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Ekaterinburg - May 29th - 30th, 2008
“Censorship in the AIDS debate – the success of stifling, muzzling and a strategy of silence.”

Joan Shenton – Administrator of the Immunity Resource Foundation and Director of Meditel Productions 
"We can never be sure that the opinion we are stifling is a false opinion; and even if we were sure, stifling it would be an evil still." 

John Stuart Mill
I looked up definitions for “stifling” in the dictionary and found:  feeling of repression or suffocation; crushing, quelling, forceful prevention; putting down by power and authority

For “muzzling” I found: to stop a person or organisation from expressing independent opinions.
I have learned of many forms of censorship around the world concerning those who have resisted the virus/AIDS hypotheses – that a retrovirus HIV is the cause of AIDS.  My colleagues here Christine Maggiore, Anthony Brink, Roberto Giraldo, Lluis Botinas (and Celia Farber and Neville Hodgkinson who couldn’t be with us) have told of their experiences. I know that our Russian hosts will also have stories to tell. 

Today I shall describe from my own experience some of the most sinister examples of censorship that I and my colleagues have endured, and how censorship has stopped the truth coming out about the cause or causes of what came to be called Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome.

I worked as a television reporter and presenter in the UK for 20 years before I became aware of any censorship so when my colleagues and I entered into the AIDS debate, we thought we were going to change the world, carrying the message from those scientists who were questioning the virus/AIDS hypothesis, but instead we experienced censorship in its grimmest form.

Has it ever been proved that HIV is the cause of AIDS?  That HIV has been isolated?  That HIV exists?  The answer to these questions is - no. 
Ever since the early 1980s a growing group of scientists, health workers, journalists and activists have challenged the established orthodoxy on AIDS and questioned the accepted dogma that HIV=AIDS=DEATH.  
In 1986 and for the next 15 years I became involved in the making of 10 network television documentaries. All of these, except for one, were broadcast and two won awards but little by little our enemies (many of them science and medical journalists) undermined our reputation by accusing us of causing deaths through our arguments. Our outlets began to close down until we eventually went out of business.

These documentaries challenged HIV as the cause of AIDS and the isolation of HIV and  pointed to the fact that HIV is only identified through a series of proteins said to be specific to the so-called “virus that causes AIDS".  The scientists we interviewed argued that those proteins are endemic, can be found in all of us, and become raised when the body is severely challenged or immune suppressed and can cause an antibody positive result in a test for HIV.  Any attempts to air these views were met with rage, censorship and suppression from a scientific orthodoxy that is bound by its paymasters.
AIDS is a multi-billion pound business and in the prevailing climate of commercial pressure and science by press release, the voice of dissenting scientists can no longer be heard.  Yet science must be based on continuing challenges to the prevailing hypotheses. None of the orthodoxy's prediction about AIDS has come true.  There has been no plague, no heterosexual spread of AIDS; instead AIDS has remained firmly rooted within high risk groups - intra-venous drug users, a small minority of the gay community with a "fast track" lifestyle and certain clinical risk groups like haemophiliacs and blood transfusion recipients and wherever poverty, dirty water and malnutrition is rife.
Over the past 25 years dissenting voices have been muzzled and stifled and the prevailing oligarchy of virologists in the scientific establishment has won the day, by forming an unofficial consensus and by adopting a strategy of silence. (I shall give specific examples of this later). This has cost an untold number of lives and, sadly, research funding continues to be entirely (and I mean entirely) misdirected.
Taking on the AIDS debate
When the AIDS story broke dramatically in the world's press, I thought we should leave it alone.  Many competent medical and science journalists had taken up the cause and there seemed no role for our type of investigative, behind the scenes, work. 

One of our researchers, Jad Adams together with our late colleague Michael Verney-Elliott, changed our minds and when we did eventually take the subject on, it led to a decade of furious research and the series of television documentaries mentioned above. But somehow AIDS was different.  It took our small investigative team by surprise.  With all the other subjects we had tackled there was a specific focus and a specific outcome.  I thought AIDS would be the same - that by pointing out the flaws in the science that said AIDS was infectious and caused by a single virus that we would at least open up a debate and bring about a shift in opinion.  Not a bit of it.)
I had entered the AIDS debate with a certain journalistic campaigning innocence and zeal.  Gradually I began to realise that the wall of opposition was unbreachable.  We were up against massive collusion between a dogmatic scientific establishment, bullying sheepish governments into handing over billions of dollars to further research into a bogus and unproven hypothesis. This, combined with a pseudo-religious belief in an all-pervading infectious virus promoted by a highly politicised lobby that wanted to believe in the virus from hell, was a devastating force. 
We were undeterred, even though my own peers saw me as a person obsessed with the subject. Perhaps I was, and still am, but when one has accumulated a body of knowledge and is faced with facts that defy explanation in the context of orthodox thinking; when it becomes clear that minds are closed, that the very essence of scientific thought and discourse is being subverted; the frustration can be overwhelming. In my case it felt like drowning. Just as I thought my head was hitting the surface for a gasp of air it was shoved under again.

But Instead of giving up, we continued to buzz like gnats around our opponents.  We did this through the letters pages of national newspapers, by barraging TV news and current affairs editors with proposals, by approaching friendly MPs who asked questions in Parliament and by organising demonstrations outside hospitals promoting trials of the so-called AIDS drug AZT.  We even protested, outside the Medical Research Council, demanding to be allowed to see the raw data surrounding toxicity after the AZT Concorde trial.

Nothing would budge. By the early 1990s, 8 years after entering the AIDS debate in 1987, my initial zeal and enthusiasm had turned into a streetwise cynicism and at one point a sense of despair set in.  "Try another subject" my friends told me.  I tried but every day more and more and phone calls came in with more and more inside information about AIDS. And then the avalanche of requests for scripts and documents set it.  Every week we received letters and calls from abroad - from doctors (some HIV positive), medical students, network television and radio researchers and fellow AIDS campaigners. Our office, tucked away at the back of a large building in Covent Garden, in London, had become a community centre and meeting point for scores of HIV positive young men and some women, thirsty for information and reassurance - and our business had turned itself into a charitable foundation.

How can the whole world have got it so wrong?
Who or what is to blame?

The three main culprits are:

· Vested interests. Those who have stood to gain from the HIV test kits and testing procedures, the manufacture of anti-retroviral drugs and the supposed control of infectious diseases. 
· The prevailing oligarchic orthodoxy. Scientists and academic institutions receiving funding for research into the infectious hypothesis. 
· Political correctness – involving an often but not always innocent collusion between gay activist groups, the media and a well-meaning liberal majority.

It is inconceivable, you will be saying, that in something as serious as AIDS, the whole of the scientific establishment, and indeed everyone else can have got it so wrong. If there is genuine doubt about HIV as the cause of AIDS why are we not hearing the dissenting voices?  Where is the debate?

There are several reasons why those who put forward cogent scientific arguments against the virus/AIDS hypothesis were not heard. The censorship that exists in the in the peer-review process operated by the leading scientific journals protects current orthodox views and prevents the airing of controversial arguments. This has become more pronounced with the advent of large multi-centered clinical trials where pharmaceutical companies can dominate the relevant academic institutions leaving independent scientists who might object to whisper in the wind.

Medical and science journalists tend to support a prevailing scientific orthodoxy. To challenge it would be to undermine public confidence in the scientific establishment.  The doctor is still God, and government health policies dictated by doctors and scientists should not be questioned.

Then there is the inevitable desire to protect the immense sums of money involved in ten year HIV-based research grants and patents for the various test kits and antiviral drugs. The story of AIDS is also special because this is the first time in the history of medicine that so much money has been thrown into one particular disease. For a period in the USA the AIDS industry was the biggest industry next to the defense department. This money was fuelled by the plague terror tactics used by well established organisations like the US Centres for Disease Control and its offshoot, the Epidemic Intelligence Service, whose members are strategically placed in positions of power and influence in the media. Later the Medical Research Council in the UK and the World Health Organisation joined ranks.
There is yet another more complex reason for the support of an infectious agent as the cause of AIDS. In the West those affected by the syndrome are 90% male of whom over 50% are homosexual habitual drug users - both intravenous and recreational. During the '80s the gay community had a powerful lobbying voice with governments who are anxious to be seen to be 'politically correct'. An infectious cause for AIDS was more expedient for the gay community. It allowed gay men to feel that there was an external cause for their affliction, one that could also threaten the heterosexual community. It gave gay activist groups a raison d'être. Through their own experience, they could offer advice to heterosexuals about so-called 'safer sex.'

Two young gay men, Michael Callen and Richard Berkowitz, wrote an article in 1982 in the gay journal “New York Native” called “We Know Who We Are". The article was inspired by their doctor Joseph Sonnabend, and was written before HIV was announced to be the cause of AIDS and before the virus/AIDS hypothesis swamped any good old-fashioned, on the ground risk factor analysis. In retrospect it was a truly prophetic piece of writing.

"Can researchers really comprehend the dynamics of urban gay male promiscuity?" wrote the authors. "The commercialisation of promiscuity and the explosion of establishments such as bathhouses, bookstores, and backrooms are unique in western history." "Do the gay communities of New York, San Francisco, and Los Angeles realise that promiscuity has become such a narcotic for some that we know of men who have been diagnosed with AIDS and Kaposi's sarcoma and who, even in the face of imminent death, are at this moment 'moderating' their sexual habits at the baths and backrooms?"

"We believe that it is the accumulation of risk through leading a promiscuous gay urban lifestyle which has led to the breakdown of the immune responses that we are seeing now. Most published medical reports indicate that continued re-exposure and re-infection with common viruses (most notably cytomegalovirus), in conjunction with other common venereal infections and perhaps other factors, have led to the present health crisis among urban gay promiscuous men.  "Continued re-exposure and re-infection with common infections" means bathhouse/backroom sexual activity." 

Although the famous article focuses mainly on the risk of re-exposure and re-infection, Callen and Berkowitz also mention other risk factors that depress the immune system like intravenous and other drug usage, stress and diet.

The article in New York Native caused a furor amongst the gay community. Callen said he was "roasted alive" by many of his peers who felt that when Reagan was elected, a new conservatism came into being, and any suggestion that lifestyle played a role in making people sick "would play into the new right tendency to say, they brought it on themselves, let them die."  

Callen told me that when HIV came on the map, many gay leaders, although largely persuaded of the multifactorial risk hypothesis (repeated reinfections and a fast-track drug-associated lifestyle involving massive use of the carcinogenic and mutagenic ‘poppers’ or amyl nitrites) took a conscious decision, for political reasons, to support the 'no blame' virus-AIDS hypothesis.  But Callen and Berkowitz didn't back down. "My view", said Callen, "was that you had to tell the truth to guys, because if you didn't tell them the truth bluntly in language they could understand, they would kill themselves, and I felt there was an ethical imperative to speak from my own experience." 
The Callen and Berkowitz article led to the closure of fourteen bathhouses in San Francisco and many others across America.

Callen's condition began to deteriorate in 1993.  He died a year later.  

Once HIV was accepted as the cause of AIDS by the majority of gay men, a certain sense of relief entered their lives.  They had seen many of their lovers and closest friends waste away before their eyes. Now they could grieve for them, knowing that HIV, this strange, novel virus, said to have come from Africa, had caused the death of their loved one, perhaps after only one "unlucky" sexual encounter. Nothing to do with the fact that the friend or loved one had probably been sniffing nitrites (poppers) on the dance floor; or had taken any one of fifty different 'recreational' chemical drugs night after night for years; might have had hundreds of sexual partners in a year;  might have stopped eating and sleeping properly; and might have been taking antibiotics all year round for recurrent syphilis, gonorrhea, and hepatitis.  No, the friend or loved one had definitely died of HIV. 
Anyone challenging the accepted cause of death was deeply resented, and quickly labeled homophobic.  A resigned and sinister death worship began to creep into the AIDS-stricken communities.
The combined effect was to set world off on a course of plague terror that lulled drug users and the fast lane members of the gay community into a false sense of security, blaming an external source for their ills and relying on condoms and clean needles for their salvation - which sadly never came.
The demolition of Duesberg
Our early documentary work had been about Professor Peter Duesberg, award-winning molecular biologist from Berkeley, California. He was the first person publicly to challenge HIV as the cause of AIDS and the first person to become targeted by the virological establishment led by Dr Robert Gallo in the United States.

Duesberg’s first paper, critical of the HIV/AIDS hypothesis in Cancer Research (Retroviruses as carcinogens and pathogens: expectations and reality, March 1987) had attracted a fair amount of attention amongst his peers and made Gallo his enemy.  Strange, because Gallo had once described Duesberg as the "guy who knows more about retroviruses than anyone else in the world." At a scientific conference in Germany in 1985 he introduced Duesberg as "brilliant and original, a scientist of extraordinary energy, unusual honesty, with an enormous sense of humour, and a rare critical sense which often makes us look twice, then a third time, at a conclusion many of us believed to be foregone."  

But soon he would be insinuating that Duesberg was not only wrong but mad, and hung around with unsavoury characters "in leather jackets." (Note the beginnings of character assassination). As far back as 1988 Gallo had described Duesberg's ideas as "dangerous nonsense". I quote, "He has now indicated to people that they can go out and fuck around and get infected by this virus and not worry.  That's the part where I am mad at Peter." 
Then the “strategy of silence” was put into effect by Duesberg’s molecular virologist peers. It was a clever ploy. An article was published by Sir John Maddox, editor of Nature (Nature vol.345, 21 June 1990, pp. 659-660) by Robin Weiss and Harold Jaffe. They called Duesberg “perilous, belittling of safe sex’ and a flat earther bogged down in molecular minutiae and miasmic theories of disease.”

Duesberg wrote a 1700 word rebuttal but Maddox never accepted it for publication, eventually only a 300 word letter from Duesberg was published. From then on any scientist who was asked to address Duesberg’s position on AIDS simply said that he had been ‘dealt with’ in the Nature paper and found to be wrong. There was no more discussion amongst ‘official’ circles – just silence.

This strategy of silence and unofficial consensus permeated into radio and television. If Duesberg was to appear, no one would agree to appear with him so the programme was cancelled. He was even flown from San Francisco to New York to appear on the TV show “Good Morning America” but none of the Bob Club (that means the Bob Gallo Club) would discuss the subject with him so he spent the night in a hotel and was flown back again.
For pointing out some uncomfortable truths to the scientific community  Duesberg, once Scientist of the Year three years running, academician  of the US National Academy of Sciences and holder of an Outstanding  Investigator's Grant from the US government,  soon found himself  defrocked, defunded, shunned by his peers, and even prevented from  teaching post-graduate students.

Peer Review and the suppression of debate
In order to understand how a mistaken scientific orthodoxy like that of  AIDS  can become as entrenched as it has, one has to  understand the process of peer review. When an editor of a scientific  journal receives an article intended for publication, he shows it to one or more referees to ensure that it is good science.  Editors choose their own referees who remain anonymous.

In An article called "Arrogant scientists 'suppress new ideas", (Sunday Telegraph 1989) Adrian Berry quotes Dr David Horrobin,  editor of "Medical Hypotheses" and "Prostaglandins".  

"The system is breaking down." says Horrobin. "The referees write  things anonymously in their reports that they wouldn't dare write if  they were required to add their signatures.  About one third [of  referees] are sound and sensible.  Another third are accurate but annoyingly nit-picking, while the remaining third write such  scurrilous and disreputable comments that their work is a disgrace.   The result is that new ideas are being suppressed [my emphasis]." 
I have with me here an example of how deeply frustrating the situation was for scientists like Eleni Eleopulos, Valendar Turner and John Papadimitriou of the Perth Group in Australia. They presented a learned article, “HIV Antibody Testing: Autoreactivity and other associated problems” for publication in the Bulletin de L’Institut Pasteur on the lack of specificity and sensitivity of the HIV test. They concluded “…the general belief that almost all individuals healthy or otherwise who are HIV antibody positive are infected with a lethal retrovirus has not been scientifically substantiated.”
The article was accepted for publication on January 3rd 1992 and then rejected on April 11th 1992. Who know what sinister influences were at work.

Disinformation – The Plague Terror Machine
When we speak of censorship, we must also take into account the impact of the uncensored information that is being disseminated. Where there is censorship it is safe to assume that most of the information that is being made available is disinformation.

This is what happened when the Plague Terror Machine got into gear with its predictions for the spread of AIDS.

One of the UK’s most respected epidemiologists, Professor Gordon Stewart, emeritus professor of Public Health at Glasgow University, tried to show the UK government appointed committees up for their disastrously inflated predictions for the spread of AIDS based on an infectious hypothesis.

Stewart had been making strong efforts to get an article printed in which he based his predictions for AIDS on risk behaviour rather than the sexually infectious hypothesis. 
Stewart wrote to the Medical Research Council and to the Department of Health suggesting that the predictions were dangerously exaggerated when compared with trends since 1982.  They did not respond.  He then wrote to the Royal Society which expressed interest initially but held on to Stewart's paper until 1994 when they finally rejected it.  Communications with the Nature, the BMJ, the New England Journal of Medicine and other journals were also rejected until the Lancet finally published a short letter from Stewart in 1993, accompanied by a cautious editorial comment. 
Stewart turned out to be spot on with his predictions based on a risk hypothesis which were half what the government had predicted. 

He was deeply frustrated. He was the only senior public health expert who offered a learned and detailed critique of the Government's position, and not a single medical body or journal would give him an inch of space.

He says, "The blank refusal of all the main medical societies and colleges, and nearly all the journals, to face the facts about AIDS is scandalous…”,
The censorship surrounding anyone challenging HIV meant that Stewart's views were completely ignored by the establishment.

Panic statistics – catching it
Disinformation can be just as powerful as censorship. Every day the Plague Terror Machine ground on as it grinds on today. 
Any piece of news about someone who was HIV positive touching somebody else was cause for alarm.

Sperm, saliva, mouth-to-mouth resuscitation, dentistry, drinking from the communion chalice or trying out an unsterilised contact lens…. 

The Guardian 22nd October 1986

“Kiss of life woman may have AIDS. Scotland Yards wants to trace a young woman who may have contracted AIDS after giving the kiss of life to a road accident victim in north London last week. Police believe the injured man who died later, may have been an AIDS carrier.”
The Guardian 15 March 1990
 “Swimmers on beaches contaminated by raw sewage outfalls could risk catching the AIDS virus, HIV, MPs were told yesterday. New tests have shown that the virus could live for more than 24 hours if pumped into the sea through sewage outfalls.”

An it goes on today. This is from a London paper in April this year 

Metro London - 4 April 2008

“A policeman bitten in the head by an HIV positive asylum seeker faces an an anxious wait to see whether he has been infected.”
And most recently and horrifically, on May 16th 2008 in Dallas, USA, an African American man called Willie Campbell was sentenced to 35 years in prison for assault with lethal saliva because whilst drunk he spat at a policeman saying he (Mr Campbell) was HIV positive.

It’s funny if it weren’t so tragic because we need to remember the Eastern European doctors and nurses who were under sentence of death in Libya, and also the past and present litigation where defendants are being accused of assault with a lethal weapon – meaning a penis. Many are languishing in jail this very minute,
The Establishment hits back 
After transmission of our television documentary “the AIDS Catch” in June 1990 all hell broke loose.
First came the letter from the British Medical Association, Foundation for AIDS who said we may have, 

 "…significantly damaged the public health as well as causing distress to people living with AIDS  and HIV".  (Our programmes had been the only ray of hope anyone  living with HIV had had in ten years!). 

The rage focused on the fear that by questioning HIV we were encouraging promiscuity and unprotected sex among young people, who thus risked exposure to AIDS.  Never did  it occur to the critics that the premises of the HIV=AIDS=DEATH might at least be worth questioning. 

Letters began to fly above our heads as an independent production company and also above the heads of our commissioning editor at Channel 4:

The Medical Research Council's Dr D. Rees fired off a letter to Sir  George Russell, Chairman of the Independent Broadcasting Authority. (It should be noted that the MRC had  involved millions of pounds of tax payer’s money in HIV research  projects, many of them ongoing.)
Rees said, "... there is  overwhelming scientific evidence that HIV infection is a necessary precondition for the development of AIDS. ...It is the gross irresponsibility of misleading the public by  promulgating such views without balancing information, which concerns  me."

Rees said the programme "does grave disservice to public health.  It is not an exaggeration to say, that, should 'Dispatches' hypothesis be believed by viewers, lives will be put at risk."
We were asked by Channel Four to draft a letter of reply to the MRC which ended, "We take exception to your remark that 'lives will be put at risk' by our programme.  There is a far greater danger in resting complacently upon a consensus view which is unproven and has not  succeeded in saving one life."

We later discovered through Labour MP George Galloway's series of hard hitting questions on AZT and AIDS tabled in the House of Commons in May 1993,  that between 1989 and 1993 the government had provided a total of £68 million to the MRC for HIV and AIDS research.
The science journals also had their say:

A lead article in the New Scientist said, "The cause of science on British Television took a step backwards last night with the  transmission on Channel Four of the documentary entitled "The AIDS  Catch." [4]

Then the big guns waded in.  A letter published in the Independent  from the All Party Parliamentary Group on AIDS, signed by Lord  Kilmarnock and eighteen others called the programme "irresponsible"  and "a source of grave concern for anyone involved in health education  and the prevention of the spread of HIV." ..."The programme appeared  to be a quite deliberate attempt to discredit the  efforts made by  those who attempt to educate the public about risks of HIV infection  and should not in our opinion have been transmitted as it stood." 

We had many other battles and our most bitter disputes were both with and in the letters pages of  the UK national newspapers, the Independent, the Independent on Sunday and the Guardian.  

Pilloried in public
Whenever any of our team was invited to speak in public about our  programmes, we set out with well-rehearsed scientific arguments and high  hopes that we might get a good hearing.  We were always disappointed.  But we never expected the public humiliations that invariably took place, engineered  by the very chairmen and women of the groups who had invited us.  Edinburgh was one of the worst.

In August 1990 the 44th Edinburgh International Film Festival decided  to organise a one-day "AIDS and the Media Event".

We were invited to participate at the last minute as it became clear  to the director, David Robinson, that our film The AIDS Catch was to  be the focus of debate and, typically, he hadn't been able to find anyone to support  our film so why didn't Michael Verney-Elliott and I, the makers of the  film come up?  I invited Jad Adams, my colleague and author of AIDS the HIV Myth to join us and we set off.   We thought at the very least our film would be shown. It was a film  festival after all. 

We soon discovered that our participation was far from welcome. The film was never shown and we were never called to speak. Instead we were fiercely criticised. We were called "murderous" and me a "cheat"

Jad Adams began a prepared speech but was interrupted.  Adams protested that he had been invited and should be allowed to  finish. The Chairman who was from a Scottish AIDS Charity said words could not describe the way he felt about  our presence. He said he had not invited us, neither would he ever have had us on the panel.  So much for impartial chairmanship.

We should have learned our lesson, but accepted another invitation to  speak at a Bristol conference organised by the Avon Health Authority.  This time it  was the women who turned on me.  Several young women who had been drug  users had tested positive.  Their status had made them queens in their  locality.  They were famous and they were receiving a great deal of financial  support from the local health authority.  Hundreds of pounds a week, in fact. They should have wanted to  hear the good news - that HIV did not necessarily carry a death  sentence with it.  But no, completely conditioned - or better, brainwashed - they preferred the death sentences that supposedly hung over them than to question the assumptions that underpinned their "treatment".  Forming a menacing circle around me they spat out their taunts and venom.)
The Broadcasting Complaints Commission finds us guilty 

After transmission of the “The AIDS Catch” we, Meditel Productions together with Channel 4 were denounced to a quango called the Broadcasting Complaints Commission by the AIDS charity and gay rights group “The Terence Higgins Trust” led by Duncan Campbell, Positively Women and by the Wellcome Foundation, manufacturers of AZT.

We were accused of not accurately presenting the current consensus of medical opinion on AIDS.

We fought our corner hard and came out feeling very optimistic.  But  the Commission eventually judged that  we had "unfairly treated the subject of AIDS", and of being "unfair to Wellcome" on three out of four  counts. David Lloyd, our Channel 4 Commissioning Editor said later "It was like winning a football match  ten nil and then being told later that you had lost!."

Channel 4 was forced to apologise on television for our programme.

In January 1992 the Charities Commission launched a formal inquiry into the financial dealings of the Terrence Higgins Trust. The charges were of fraud and corruption.
Dr John Hamilton – a scientist’s fair play
Another very worrying event took place.

After transmission of “AZT Cause for Concern” forces were at work to take us to denounce us to the Broadcasting Complaints Commission once again. This time a gay doctor called Dr Simon Mansfield wrote to Dr John Hamilton at Duke University, in North Carolina USA. Dr Hamilton had set up one of the biggest studies so far, the Veterans Administration Study, into the effects of giving AZT early (with few symptoms) or late (with serious symptoms). He concluded that it made no difference, and that the patients died at the same time. In other words AZT was accelerating the deaths of the less ill.

The letter from Dr Mansfield described out adjudication by the Broadcasting Complaints Commission and asked Hamilton if he thought he had been misrepresented in our documentary. 

This was blatant sycophantic trawling for more people to complain about us to the BCC in order eventually to undermine confidence in our production company. 

Luckily Hamilton was a true gentleman and said that we had asked questions that “merit debate” and that “Overall, those of my views that were  telecast were not selectively chosen it seems to me.  Inclusion of the  data derived from our VA study for discussion was entirely  appropriate."

Phew!

Here is a snatch from our programme. The section they wanted to denounce us about:
DVD INSERT (OR VIDEO CASSETTE)  2 MINS
“AZT – Cause for Concern”, Channel 4 Dispatches, 1992. Excerpt re Veterans Administration Study findings.  Interview with Dr John Hamilton.

Berlin World AIDS Conference
Next came the censorship at the Berlin World AIDS Conference in 1993.
Our literature was confiscated from the press rooms

Members of Act up who had had their tickets paid for by Wellcome, the manufacturers of AZT, burned our anti-Wellcome banners.

One of our group, Robert Laarhovern was banned from the conference hall and the police were called to tell him he would be arrested if he tried to re enter.

A furious Laarhoven said, "It became clear to me there is very heavy censorship of dissident information and I am not afraid any more  to use words like 'AIDS fascism'". 
We had been joined by Celia Farber the journalist who had taken up the cause of AIDS.

"When I walk around here I feel like this is so hopeless" she said "What we are up against is a gargantuan multimillion dollar infrastructure.  Who do we think we are?  Whom do we  think we are kidding?  We have to be like Sisyphus rolling the ball up the hill and let it roll down the other side. 

So we rolled the ball up the hill to the last press conference.

At opening of the Conference the chairman Professor Habermehl had described people who  questioned the role of HIV as "mentally unstable".

John Lauritsen asked if he would apologise for the horrible acts of violence  and censorship at the conference. Habermehl gave him  a straight "No".

DVD or VHS INSERT

“Diary of an AIDS Dissident”     1’ 45 “ 
John Lauritsen denouncing the censorship at the conference.

In the interim my book Positively False was published. It took me three years to write and just before publication I was invited onto two programmes to discuss the book. Once again the strategy of silence worked. No virologist or doctor working in the AIDS field would agree to participate so both programmes were cancelled at the last minute. 
The Geneva World AIDS Conference – June 1998

A group of about 30 AIDS dissidents from all over the world camped in a nuclear bunker in Geneva and made our assaults on the gathered AIDS orthodoxy at the conference.

It was here that I met up with Luis Botinas of Plural 21 in Barcelona, Spain, one of the fiercest campaigners on the AIDS debate. He and a group of dissidents from various organisations bravely organized a hunger strike outside the Conference Centre for six long days.

I am full of admiration for them. Luis has been one of the most prolific writers of pamphlets and documents denouncing the AIDS orthodoxy. He has taught me a great deal about the strategy of protest and the strategy of winning!

The banning of our programme for Word AIDS Day
The most distressing episode for me was the banning of our documentary “Positively False” for Channel 4 on World AIDS Day.  It was an investigation into the 20 commercial HIV test on the market and the anomalies we discovered when we carried out our own series of tests.  
We were given two sets of development money by Channel 4 amounting to £18,000. We had worked closely with Eleni Eleopulos and Dr Val Turner in Perth and had arranged for blood samples to be flown to London from all over the UK and Africa from patients who, for whatever reason (TB, malaria, syphilis, lupus, arthritis) had raised proteins, Gig and IBM, in their blood (hypergmaglobulineamia) and could therefore test HIV antibody positive.
We organized two blinded test runs using three different commercial test kit working through Surrey University’s Robens Institute. These were then processed at University College London’s laboratories. We came up with some very worrying anomalies and contradictions in the results from the different test kits. For example one of the test kits produced 19 “indeterminate” results when those same samples had tested negative on the other two test kits. On e sample from a patient with rheumatoid arthritis but no AIDS defining diseases tested HIV antibody positive. Another sample from a young man called Peter Nicholls tested positive on all three test kits and then negative one month later at two London teaching hospitals, St Mary’s Hospital in Paddington and the Royal Free in Hampstead.

We also looked into the fact that the Western Blot had been dropped in England as a confirmatory test (because of its unreliability) but was still required in Scotland. We compared HIV diagnosis in a group of young men who were tested in the UK and then in Scotland. I’ll give you a striking example of some of the results. Of the 12 samples that tested negative in London (with double Elisa, no Western Blot) 6 or half tested either positive (1) or equivocal (5) in Scotland using Western Blot.

But just as we were to go into full production, our one hour slot for World AIDS Day was suddenly cancelled. We were relegated to a news slot on Channel 4 News. The late Huw Christie (editor of Continuum Magazine and proceeded to I make a nine minute report which included as much information as possible from our 10 months of research.

And the night before transmission the report was banned. The head of news told us he had experienced a “seismic shift” in opinion.
Here it is. It is never been shown on television but we have it up on our Immunity Resource Foundation website.

DVD OR VHS  of “Positively False – News Report”   8 mins
It was an unforgettable experience to be able to interview President Thabo Mbeki in Pretoria in and to ask him about his brave opposition to the use of antiviral drugs for pregnant women in South Africa and his skepticism about the virus/AIDS hypothesis,

DVD or VHS INSERT

“Search for Solutions” M-Net South Africa, April 2000

2 MINS  
President Thabo Mbeki interview 




Our half hour programme was broadcast on M-Net’s Carte Blanche in April 2000, South Africa across the continent of Africa but not one single Western Channel – not NBC, CBS, ABC, Reuters etc etc (Huw Christie and I tried them all) would take it even thought they were desperate for an interview with Mbeki. 
Only the BBC bought two minutes of footage and built a viciously critical programme around the Mbeki footage. This was a classic example of the way in which the BBC and other media can dictate the way in which we see things, either by ignoring you when you are saying something that would undermine the position clung to for so long by their own science and medical correspondents, or manipulating your material until it becomes totally unrecognizable.

William Leith in the Independent on Sunday just before the Amsterdam Alternative AIDS Conference in 1992 wrote,
"Why do people react so badly to new scientific discoveries?"  "Try to imagine what it's like:  there you are, a scientist going about your business perfectly happily, using your old theories and getting along fine.  And then somebody comes up with a  genuinely new theory.  You can't just add it to your old theory.  It  replaces the old theory.  The two cannot co-exist. ...As Max Planck  wrote: 'A new scientific truth does not triumph by convincing its  opponents and making them see the light, but rather because its  opponents eventually die and a new generation grows up that is  familiar with it.' "

Let’s hope the new generation is in this room today.

I shall leave you all with Celia Farber’s quote, at the Berlin World AIDS Conference which I always keeps me going,
“I think truth can be suspended rerouted rejected for seemingly astonishingly long periods of time but I think it’s like a kind of energy. I don’t think it can be destroyed. It is rather like an aeroplane in a holding pattern. It does have to land somewhere, eventually.”
ENDS
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