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“How could anyone believe that?” is a natural question whenever someone believes what is contrary to
the conventional wisdom, say, that HIV doesn’t cause AIDS, or that Loch Ness monsters are real animals.

Since the role of unorthodox views in and out of science has been the focus of my academic interests
for several decades, I had to think about that question in a variety of contexts. My conclusion long ago
was that this is the wrong question, the very opposite of the right question, which is,

“How does anyone ever come to believe differently than others do?”

* * * * * * * *

It’s a widespread illusion that we believe things because they’re true. It’s an illusion that we all tend to
harbor about ourselves. Of course / believe what’s true! My beliefs aren’t wrong! It’s the others who are
wrong.

However, we don’t acquire beliefs because they’re true, we acquire them through being taught that
they’re true. For the first half-a-dozen or a dozen years of our lives, before we have begun to learn how to
think truly for ourselves, as babies and children we almost always believe what parents and teachers tell
us. Surely that has helped the species to survive. But no matter what the reason might be, there’s ample
empirical evidence for it. For instance, many people during their whole lifetime stick to the religion that
they imbibed almost with mother’s milk; those who reject that religion do so at earliest in adolescence.

That habit of believing parents and teachers tends to become ingrained. Society’s “experts” ---
scientists and doctors, surrogate parents and teachers --- tend to be believed as a matter of habit.

So how do some people ever come to believe other than what they’ve been taught and what the
experts say?

* * * * * * * *

I was prompted to this train of thought by receiving yet again some comments intended for this blog and
which were directed at minor details, from people whom I had asked, long ago, to cut through this
underbrush and address the chief point at issue: “What is the proof that HIV causes AIDS?”

Whenever I’ve asked this of commentators like Fulano-etc.-de-Tal, or Chris Noble, or Snout, or
others who want to argue incessantly about ancillary details, the exchange has come to an end. They’ve
simply never addressed that central issue.

And it’s not only these camp followers. The same holds for the actual HIV/AIDS gurus, the
Montagniers and Gallos and Faucis. Fauci threatens journalists who don’t toe the orthodox line. Gallo
hangs up on Gary Null when asked for citations to the work that made him famous.

Why can’t these people cite the work on which their belief is supposedly based?

Finally it hit me: Because their belief wasn’t formed that way. They didn’t come to believe because of
the evidence.

The Faucis and Gallos came to believe because they wanted to, because a virus-caused AIDS would
be in their professional bailiwick, and they were more than happy to take an imperfect correlation as proof
of causation.

The camp followers came to believe simply because they were happy to believe what the experts say
and what “everyone else” believes. Who are they to question the authority of scientific experts and
scientific institutions?

* * * * * * * *

To question “what everyone knows”, there has to be some decisive incentive or some serendipitous
conjunction. I’ll illustrate that by describing how I came to believe some things that “everyone else”
believes and some things that “everyone else” does not believe.
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The first unorthodox opinion I acquired was that Loch Ness monsters are probably real living animals
of some unidentified species. How did I come to that conclusion?

Serendipity set the stage. Reading has been my lifelong pleasure. I used to browse in the local library
among books that had just been returned and not yet reshelved, assuming that these would be the most
interesting ones. Around 1961, I picked from that pile a book titled Loch Ness Monster, by Tim Dinsdale.
I recall my mental sneer, for I knew like everyone else that this was a mythical creature and a tangible
tourist attraction invented by those canny Scots. But I thumbed the pages, and saw a set of glossy photos:
claimed stills from a film! If these were genuine . . . . So I borrowed the book. Having read it, I couldn’t
make up my mind. The author seemed genuine, but also very naive. Yet his film had been developed by
Kodak and pronounced genuine. Could it be that Nessies are real?

I was unable to find a satisfactory discussion in the scientific literature. So I read whatever other
books and articles I could find about it. I also became a member of the Loch Ness Investigation, a group
that was exploring at Loch Ness during the summers, and I followed their work via their newsletters --- |
couldn’t participate personally since I then lived in Australia.

A dozen years later, on sabbatical leave in England, I took a vacation trip to Loch Ness. More
serendipity: there I encountered Dinsdale. Later I arranged lecture tours for him in the USA (where I had
migrated in 1965). Coming to know Dinsdale, coming to trust his integrity, seeing a 35mm copy of his
film umpteen times during his talks, brought conviction.

It had taken me 12-15 years of looking at all the available evidence before I felt convinced.

The unorthodox view that underwrites this blog is that HIV doesn’t cause AIDS. How did I come by
that belief in something that “everyone else” does not believe?

More serendipity. Having concluded in the early 1970s that Nessies were probably real, I became curious
why there hadn’t been proper scientific investigations despite the huge amount of publicity over several
decades. That led eventually to my change of academic field from chemistry to science studies, with
special interest in heterodoxies. So I was always on the lookout for scientific anomalies and heresies to
study. In the mid-1990s, I came across the book by Ellison and Duesberg, Why We Will Never Win the
War on AIDS (interesting info about this kere; other Ellison-Duesberg articles here).

Just as with Dinsdale’s book, I couldn’t make up my mind. The arguments seemed sound, but I didn’t
feel competent to judge the technicalities. So, again, I looked for other HIV/AIDS-dissenting books, and
wrote reviews of a number of them. Around 2005, that led me to read Harvey Bialy’s scientific
autobiography of Duesberg. For months thereafter, I periodically reminded myself that I wanted to check
a citation Bialy had given, for an assertion that obviously couldn’t be true, namely, that positive HIV-tests
in the mid-1980s among teenage potential military recruits from all across the United States had come
equally among the girls as among the boys. The consequences of checking that reference are described in
The Origin, Persistence and Failings of HIV/AIDS Theory.

As with Nessie, it had taken me more than ten years of looking into the available evidence to become
convinced of the correctness of something that “everyone else” does not believe.

So am I saying that [ always sift evidence for a decade before making up my mind?
Of course not. I did that only on matters that were outside my professional expertise.

Studying chemistry, I didn’t question what the instructors and the textbooks had to say. I surely asked
for explanations on some points, and might well have raised quibbles on details, but I didn’t question the
periodic table or the theory of chemical bonding or the laws of thermodynamics or any other basic tenet.

That, I suggest, is quite typical. Those of us who go into research in a science don’t begin by
questioning our field’s basic tenets. Furthermore, most of us never have occasion to question those tenets
later on. Most scientific research is, in Kuhn’s words’, puzzle-solving. In every field there are all sorts of
little problems to be solved; not little in the sense of easy, but in the sense of not impinging on any basic
theoretical issues. One can spend many lifetimes in chemical research without ever questioning the
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Second Law of thermodynamics, say, or quantum-mechanical calculations of electron energies, and so on
and so forth.

So: Immunologists and virologists and pharmacologists and others who came to do research on
HIV/AIDS from the mid-1980s onwards have been engaged in trying to solve all sorts of puzzles.
They’ve had no reason to question the accepted view that HIV causes AIDS, because their work doesn’t
raise that question in any obvious way; they’re working on very specialized, very detailed matters ---
designing new antiretroviral drugs, say; or trying to make sense of the infinite variety of “HIV” strains
and permutations and recombinations; or looking for new strategies that might lead to a useful vaccine;
and so on and so forth. Many tens of thousands of published articles illustrate that there are no end of
mysterious puzzles about “HIV/AIDS” waiting to be solved.

The various people who became activist camp followers, like the non-scientist vigilantes among the
AIDStruth gang, didn’t begin by trying to convince themselves, by looking into the primary evidence,
that the mainstream view is correct: they simply believed it, jumped on the very visible bandwagon, took
for granted that the conventional view promulgated by official scientific institutions is true.

It is perfectly natural, in other words, for scientists and non-scientists to believe without question that
HIV causes AIDS even though they have never seen or looked for the proof.

What is not natural is to question that, and the relatively small number of individuals who became
HIV/AIDS dissidents, AIDS Rethinkers, HIV Skeptics, did so because of idiosyncratic and specific
reasons. Women like Christine Maggiore, Noreen Martin, Maria Papagiannidou, Karri Stokely, and others
had the strongest personal reasons to wonder about what they were being told: since they had not put
themselves at risk in the way “HIV” is supposedly acquired, and since they were finding the “side” effects
of antiretroviral drugs intolerable, the incentive was strong to think for themselves and look at the
evidence for themselves.

Many gay men have had similar reason to question the mainstream view, and some unknown but
undoubtedly large number of gay men are living in a perpetual mental and emotional turmoil: on one
hand much empirical evidence of what the antiretroviral drugs have done to their friends, on the other
hand their own doctors expressing with apparent confidence the mainstream view. So only a visible
minority of gay men have yet recognized the failings of HIV/AIDS theory.

One of the first to do so, John Lauritsen, was brought to question the mainstream view for the
idiosyncratic personal reason that, as a survey research analyst, he could see that the CDC’s classification
scheme was invalid.

Among scientists, Peter Duesberg recognized some of the errors of HIV/AIDS theory because he
understood so much about retroviruses and because he had not himself been caught up in the feverish
chase for an infectious cause of AIDS. Robert Root-Bernstein, too, with expertise in immunology , could
recognize clearly from outside the HIV/AIDS-research establishment the fallacy of taking
immunedeficiency as some new phenomenon. Other biologists, too, who were not involved in HIV/AIDS
work, could see things wrong with HIV/AIDS theory: Charles A. Thomas, Jr., Harvey Bialy, Walter
Gilbert, Kary Mullis, Harry Rubin, Gordon Stewart, Richard Strohman, and many others who have put
their names to the letter asking for a reconsideration.
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To summarize:

Mainstream researchers rarely if ever question the basis for the contemporary beliefs in their field. It’s not
unique to HIV/AIDS. HIV/AIDS researchers and camp followers never cite the publications that are
supposed to prove that HIV causes AIDS for the reason that they never looked for such proof, they simply
took it for granted on the say-so of the press-conference announcement and subsequent “mainstream
consensus”.

The people who did look for such proof, and realized that it doesn’t exist, were:

® journalists covering “HIV/AIDS” stories (among those who wrote books about it are Jad Adams,
Elinor Burkett, John Crewdson, Celia Farber, Neville Hodgkinson, Evan Lambrou, Michael
Leitner, Joan Shenton);

® directly affected, said-to-be-HIV-positive people, largely gay men and also women like those
mentioned above;

® individuals for a variety of individual reasons, as illustrated above for John Lauritsen and myself;
® scientists in closely related fields who were not working directly on HIV/AIDS.

That last point is pertinent to the refrain from defenders of HIV/AIDS orthodoxy that highly qualified
scientists like Duesberg or Mullis are not equipped to comment because they have never themselves done
any research on HIV or AIDS. But that’s precisely why they were able to see that this HIV/AIDS
Emperor has no clothes --- scientists working directly on the many puzzles generated by this wrong
theory have no incentive, no inclination, no reason to question the hypothesis; indeed, the psychological
mechanism of cognitive dissonance makes it highly unlikely that scientists with careers vested in
HIV/AIDS orthodoxy will be able to recognize the evidence against their belief.

More generally, this is the reason why the history of science contains so many cases of breakthroughs
being made by outsiders to a particular specialty: coming to it afresh, they are not blinded by the insider
dogmas.

So there is nothing unique about the fact that the failings of HIV/AIDS theory have been discerned by
outsiders and not by insiders, and that the insiders are not even familiar with the supposed proofs
underlying their belief. Nor is it unique that the dogma has many camp followers who never bothered to
look for the supposed proofs of the mainstream belief. What is unique to HIV/AIDS theory is the
enormous damage it has caused, by making ill or actually killing hundreds of thousands (at least). The
annals of modern medicine have no precedent for this, which is another reason why thoughtless

supporters of HIV/AIDS orthodoxy may feel comfortable with it despite never having sought evidence for
it.

So here’s the question to put to everyone who insists that HIV causes AIDS:

How DID YOU COME TO BELIEVE THAT?

WHAT CONVINCED YOU?



