski, an Associate
Professor of Analytical Chemistry at
Oakland University in Rochester, Mich-
igan, working under a small grant from
the Eden Foundation, a nonprofit cor-
poration created by Sheridan and Sop-
cak, has spent considerable time trying
to analyze the components of the final
Cancell/Entelev formulation. Dr. Mal-
inski has succeeded in identifying a min-
imum of 12 different compounds, none
of which are known to be effective for
curing any forms of cancer.'

Sopcak claims that once he prepares
the formula, he “tunes” it so it has the
correct vibrational frequency to work
properly. He fails to describe, however,
how such tuning is accomplished.®

Sheridan says that he is still modify-
ing his formulation to make it more effec-
tive.!®

The Cancell/Entelev Regimen

Cancellis a liquid recommended for both
internal and external use. Sopcak rec-
ommends that it be administered by both
of these routes simultaneously for the
best results. The regimen lasts for 45 days
or until all signs of the disease are gone.'*
According to proponents, the patient
must not smoke during the treatment,
since nicotine prevents Cancell from
working by inhibiting the immune sys-
tem. Vitamins also should not be taken,
because they raise the energy of the cell,
while Cancell lowers it, the proponents
say.’

Finally, the promoters discourage
patients from using Cancell with any
other cancer therapy.’

Internal Use

Cancell may be administered either
orally or rectally. Orally, one fourth of a
teaspoon is held under the tongue for five
minutes and then swallowed. This is said
to enable sublingual absorption of a por-
tion of the dosage. The procedure and
dosage must be repeated every six hours,
night and day. Rectally, one fourth of a
teaspoon may be injected into the rectum
with a plastic medicine dropper every six
hours.”

External Use

For external usage, an area on the inside
of the wrist or the ball of the foot is thor-
oughly cleaned with soap and water. The
areais then dampened with several drops
of dimethylsulfoxide (DMSO). Cancell/
Entelevis then placed on a quilted cotton
pad and taped onto the treated area.’

Adjuvant Therapy

Along with the internal and external ap-
plications of Cancell, Sopcak recom-
mends 1,000-mg doses of bromelain, a
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digestive aid, before each meal. If Can-
cell is taken for AIDS, the patient is also
supposed to take at least 1,000 mg of glu-
tathione before each meal. Additionally,
patients with AIDS, herpes, or Epstein-
Barr virus (chronic fatigue syndrome)
are advised to take 2,000 mg of butylated
hydroxytoluene (BHT) before retiring
each night.”

Cost

As previously discussed, neither pro-
moter charges for his product. Sopcak
and Sheridan have, however, founded
the Eden Foundation, a nonprofit cor-
poration. Patients who so desire may
make contributions to the foundation.
According to Sheridan, the donations
are used to help offset the cost of the
manufacture of Cancell/Entelev and to
fund research. According to an FDA
spokesman, the Eden Foundation re-
ceives only a small number of dona-
tions.>14

Evaluation

As is the case with many questionable
“cancer cures,” serious questions are
raised about the scientific rationale for
the use of Cancell/Entelev. Sheridan’s
basic physiological model is neither logi-
cal, nor in keeping with contemporary
knowledge of cell structure and physiol-
ogy or the etiology of cancer. Likewise,
the claim that all cancers are a single dis-
ease with a common cause is archaic.

Sheridan’s contention that cells ex-
ist in one of three states—primitive, dif-
ferentiated, or malignant—is, by his own
acknowledgment, simplistic.” Obviously
there are hundreds of different cell types
with various structures, functions, and
metabolicrequirements. Moreover there
are respiratory metabolic pathways
other than those considered by Sheridan
that would have to be considered in any
discussion of respiratory energetics.

The promoters’ thesis is that normal
cells placed under chronic energy stress

mutate and become malignant by reach-
ing a metabolic “steady state” where
they integrate acrobic and anaerobicres-
piratory pathways in an irreversible and
abnormal manner.® Such cells, Sheridan
claims, have voltages (redox potentials)
that are lower than normal. Sheridan is
unable to provide any data demonstrat-
ing the consistent potential changes or
voltage measurements that he claims are
characteristic of malignancies. Further-
more, the contemporary body of peer-
reviewed literature describes no such
process or pattern of change, although
cancers may be irreversible and demon-
strate metabolic abnormalities. Nor is
evidence provided that cancer is caused
when respiration is ‘‘damaged” by the
uncoupling of the electron transport sys-
tem from phosphorylation.

Sheridan claims that his theory sup-
ports and explains Nobel laureate Otto
Warburg’s observation that cancer cells
have relatively high anaerobic respira-
tion rates.'”> Modern researchers, how-
ever, attribute the increased anaerobic
respiration rate in some tumors to lack of
oxygen in poorly vascularized tissue sur-
rounding rapidly growing tumors rather
than, as claimed by Sheridan, to aninher-
ent inability of cancer cells to utilize ox-
ygen.'®

Cancell/Entelev is purported to
cure cancer by reducing the voltage of
cancer cells until they become “primi-
tive.”” Because the energy not utilized in
respiration energizes helical proteins,
Cancell/Entelev supposedly causes the
destruction of the hydrogen bonds hold-
ing the coils in place. This is said to hap-
pen because Cancell/Entelev blocks mi-
tochondrial electron transport. When
asked why normal cells are not equally
affected, Sheridan replies that they are,
but that their voltages are not lowered
chronically or low enough to cause them
to become malignant or die.'* This expla-
nation, however, is not in keeping with
the known effects of other electron trans-
port inhibitors such as sodium azide,
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which, if ingested, can result in death.

To date, no deaths from Cancell/
Entelev have been reported to the FDA
or in the peer-reviewed literature. Thus,
it appears that the formulation either
does not act as postulated by Sheridan,
or that the doses are so minute that po-
tential problems are not evident. Sheri-
dan does point out, however, that pa-
tients may experience ‘‘temporary,
moderate fatigue” after taking Cancell/
Entelev.® No mention is made of other
symptoms that might be associated with
respiratory distress.

The promoters claim that Cancell
has been tested on thousands of test ani-
mals and humans? (Sopcak alone claims
to have manufactured and distributed
about 15,000 pints to patients), and that
it is safe and effective in treating 80 per-
cent of randomly selected cancer pa-
tients. Sopcak, although claiming that
there have been no double-blind clinical
trials, says that the FDA did a “secret
and illegal” study and determined that
80 to 85 percent of cancer patients had
no malignant cells left in their bodies af-
ter treatment® According to FDA
spokesman Kenneth Shelin, however, no
such study was ever conducted.’

In 1978 and 1980, the National Can-
cer Institute (NCI) conducted animal
tests on Entelev (JS-101) provided by
Sheridan and determined that it had no
significant anticancer activity and did not
warrant further study."!”

In the fall of 1990 and again in the
winter of 1991, the NCI examined sam-
ples of Cancell under the institute’s “In
Vitro Anticancer Drug Discovery Pro-
gram.” Based on the negative results ob-
tained under their current screening pro-
cedures, the Screening Data Review
Committee stated that the “NCI has de-
termined that no further action will be
taken on this compound.”'¥

Sheridan claims that many other
studies have been performed demon-
strating the benefits of Cancell/Entelev,
but because the results were favorable,

he says, the work was suppressed by
“The Establishment.”' Sopcak also
states that the FDA and pharmaceutical
companies are working to suppress posi-
tive results because they have a vested
interest in the ‘‘cancer treatment indus-
try.”1?

In reality, the only evidence that
Sheridan and Sopcak have to offer is tes-
timonial. Sopcak states that he has a file
of over a thousand letters, many with
documentation, that say Cancell works,
but that no clinical trials have been
done.* Wendland' found Sheridan’s evi-
dence to be “‘ridiculous and amateurish.”

Although the promoters claim their
productis highly effective against all can-
cers and against a wide variety of other
diseases including AIDS, no reasonable
body of peer-reviewed literature exists
that would substantiate their claims. Not
only is the basic rationale behind the the-
oretical mode of action of Cancell/Ente-
lev scientifically unsound, but it has not
been tested for safety or efficacy.

Cancell/Entelev is not produced in
conformity with good manufacturing
practices and is considered by the FDA
to be adulterated, misbranded, and in-
adequately labeled.’ The composition
and potency may vary from batch to
batch, and bottles fail to carry appropri-
ate warnings or adequate directions for
its use.”

Perhaps the most serious danger
from using Cancell/Entelev, however, is
Sopcak’s insistence that patients aban-
don other forms of cancer therapy when
using their product. Thus, patients who
might respond well to proven methods of
cancer control miss the opportunity to be
helped by responsible practitioners.

Recommendations

There is no evidence that Cancell/Ente-
lev will cure cancer or other degenerative
diseases. The American Cancer Society,
therefore, strongly urges individuals with
cancer not to seek treatment with this
product.
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