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What is an HIV/AIDS denier? Or HIV/AIDS denialist?
Peter Duesberg is a fine scientist, I have read his book and examined some of the scientific
papers upon which it is based. From the CDC (Center for Disease Control) in Atlanta I have
requested the scientific papers that prove the causal relationship between the HIV
retrovirus and the IMMUNODEFICIENCY SYNDROME commonly known as AIDS. They
have never sent even references to the peer-reviewed primary scientific literature that
establishes the causal relationship because they can't. Such papers do not exist.
I have seen all four of the films made by Coleman Jones and colleagues in Toronto. Film #3
in the series is most telling. Although no strong evidence exists for any simple causal
relationship what is clear is that the HIV claim is erroneous by the standards of
microbiology and virology.
When I saw the glowing review of George Miklos, a colleague and a fiercely honest scientist,
of Harvey Bialy's book on the scientific life of Peter Duesberg I bought and read Harvey's
book. I have also read Celia Farber's superb article in the Lewis Lapham "swansong" issue of
Harper's magazine, last March, I believe. Rebecca Culshaw's paper on why she quit AIDS
statistical research and Dr. Geschachter's unpublished ms about African AIDS, accepted by
the editor and then rejected both substantiated my reluctance to accept the glib "HIV/
AIDS" term. I found all of these readings far more convincing than any literature proported
to show a HIV-AIDS causal connection.
I heard a talk by a "medical scientist" from the Harvard Medical School at a meeting at
Roger Williams Univ in Rhode Island from a supposed expert who attempts to design an
HIV vaccine. He claimed the HIV virus mutates a billion times in 48hours. It became clear
that the HIV virus has no clear identity. The HIV tests, nearly always positive for pregnant
women, that vary significantly in the US, Europe and Australia are particularly disturbing.
My son-in-law, James di Properzio spent several months researching this story for the
Common Review (the Great Books Foundation in Chicago). His findings were consistent
with Celia Farber's and after encouragement from the editor the board reviewed and
rejected his draft.
"Science is the search for truth" said David Bohm, "whether we like it [the truth] or not.
From my readings, discussions with knowledgable scientists close to the story, I simply
conclude, as does Kerry Mullis, the Nobel Lauriate who wrote a foreword to Duesberg's
classical work that there is no evidence that "HIV causes AIDS". I have no special expertise.
I simply seek the evidence for scientific claims, especially when they have dire consequences
for the science itself and the treatment..not just medical..of so many people.
I have observed that the closer one comes to the study of humans the shoddier the quality of
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the scientific evidence. Maybe that is one of the reasons that I work with bacteria and
protoctists (the eukaryotic microorganisms and their immediate descendants exclusive of
plants, animals and fungi). The vast majority of these are harmless to human health.
Although I have written about the natural history of the anthrax bacterium, Beethoven's and
Nietzsche's syphilis and the work of Hentry Taylor Ricketts with insect-borne pathgens (eg.
g, ticks carrying Rocky Mt Spotted fever), in general I avoid the last 3 million years of
evolution and any other studies thatrequire detailed knowledge of mammalian, including
human, biology. Why? Because political bias, hearsay and gossip are inevitable whereas in
the first part of the evolution story (from 3800 until 3 million years ago) politics intervenes
far less obtrusively. In pursuit of the story of life and its effects on planet Earth one can be
more honest if the earliest atages of evolution are the objects of study.
And this way I can lay low and not be "name-called" (i.e., "denialist") because I ask hard
questions and require solid evidence before I embrace a particular causal hypothesis.
Indeed, is not my attitude of inquiry exactly what science is about?
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