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Questionable Methods of Cancer Management:
The Committee for Freedom of Choice in

Medicine, Inc.

After study of the literature and other
available information, the American
Cancer Society has found no evidence
that the methods of cancer treatment pro-
moted by the Committee for Freedom of
Choice in Medicine result in objective
benefit in the treatment of cancer in
humans. Lacking such evidence, the
American Cancer Society strongly urges
individuals with cancer not to seek treat-
ment based on the recommendations of
the Committee or its leaders.

The following is a summary of the
material on the Committee for Freedom
of Choice in Medicine in the American
Cancer Society files as of February 1992.
Reference to proponent materials
should not be interpreted to mean that
the Society agrees with their contents.

Abstract

The Committee for Freedom of Choice in
Medicine is the political arm of several
interlocking corporations promoting
and/or marketing questionable remedies
for cancer and other serious diseases. Op-
erating during the 1970s as the Committee
for Freedom of Choice in Cancer Ther-
apy, the organization fought for legaliza-
tion of laetrile and claimed to have many
members. Today the Committee appears
to be a small group whose principal activ-
ities are speeches and press conferences
by its leaders, protests to government
agencies, and publication of a small-
circulation newsletter.

Background

The Committee for Freedom of Choice
in Medicine was launched in 1972 as the

Committee for Freedom of Choice in
Cancer Therapy. The organization was
incorporated in February 1973 and as-
sumed its current name in 1984;' the
name change was filed with the Califor-
nia Secretary of State in November 1986.
The Committee is one of several inter-
locking organizations involved in the
promotion and/or sale of amygdalin (lae-
trile) and other questionable treatments.

The Committee for Freedom of
Choice in Cancer Therapy was organized
by Robert W. Bradford, who also
founded the Robert Bradford Research
Institute, the Robert W. Bradford Foun-
dation, American Biologics-Mexico (a
hospital in Tijuana), and two pharma-
ceutical firms, American Biologics and
Choice Metabolics. All except the hospi-
tal are now located at 1180 Walnut Ave-
nue, Chula Vista, CA 92011.

According to proponent literature,
the formation was triggered by the arrest
of John A. Richardson, MD, an Albany,
California, physician who frequently
prescribed laetrile: ““State and local of-
ficers, armed with warrants charging
Richardson and two of his nurses with
multiple violations of the state’s ‘cancer
quackery’ statutes, burst into the doc-
tor’sclinic. . . . The arrest of Dr. Richard-
son, an outspoken Bircher not known to
back away from a good fight, was tanta-
mount to arresting the Birch Society it-
self, although the conservative organiza-
tion took no stand as a society on the
matter. The Richardson arrest marked
the entrance into the vitamin B-17 con-
troversy of numerous Birchers, many of
them grouped in a complex of ad hoc
committees collectively known as the
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Committee for Freedom of Choice in
Cancer Therapy.”?

Although Dr. Richardson’s arrest
did not ultimately result in a conviction,
the California Board of Medical Quality
Assurance revoked his medical license in
1976 for ‘“‘extreme departure from the
standard practice of medicine.”

Stated Goals

During the mid-1970s, publications of
the Committee for Freedom of Choice
in Cancer Therapy listed the following
objectives:

1. “The Committee does not claim
competence to judge the relative merits
of various cancer therapies.

2. “The Committee does take a
strong position, however, on behalf of
freedom of choice for both physicians
and patients to use whatever therapy
they mutually accept.

3. “History has shown that govern-
ments often have institutionalized and
perpetuated error in scientific questions.
Therefore, the Committee opposes any
effort by the FDA or any other agency of
the government to pass judgement on
any cancer theory or therapy.

4. “All currently used Western
therapies—surgery, drugs, radiation—
admittedly are dangerous and harmful to
the patients in varying degrees. There-
fore, the Committee does not support the
FDA'’s ruling against the use of laetrile
(a nontoxic vitamin food supplement) on
the grounds that it might be harmful.

5. “The quality of medical research
and practice declines in direct proportion
to the degree to which it is influenced by
politics. Therefore the Committee be-
lieves that the government should get off
the back of private research and out of
the field of medical practice.

“The Committee pledges its moral
and financial support to physicians and
patients in their legal battles to achieve
these objectives.”™

During the 1970s, the Committee
held seminars, symposia, and “doctors’

workshops” and distributed books, pam-
phlets, cassette tapes, and other infor-
mation on unproven methods of cancer
management. The organization also gen-
erated letter-writing campaigns in sup-
port of these methods and the practition-
ers who used them. The primary political
goal appeared to be the passage of state
and federal laws to legalize the use of
laetrile.

In 1984, the Committee for Free-
dom of Choice in Cancer Therapy pre-
sented the United Nations Center for
Human Rights in Geneva with what the
Committee considered to be evidence of
“medical genocide and medical tyranny
as practiced in the United States.””> Ac-
cording to a Center official, the outcome
of the petition cannot be revealed, be-
cause all alleged violations are handled
under a confidential procedure.®

During the past two years, the Com-
mittee for Freedom of Choice in Medi-
cine has opposed both a California bill
to permit forfeiture of property in cer-
tain cases of health fraud and a federal
nutrition-labeling bill provision to re-
strict claims for nutritional supplements.
The Committee has also expressed in-
terest in laws that would make it more
difficult for state boards to discipline
“alternative” practitioners.’

Organization Structure

Recent statements describe the Commit-
tee for Freedom of Choice in Medicine
as a nonprofit educational and advocacy
group whose main functions are to serve
as an information clearinghouse, provide
information and speakers for health con-
ventions, provide testimony to legisla-
tures or courts, and serve as a doctor/
patient referral system for alternative
health care therapy.®

Robert Bradford, the Committee’s
President, is also President of the Robert
Bradford Research Institute (BRI), the
Robert W. Bradford Foundation, Amer-
ican Biologics, and American Biologics-
Mexico. According to a Stanford Uni-
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versity official, Bradford graduated from
San Jose State University and worked
from 1963 to 1976 as an electronics engi-
neer for the Stanford University Linear
Accelerator Center.? Bradford’s pub-
lications include Now That You Have
Cancer (alaetrile metabolic program ori-
entation handbook); The Biochemical
Basis of Live Cell Therapy, Oxidology:
The Study of Reactive Oxygen Toxic Spe-
cies (ROTS) and Their Metabolism in
Health and Disease; and International
Protocols in Cancer Management.

Bradford is said to have received
two honorary degrees: a “cultural doc-
torate in nutritional science” in 1983
from the World University and a ““doctor
of biochemistry degree” in 1984 from
Medicina Alternativa, an “‘international
holistic medical group” in Sri Lanka. Al-
though these degrees have no academic
standing, the publications of both the
Committee for Freedom of Choice in
Medicine and the Bradford Research In-
stitute identify him as “Dr. Bradford” or
“Robert Bradford, DSc.”

Michael L. Culbert, Board Chair-
man of the Committee for Freedom of
Choice in Medicine, is also Vice Presi-
dent and Public Relations Director of
American Biologics. A former news-
paperman and freelance writer, he edits
the committee’s official publication The
Choice. His books include Vitamin B17-
Forbidden Weapon Against Cancer;
Freedom from Cancer—The Amazing
Story of Laetrile; Medical Revolution in
America; What the Medical Establish-
ment Won’t Tell You that Could Save
Your Life, AIDS: Terror, Truth and Tri-
umph; and AIDS: Hope, Hoax and
Hoopla. He also coauthored How You
Can Beat the Killer Diseases and the
books listed above by Robert Bradford.

Michael Culbert has a bachelor of
arts degree from the University of
Wichita and an “honorary DSc degree”
from Medicina Alternativa.

Robert Bradford’s wife, Carole
Bradford, the Committee’s Secretary/

Treasurer, is also Chief Executive Of-
ficer of American Biologics-Mexico,
Chief Executive Officer of Choice Meta-
bolics, and Director of the Bradford Re-
search Institute. She is coauthor of Cook-
book for Healthful Living, a book said
to include recipes accompanying the
American Biologics Hospital treatment
program.

Bruce Halstead, MD, the Commit-
tee’s Vice-President, has operated the
Halstead Preventive Medicine Clinic in
Colton, California, and has been a lead-
ing promoter of laetrile, chelation ther-
apy, and many other questionable
practices.

Rodrigo Rodriguez, MD, the Com-
mittee’s International Vice President, is
Cofounder and Director of American
Biologics-Mexico.

The Robert W. Bradford Founda-
tion is described as a nonprofit research
and educational trust founded in 1978 to
support private, independent scientific
research into the metabolic management
of degenerative disease and provide a
clearinghouse for educational materials
to physicians, patients, medical students,
health professionals, and institutions
of higher learning.'® According to Mr.
Culbert, the principal activity of the
Foundation is publication of BRI re-
search books and monographs.!!

The Robert Bradford Research In-
stitute, founded in 1979, is a private foun-
dation that publishes reports and mono-
graphs said to be the results of research
done by the Institute. Its tax returns list
income of $13,819 in 1987, $17,518 in
1988, and $1,549 in 1989.12

The Choice began monthly pub-
lication in 1975 with Mr. Culbert as
editor. Its assistant editor was Maureen
Salaman, who later became president of
the National Health Federation, another
group promoting “freedom of choice” in
health care.!® Since about 1980, The
Choice has been published two to four
times a year. A December 1981 report by
the Committee for Freedom of Choice in
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Cancer Therapy to “‘committee chair-
men and interested members” attributed
the decreased frequency to lack of
funds.'* The subscription cost, initially
$10 per year, was raised in 1991 to $16 for
one year and $28 for two years. The arti-
cles invariably promote ‘alternative”
treatment and criticize scientifically ac-
cepted treatment and government regu-
lation of the health marketplace. Head-
lines like “Herbal poultices demolish
tumors at AB Hospital,”'®> “New re-
search blasts ‘standard’ CA therapies,”*
and ‘“Fedstapo targeting our medical
freedom™7 typify the organization’s
viewpoint.

American Biologics-Mexico, which
opened in 1979, is described in its bro-
chures as “North America’s most ad-
vanced holistic medical center.” It is
claimed to offer ‘‘new hope for sufferers
of cancer, heart disease, MS, allergies,
and all forms of metabolic dysfunction.”
The hospital is claimed to have treated
more than 15,000 patients. Ads appear
regularly in chiropractic and healthfood
publications. In 1988, about 75 percent of
the hospital’s patients were said to be
treated for cancer.!®

Treatments listed in the current
brochure!? include cellular (“live cell””)
therapy, injectable laetrile, “oxidative
therapies,” “aggressive DMSO [di-
methyl sulfoxide] therapy,” ‘homeo-
pathically refined herbal poultices,”
enzyme treatments, ‘‘bioelectrical ther-
apy,” Gerovital, vaccines and bio-
logicals, large doses of vitamins and min-
erals, EDTA [ethylenediaminetetra-
acetic acid] chelation therapy, “natural
interferons and interleukin-2,” “colonic
therapy,” and “detoxification.” Some
standard treatment modalities are also
offered. Itemized statements to insur-
ance companies have identified treat-
ments as “‘chemother/inj”” without indi-
cating what substances were used.”’

Dr. Richardson joined the Ameri-
can Biologics-Mexico staff in 1982, but
later moved to Nevada to practice

“homeopathy.”

American Biologics, a “metabolic
pharmaceutical firm,” has marketed
products to health professionals and
health food stores. It is also the US rep-
resentative office for American Biolog-
ics-Mexico. During the early 1980s, the
company’s “‘professional catalog” listed
enzymes, digestive aids, emulsified vita-
mins, minerals, Gerovital, injectable
glandulars, oral glandulars, and specialty
products such as DMSO, benzaldehyde,
apricot kernels, EDTA, and laetrile, as
well as books, tapes and films, and lab
test apparatus. In 1982, an article in The
Choice stated that American Biologics
was “‘the major amygdalin (laetrile) dis-
tributor in the world.”?! In 1988, the
company donated about $20,000 in
money and laboratory equipment to
John Bastyr College, a naturopathy
school in Seattle.?

Choice Metabolics—said to be a
representative of American Metabol-
ics—sells a similar but smaller product
line that is advertised in The Choice. It
has also been described as ““a retail com-
pany providing metabolic products for
patients upon their departure from
Anmerican Biologics-Mexico.”!!

In 1976, memberships in the Com-
mittee for Freedom of Choice in Cancer
Therapy cost $15 (regular), $100 (sus-
taining), $500 (associate), and $1,000
(life), which included The Choice. The
membership is said to have peaked at
about 40,000 members with 520 chapters
nationwide.?* In 1989, Mr. Culbert stated
that the Committee for Freedom of
Choice in Cancer Therapy had entered a
“quiescent phase” in the early 1980s and
‘diminished in force. . . to a palace guard
of a few dozen committees and about
5,000 members.”””* The Committee,
however, does not appear to be function-
ing as a formal organization. In recent
years, subscribers to The Choice have
automatically been designated as mem-
bers of the Committee.!" Although Mr.
Culbert holds the title of Chairman of
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the Board, his main activity appears to
be as editor of The Choice.

The Committee for Freedom of
Choice in Cancer Therapy’s tax returns
filed with the California Registry of
Trusts reported the following gross in-
come: $119,352 in 1976; $155,916 in 1977,
$152,786in 1978; $75,857in 1979; $36,429
in 1980; $19,019 in 1981; and $11,148 in
1982. (The group’s fiscal year runs from
March 1 through the end of February.)
None of these returns contain an entry
for membership dues. The return for fis-
cal 1982 lists contributions of $1,014 and
gross sales of $10,134.2° No report is re-
quired until 1993 unless gross revenues
exceed $25,000.

At the present time, the income for
the Committee for Freedom of Choice in
Medicine appears to be small. In 1988,
Mr. Culbert attested that the organiza-
tion’s “mailing list” was between 2,000
and 2,500.2 Not all of these, however,
were paid subscribers. In 1991, he said
that 10,000 copies of The Choice were
published quarterly, some 4,000 of which
were subscriptions.!! Although he said
that 50 chapters of the Committee are
still active, no news of chapter activity
has been reported in the newsletter for
many years.

Legal Involvements

In 1977, Robert Bradford, Frank
Salaman (then vice-president of the
Committee for Freedom of Choice in
Cancer Therapy), and Dr. John Richard-
son and his office manager, Ralph Bow-
man, were convicted of conspiring to
smuggle laetrile. Bradford was fined
$40,000; Richardson, $20,000; and Sala-
man and Bowman, $10,000 each.?®

In 1980, a few days after the Mayo
Clinic began its clinical trial of laetrile,”’
the Committee sought a temporary re-
straining order. The suit charged that the
amygdalin used for the test was “de-
graded’” and would yield negative results
that “would likely terminate both future

testing and future use” of laetrile.? The
court ruled that the plaintiffs lacked
standing to sue.?”

In 1984, the Committee for Free-
dom of Choice in Medicine sued to inter-
vene in Rutherford vs United States, an
action intended to stop the Food and
Drug Administration from interfering
with the sale of laetrile. The suit also
sought to block interference with manu-
facturers, sellers, and distributors of sup-
plies to unorthodox physicians, to cancer
patients, and to others suffering from
“chronic degenerative disease.” Two
months later, after Rutherford’s attor-
neys and principal backers objected, the
suit was withdrawn.>

In 1984, federal authorities in Texas
seized a shipment of products that in-
cluded injectable pangamic acid (*“vita-
min B,5”") marketed by American Bio-
logics. The shipment was destroyed
under court order.”!

In 1985, Dr. Halstead was convicted
of 24 counts of cancer fraud and grand
theft for selling an herbal tea called ADS
to 10 patients with cancer and other seri-
ous diseases for $125 to $150 a quart.
Although he maintained that ADS was
a “nutritional supplement,” analysis
showed it to be 99.4 percent water mixed
with a brownish sludge composed mainly
of coliform bacteria, the bacteria found
in human feces. Following the trial,
which lasted five months, Los Angeles
County Deputy District Attorney Hyatt
Seligman called Dr. Halstead “a crook
selling swamp water.”*? He was fined
$10,000 and sentenced to four years in
prison but is still practicing while appeal-
ing his conviction. In 1992, his license
to practice medicine in California was
revoked.®

In 1986, the FDA ordered Ameri-
can Biologics to stop making claims that
a copper salicylate product (Arthrinol)
was effective for “the temporary relief of
minor aches and pains associated with
arthritis, bursitis, neuritis, and rheuma-
tism.””* In 1988, the FDA ordered the
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company to stop selling calcium orotate,
magnesium orotate, zinc orotate, eve-
ning primrose oil, and germanium
products.®

In 1987, Michael Culbert, the Com-
mittee for Freedom of Choice in Medi-
cine, and The Choice were among 26 de-
fendants sued in an Iowa federal court by
Victor Herbert, MD, JD, who charged
that they had conspired to disseminate
false information in order to damage his
reputation as an effective critic of health
frauds. In 1990, a US District Court
Judge dismissed the suits against 22 of
the defendants (including Mr. Culbert,
the Committee, and The Choice), be-
cause he felt that they were not doing
enough business in Iowa for his court to
have jurisdiction. Dr. Herbert has ap-
pealed the dismissal.

Conclusion

The Committee for Freedom of Choice
in Medicine is the political arm of several
interlocking corporations that are pro-
moting and/or marketing questionable
remedies for cancer and other serious
diseases. Operating during the 1970s as
the Committee for Freedom of Choice in
Cancer Therapy, the organization fought
for legalization of laetrile and claimed to
have as many as 40,000 members and
520 chapters. Its tax returns and other
documents, however, suggest that these
figures were greatly inflated. Today,
the Committee appears to be a small or-
ganization whose principal activities
are speeches and press conferences
by its leaders, protests to government
agencies, and a publication of a small-
circulation newsletter.
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