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	BIRTHDAYS:
1802: Harriet Martineau, writer and social crusader

1806: John A. Roebling, bridge engineer 
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 HYPERLINK "http://encarta.msn.com/encnet/refpages/refarticle.aspx?refid=761562950" Egon Schiele, painter 
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Anthony Eden, Earl of Avon, British statesman
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1924: George H. W. Bush, president 
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1929: Anne Frank, Her teenage diary is one of the best-known books of the 20th century.
1941: Chick Corea, jazz pianist 
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ON THIS DAY IN HISTORY:
1630: John Winthrop, the newly selected governor of the Massachusetts Bay Company, lands at Salem. He will lead the colony for the next two decades.
1937: In the USSR, as part of Joseph Stalin's purges of Communist Party leadership, eight generals in the Soviet army are executed for conspiracy against the government. 
1963: Cleopatra, starring Elizabeth Taylor and Richard Burton and considered the most expensive movie ever made to that point, premieres in New York City. 
1963: NAACP field secretary Medgar Evers is shot and killed outside his home in Jackson, Mississippi. Not until 1994 is white supremacist Byron De La Beckwith convicted of the crime. 
1964: Nelson Mandela, along with other members of the African National Congress, is sentenced to life imprisonment for sabotage, treason, and conspiracy in South Africa. 
1979: Pedalled by cyclist Bryan Allen, the Gossamer Albatross becomes the first human-powered vehicle to fly over the English Channel. 
Kucinich Introduces Impeachment Articles Against Bush
by: Christopher Kuttruff, t r u t h o u t | Report, June 10, 2008
Congressman Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio) introduced 35 articles of impeachment against President George W. Bush late on Monday during a speech on the House floor. Kucinich, a former contender for the Democratic presidential nomination, pointed to "high crimes and misdemeanors" committed by the Bush administration, including misrepresenting intelligence in the lead-up to the war, violating domestic and international laws against torture, illegally spying on American citizens, obstructing justice and governmental oversight, and dozens of other violations. 

The impeachment resolution came four days after a June 5 Senate Select Intelligence Committee report that vigorously challenged statements made by the Bush administration regarding military intelligence in the runup to the invasion of Iraq. Chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee John D. Rockefeller said in a press release, "Before taking the country to war, this Administration owed it to the American people to give them a 100 percent accurate picture of the threat we faced. Unfortunately, our Committee has concluded that the Administration made significant claims that were not supported by the intelligence. […] It is my belief that the Bush Administration was fixated on Iraq, and used the 9/11 attacks by al Qa'ida as justification for overthrowing Saddam Hussein," Rockefeller noted. 

While House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-California) and other members of the Democratic leadership maintain that such a resolution is "off the table," Kucinich, along with a group of his colleagues, has consistently pressed for a more urgent and direct response to the often unilateral and controversial actions of the Bush administration.  Despite the unlikeliness of impeachment gaining much traction in Congress, advocates of such a resolution continue to demand greater accountability of the executive branch. […]
The resolution comes days after a sharply written letter by 56 Congress members requesting that Attorney General Michael Mukasey investigate potential crimes committed by the Bush administration during the course of its interrogation program. The letter, signed by House Judiciary Chairman John Conyers, Barney Frank, Jan Schakowsky, Dennis Kucinich and other House Democrats, urged that the seriousness of the evidence on the program warrants a thorough investigation by a special counsel. 

Revelations about the Bush administration's interrogations policies, along with its systematic practice of controlling information provided to the media and the American people, led Kucinich to conclude that the president has "misled the Congress and the citizens of the United States" and should be held accountable for violating his oaths of office to "faithfully execute the office of the president" and "preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution." 

Dan Rather Slams Corporate News at National Conference for Media Reform by: Dan Rather, Free Press, June 7, 2008
Former CBS News anchor Dan Rather delivered a blistering critique of corporate news on Saturday night at the National Conference for Media Reform hosted by Free Press.  The following are [excerpts of] Dan Rather's prepared remarks: […]
The Framers of our Constitution enshrined freedom of the press in the very first Amendment, up at the top of the Bill of Rights, not because they were great fans of journalists -- like many politicians, then and now, they were not - but rather because they knew, as Thomas Jefferson put it, that, "If a nation expects to be ignorant and free... it expects what never was and never will be."  

Having interviewed him [former White House Press Secretary Scott McClellan] this past week, I think there are some very important points to be made from the things he says in his book, and the questions his statements raise. […] 

In the wake of 9/11 and in the run-up to Iraq, these news organizations made a decision - consciously or unconsciously, but unquestionably in a climate of fear - to accept the overall narrative frame given them by the White House, a narrative that went like this: Saddam Hussein, brutal dictator, harbored weapons of mass destruction and, because of his supposed links to al Qaeda, this could not be tolerated in a post-9/11 world. 

In the news and on the news, one could, to be sure, find persons and views that did not agree with all or parts of this official narrative. Hans Blix, the former U.N. chief weapons inspector, comes to mind as an example. But the burden of proof, implicitly or explicitly, was put on these dissenting views and persons... the burden of proof was not put on an administration that was demonstrably moving towards a large-scale military action that would represent a break with American precedent and stated policy of how, when, and under what circumstances this nation goes to war. […]
In our news media, in our press, those who wield power were, in the lead-up to Iraq, given the opportunity to present their views as a coherent whole, to connect the dots, as they saw the dots and the connections... no matter how much these views may have flown in the face of precedent, established practice - or, indeed, the facts (as we are reminded, yet again, by the just-released Senate report on the administration's use of pre-war intelligence). The powerful are given this opportunity still, in ways big and small, despite what you may hear about the "post-Katrina" press. 

But when a tough question is asked and not answered, when reputable people come before the public and say, "wait a minute, something's not right here," the press has treated them like voices crying in the wilderness. These views, though they might be given air time, become lone dots - dots that journalists don't dare connect, even if the connections are obvious, even if people on the Internet and in the independent press are making these very same connections. The mainstream press doesn't connect these dots because someone might then accuse them of editorializing, or of being the, quote, "liberal media."  But connecting these dots - making disparate facts make sense - is a big part of the real work of journalism. […]
In a news organization with an owner who has guts, there is an incentive to ask the tough questions, and there is an incentive to pull together the facts - to connect the dots - in a way that makes coherent sense to the news audience. […] But it is rare, now, to find a major news organization owned by an individual, someone who can say, in effect, "The buck stops here." The more likely motto now is: "The news stops... with making bucks." 

America's biggest, most important news organizations have, over the past 25 years, fallen prey to merger after merger, acquisition after acquisition... to the point where they are, now, tiny parts of immeasurably larger corporate entities - entities whose primary business often has nothing to do with news. 

These are entities that, as publicly-held and traded corporations, have as their overall, reigning mandate: Provide a return on shareholder value. Increase profits. And not over time, not over the long haul, but quarterly. […] Political analysis reduced to in-studio shouting matches between partisans armed with little more than the day's talking points.  Precious time and resources wasted on so-called human-interest stories, celebrity fluff, sensationalist trials, and gossip.  A proliferation of "news you can use" that amounts to thinly-disguised press releases for the latest consumer products. 

And, though this doesn't get said enough, local news, which is where most Americans get their news, that seems not to change no matter what town or what city you're in... so slavish is its adherence to the "happy talk" formula and the dictum that, "If it bleeds, it leads." 

[…]Ensuring that a free press remains free will require vigilance, and it will require work. […] Write these people. Call them. Send them the message that you know your rights, you know that you are entitled to news media as diverse and varied as the American people... and that you deserve a press that provides the raw material of democracy, the good information that Americans need to be full participants in our government of, by, and for the people. 
There is energy here, that can be equal to that task, but this energy must be maintained... if the press - if democracy - is to be preserved 

Mismarriage of Convenience by Trita Parsi, author of Treacherous Alliance: The Secret Dealings of Israel, Iran and the U.S. (Yale University Press, 2007).

Foreign Policy Magazine. June 10, 2008
Iran and Israel are stuck in a dysfunctional relationship that neither party can escape on its own. Here's how to break up their fight: 
Last week, the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) - the powerful pro-Israel lobbying group - held its annual policy conference in Washington, and it went as you might expect. Republican presidential candidate Sen. John McCain roused the faithful with a call to tighten the noose on Iran and mocked those who favor a more diplomatic approach. U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice explained that negotiating with Iranian leaders would be pointless "while they continue to inch closer to a nuclear weapon under the cover of talk." Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert called for "all possible means" to be used to stop Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. A few days later, Israel's Transportation Minister Shaul Mofaz warned that an attack on Iran is "unavoidable" as long as Tehran "continues with its program for developing nuclear weapons."

As if to underscore these arguments, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad obligingly played the role of villain, predicting ominously from Tehran that Israel will "soon disappear off the geographical scene." Against this backdrop, it's safe to say that few at AIPAC were convinced by newly minted Democratic presidential nominee Barack Obama's call for direct U.S. talks with Iran (though the Illinois senator did win many new friends at the conference this year). In fact, AIPAC and Israeli leaders fear that any bargain between Washington and Tehran would come at their expense and have heightened their rhetoric accordingly.

It doesn't have to be this way. Although Iran and Israel will not be signing any mutual defense pacts anytime soon, the two countries aren't destined to be implacable foes. If anything, Israel could be a prime beneficiary of a rapprochement between Washington and Tehran.  It might sound inconceivable that Iran, whose leaders since 1979 have used the most venomous rhetoric against the "little Satan," would ever moderate its stance toward Israel. Yet a careful review of the past three decades shows that Iran's hostile rhetoric is more a product of opportunism than fanaticism. Iran and Israel have even been willing to work together quietly at times, despite their conflicting ideologies.

The reason is simple: When forced to choose, Tehran invariably chooses its geostrategic interests over its ideological impulses. In no other area is the decisiveness of the strategic dimension of Iran's foreign policy clearer than when it comes to Israel. When these two pillars of Iranian foreign policy have clashed, as they did in the 1980s during the Iran-Iraq war, Iran's geostrategic concerns have consistently prevailed. 
Tehran quietly sought Israel's aid, and the Jewish state made many efforts to place Iran and the United States back on speaking terms. Faced with an invading Iraqi army and finding its U.S.-built weaponry starved of spare parts by a U.S. embargo, Tehran was in desperate need of help from Israel. Israel, in turn, was more than eager to avoid an Iraqi victory and to restore the traditional Israeli-Iranian clandestine security cooperation established under the shah, the mullahs' fierce anti-Israeli rhetoric notwithstanding.

Iran never discarded its Islamic and anti-Israeli ideology, but for years it did refrain from translating that ideology into operational policy. It has been only for the past 15 years, for example, that Iran has come to play such a spoiler role in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Why now? Today, the ideological and strategic currents of Iran's foreign policy are aligned, and the results are visible in every corner of the region: a surging Hezbollah in Lebanon, a more deeply entrenched Hamas in the Palestinian territories, a radicalizing Shiite population in Iraq.

Quelling these potential threats requires understanding why Iran behaves the way it does. On a strategic level, Iran opposes Israel because it perceives the Jewish state as seeking its exclusion from regional affairs.  Iran thinks Israel is working assiduously to counter its interests, whether in Washington or Ashgabat. Israel is seen as a major obstacle in initiating a U.S.-Iran dialogue and has played a critical role in putting Iran's nuclear program atop the international agenda. 
Even Ahmadinejad's highly ideological broadsides against Israel have come to have a strategic purpose. Playing the anti-Israeli card helps Iran overcome the Persian-Arab and Shiite-Sunni divide, Tehran reasons. Harsh rhetoric against Israel goes down well with the Arab street, increasing tensions between Arab governments and their publics, which in turn prevents the Arabs from signing up with Tel Aviv against Tehran.

The key to eliminating the danger Iran could pose to Israel lies in arranging these two forces of Iranian foreign policy - strategic interest and ideology - to counter each other once again. Threats of war and sanctions cannot achieve this end, however. Only through a larger accommodation - Iranian political rehabilitation in the region in return for an end to destructive Iranian behavior - will Iran let go of its open hostility toward the Jewish state. Brought in from the cold, Tehran's cost-benefit analysis would change dramatically. The Islamic Republic would be careful not to undermine its own geopolitical status with ideology-driven anti-Israeli and anti-American behavior.

This is not a new formula, nor is it untested. China refuses to discard its communist pretense, but global integration has made it loath to put communist economic principles into practice due to the devastating impact it would have on its economic interests. But why would Iran seek serious negotiations now, opponents of diplomacy might ask, when it appears to be having its way in the Middle East? 
Because the Iranians are eager to consolidate their gains through talks with the next U.S. administration and win American recognition for their role in the region. Those who would reject dialogue cannot have it both ways. They can't argue that Washington shouldn't negotiate because it lacks leverage (which isn't true - for one, only the United States can lift its sanctions and support Iran's inclusion in a new regional security architecture) and simultaneously claim that Tehran prefers the status quo and isn't interested in talks precisely because Iran does have leverage.

In reality, the United States need not pressure Iran to come to the negotiation table; it need only demonstrate that it is serious about reaching a strategic understanding. What will induce Tehran to play ball is not a threat, but the promise of achieving a legitimate regional role without surrendering its pride. For Israel, that could be a good thing. A tamed Iran - integrated into the region's political and economic structures and the forces of globalization - is much less dangerous than an angry and isolated Iran that defends its interests by fanning the flames of anti-Israeli extremism in the region. That's a concept supporters of Israel and AIPAC should find useful.
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Gadhafi: Obama fears Israel will assassinate him like it did JFK
Haaretz.com, June 12. 2008

Libyan leader Muammar Gadhafi said on Wednesday that U.S. Democratic presidential candidate Barack Obama's expressed support for Israel stems from his fear that the Mossad would assassinate him, just as it did President John F. Kennedy. 

Light therapy 'can slow dementia'  bbcnews.com, June 10, 2008
Dementia could be slowed significantly by treatments which reset the body's natural clock, researchers have said. The Dutch team used brighter daytime lighting - with or without the drug melatonin - to improve patients' sleep, mood and cut aggressive behaviour. 

It concludes that these can slow deterioration by 5% - which a UK specialist said meant patients living in their own homes for months longer. 

The study appears in the Journal of the American Medical Association. 

The disruption to the body's circadian rhythm - the natural cycle that governs sleep and wakefulness - can be one of the most difficult of dementia symptoms for carers to cope with. 

It can mean that people with the illness can be asleep during the day, but fully awake for periods during the night. […]
Ultralongevity by Mark Liponis, M.D.

In my book, 'Ultralongevity,' I show that the best way to live a long, healthy life is to have a healthy immune system. How do you get one? By reducing your immune system's activity -- a quiet, peaceful immune system is a strong, happy one. Every disease of aging -- from heart attacks to cancer -- is related to immune overactivity. Here are ten tips that will help you take the best possible care of your immune system so that you can live (almost) forever.

Avoid Antibiotics

Floss

Make Love

Play with Rover

Forget three meals, graze all day long

Lower your Voice

Sleep

Exercise in Rhythm

Eat a few Brazil Nuts

Soak up the Sun

Source: http://body.aol.com/healthy-living/longevity/best-ways-live-longer 
Nothing like Jewish humor: A nice assortment

If Walt Disney had a Jewish Mother: Just imagine .... what would the world have been like had Walt Disney been raised by a Jewish mother?  Here's what he might have heard a lot of 
" With the mouse; with the duck; now with dwarfs... Walt, Why don't you become a CPA like your cousin Bernie?" 
Second Avenue Deli:  Max Greenburg was at his favorite eatery, the Second Avenue Deli, when he called over the waiter. " Yes?" asked the busy waiter.  " Are you sure you're the waiter I ordered from?" asked Max. " Why do you ask?" replied the waiter. Replied  the customer, "Because I was expecting a much older man by now." 
Crabby People: Treiff-seeker: "Do you serve crabs here?" 

Kosher-Deli-waiter: "We serve anyone, sit down!"
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