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Praise for DECEPTION





“Dr. Rand Paul, senator from the great state of Kentucky, has never been one to shy away from controversy, particularly when it is to protect and inform the American people. When everyone else wanted to tuck their heads in the sand about Covid, Dr. Paul relentlessly looked for the truth. While his fellow politicians lectured the American people to ‘Follow The Science,’ he reminded people about the real science of natural immunity. While others bowed at the altar of Dr. Anthony Fauci, he loudly told the American people they were being lied to. When others pushed conspiracy theories about ‘wet markets,’ Dr. Paul informed the American people of the more likely origin of Covid, the Wuhan Virology Lab. In Deception, Dr. Paul shines a bright light on Capitol Hill, on the greed, hypocrisy, and pursuit of power and control that cost millions of American lives. He exposes how the communist Chinese, along with weak and compliant government officials, put politics above science and the lives of American citizens. Read this book and decide for yourself if you will ever again listen to any politician regarding issues of your health, and that of your families.”


—Sean Hannity, Fox News


“Rand Paul knew it was all a destructive, unconstitutional lie. This book is a must-read and primer to ensure that we never come close to doing this to our country again.”


—Laura Ingraham, Fox News


“Was the virus that causes COVID the result of a science experiment gone badly awry? We now know that the U.S. National Institutes of Health, at the direction of Dr. Tony Fauci, funded risky research in China manipulating animal viruses to study their potential to infect humans. Dr. Fauci has publicly denied any responsibility, but Senator Rand Paul has methodically exposed Fauci’s obfuscation, denial, and cover-up. In Deception, Paul gives a riveting account of how these and other lapses in oversight and skirting of regulation to carry out gain-of-function experiments could have catalyzed the pandemic. Paul demands action to reform out-of-control scientists and their enablers, who may have caused the worst peacetime public health catastrophe in history.”


—Jay Bhattacharya, M.D., Ph.D., professor of health policy, Stanford University


“It happens from time to time in history that one person is the right person for the time and place, without whom everything would have been different, and much more dreadful. That is the case with Senator Rand Paul, who has earned for himself a heroic place. Imagine: without Rand Paul, Anthony Fauci, who preferred hiding behind friendly reporters during the ruination of American liberty from 2020 to 2022, might never have encountered a critic. This is the accounting that we so desperately need.”


—Jeffrey A. Tucker, president and founder, the Brownstone Institute


“Senator Rand Paul has written an eye-opening account countering many of America’s public health leaders and government officials who fail to fully explore facts about the origins of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic. Adding to revelations about gross incompetence, censorship of disagreement, and dishonest distortions by public health leaders to unethically manipulate the public, Senator Paul refutes the effort by leading scientists, prestigious medical journals, the WHO, and the NIH itself to thwart discovery of the truth. If their systemic effort was intended to conceal malfeasance by America’s NIH, led by Drs. Collins and Fauci, who sent American tax dollars to fund dangerous gain-of-function research in Wuhan and circumvent Obama-era restrictions, then we are witnessing perhaps the deadliest cover-up scandal in history.”


—Scott W. Atlas, M.D., Robert Wesson Senior Fellow in Health Policy, Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and former advisor to the President of the United States and member of the White House Coronavirus Task Force


“Rand Paul has been the rare political leader who relentlessly interrogated our deeply misguided pandemic policies. This true public servant worked tirelessly to expose the corruption and conflicts of interest driving our public health apparatus down this destructive path. Here he gives us the insider’s view from the front lines of the political battle for the health of our nation. Deception is essential reading for Americans who do not want to live permanently under a biomedical security state.”


—Aaron Kheriaty, M.D., director of the Bioethics and American Democracy Program, Ethics and Public Policy Center


“I can count on one hand the number of elected officials who dared to question the approved narrative crafted by Dr. Fauci & Co. during the COVID pandemic. Senator Rand Paul was one of those officials. Deception is the pinnacle of his tireless efforts to shed light on the malfeasance that led to the worst public policy decisions of our lifetime. The truths he exposes will hopefully lead to the dismantling of the most corrupt class of professionals to lead our once-trusted government institutions. Let it be so—and quickly!”


—Justin Hart, author of Gone Viral: How Covid Drove the World Insane
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For Kelley:


When my hair begins to thin


We will be lodged and snuggled


Safe from the north-eastern winds


The drafty caulking


The aging woodwork


Lofty ceilings and unadorned timbers


Threaten cold


But we will be protected by woolen blankets


And perhaps a sip of wine by the fire


And the heat of bodies so close


Happiness deferred if you can call it that


The so long suffering


Mourned about


But immediately missed


The long day


The daily doing


The stuff of living will be followed


By the glow of picking through the photographs


The memories of children laughing


And mothers weeping


And stoic dads who solemnly


Stand erect at the changing of the guard


All of us bystanders


But finally having the time to appreciate


The splendor


The time to wait and sit


To move the bishop without


Concern that the queen may be in danger


Or that the pawns might rebel


There will be time


When no intrusion will obscure


The butterfly or deter her flight


A time for reflection


Before the coming of goodnight










Preface


For a contrarian like me, it’s hard not to idolize Li Wenliang. He was a young ophthalmologist, just as I once was. Full of youth, unapologetic, and a force for truth even living in the midst of Communist China, where citizens are serenaded by drones hovering outside the balconies of their high-rise apartments singing the true state anthem: “Control your soul’s desire for freedom.”1


Li Wenliang gave his life taking care of COVID patients and trying to warn the world of the impending pandemic. Meanwhile American government scientists essentially spit on his grave as they buried the truth to cover their asses. At every turn, Anthony Fauci has worked to obscure any connections between the NIH-funded Wuhan lab and COVID-19. Did Li know that his postings on Weibo chat about an unknown SARS-like virus that was killing people in Wuhan would essentially be his last words?


How was this hero, this truth-teller, treated by the Communist Chinese? He was summoned and reprimanded for “spreading rumors” and “severely disturbing the social order.” Li was forced to sign a confession.2


Realize that he was accused of spreading “misinformation”—the same sort of accusations that would soon be leveled in the land of the free. I should know. They made the same accusations against me. Major media platforms such as Facebook labeled anyone suggesting that COVID could have originated in the Wuhan lab a purveyor of this so-called misinformation.3 The term would become the watchword of the American left, desperate to control the narrative by silencing those who questioned it.


According to the official Chinese narrative, Li died from COVID.


He was only thirty-three years old. The death rate from COVID or with COVID in the United States for adults between the ages of thirty and thirty-nine is about 0.04 percent, quite rare.4 Likely, that rate is even lower if patients with significant comorbidities are excluded. Li’s death was a great loss but also a rare occurrence in his age bracket.


Extraordinarily rare.


In an authoritarian society, such deaths linger and lead to whispers regarding the veracity of official causes of death…


When his death was posted online sometime after midnight, the comments on Weibo quickly came in: “I knew you would post this in the middle of the night.… You think we’ve all gone to sleep? No. We haven’t.”


Another commenter posted that “countless young people will mature overnight after today: the world is not as beautiful as we imagined. Are you angry? If any of us here is fortunate enough to speak up for the public in the future, please make sure you remember tonight’s anger.”5


The wistful responses of China’s youth to the loss of one of their own generation remind me of the Parveen Shakir poem:




They insist upon catching the firefly in the daylight


The children of our age, have grown wiser.6





It is yet to be determined whether a new generation of Chinese youth will rise up, remembering the hope that came when Deng Xiaoping dismantled Mao’s brutal shackles. Will a new generation channel the despair of Tiananmen Square to forge a new China? A China whose government does not threaten to one day unleash upon the world, either by accident or by intent, a biological scourge that civilization might struggle to survive?


With Li’s untimely passing, even China’s National Supervisory Commission, an anti-corruption department of government, chimed in, saying they would investigate Li’s death “in response to issues raised by the masses.” As CNN reported, “The short statement did not elaborate on the nature of the ‘issues’ raised.”7


Li Wenliang was a hero, and I dedicate this book to Li and all others who resist censorship in the hope that the DNA of resistance and independent thought will never be stamped out by government censors.8










Introduction




Once upon a Nightmare…


As news of the mysterious and deadly virus spread, one can only imagine the flop sweat that must have soaked through Shi Zhengli’s clothing as she paced her office in the Wuhan Institute of Virology (WIV). Known worldwide as the “bat scientist,” Dr. Shi trembled at the thought that a worldwide pandemic may have originated in her lab.1 News that three of her colleagues were seriously ill with a pneumonia of unknown origin sent shock waves throughout the WIV. Yet in Communist China, one’s first worry isn’t always about the truth, but how the party reacts to the truth. Shi had to act quickly if she were to survive.


She knew there was no tolerance for criticism. She’d seen what happened to colleagues, such as Huang Yanling, who didn’t toe the party line. She didn’t know yet that Huang would ultimately go missing, but Shi wasn’t naïve. Shi hadn’t reached this pinnacle of success in the Chinese research world without understanding the Communist Party roadblocks that could stymie anyone’s ascent to leadership. Any misstep might be her last.


Dr. Shi’s accomplishments were legion. From her field expeditions to remote caves to her collection and identification of over a hundred new coronaviruses to her collaboration with famous American scientists, Shi knew she was a star in government circles. But Shi also understood that no one in China is ever truly safe. Everyone is ultimately expendable, and the trick was staying ahead of the curve, avoiding the hangman’s ax.


Her lab was now under direct military control—not that her lab had ever not been under the military’s watchful eye. It might help her survive if the new military command understood that she had just been following orders. It might help her survive if she reminded everyone that she listened to and obeyed the direct orders of military scientist General Zhou Yusen.


Shi simply provided him with samples of the mutant virus. He promised a general vaccine for all coronaviruses. General Zhou insisted that the virus must have significant ability to infect humans; the coronavirus needed to have a special site to allow it to enter human cells. Shi could do that. Shi had even submitted an application for a U.S. defense agency grant to do precisely that. Shi didn’t yet know the virus from her lab would kill millions, but she did hope that the world would one day judge her based on her desire to save lives.


As for her personal survival, Shi pinned her hopes on the “I was just following orders” defense. General Zhou was really the one in charge. He was official military, for goodness’ sake. Surely, he would either absorb the blame or take the fall. Dr. Shi would not know until the spring that General Zhou would not survive the year.


Was he killed because the leaked virus killed millions of Chinese? Or did he commit suicide because the vaccine he developed was not really that effective? Dr. Shi didn’t know General Zhou’s fate yet. All Dr. Shi knew at the time was that mistakes were not tolerated, that errors of this magnitude were terminal, and Shi knew that survival depended not only on demonstrating her usefulness but also showing her party loyalty by expertly covering up all traces of the virus’s true origin.


But now it was a race against time. All evidence of the virus so carefully cultivated in her lab must be eliminated, not just to destroy the evidence but to protect any other lab workers from dying. Once the danger abated enough for her to think, Shi knew the next step was to prevent the world from knowing that the virus originated in her lab.


So late one night in September on a muggy day with midday temperatures exceeding ninety degrees, Dr. Shi destroyed the online coronavirus database she had so painstakingly compiled over the years. Much of that research was financed by the U.S. taxpayer.


The cover-up had begun.I


And it was only September 2019. The rest of the world would have to wait until January 2020 to learn of the COVID pandemic. And even then, the Chinese government would begin by swearing that the virus did not transmit from human to human…


So many lies.


Not just the lies of the Chinese government—even our own government lied. And lied even more as it tried to hide every bit of evidence of U.S. government funding of dangerous coronavirus gain-of-function experiments in Wuhan.




	
I. This opening is based on facts but fictionalizes Shi Zhengli’s feelings and thoughts about the origins of COVID. Obviously, this revery is conjecture, and the character does not purport to be an objective portrait of any real person living or dead.
















PART I The Cover-Up











CHAPTER 1





The COVID Cover-Up Begins in a Whirlwind


In early January 2020, there were reports from Wuhan of a mysterious pneumonia. At first Chinese officials reported that it did not appear to be passed from human to human,1 but within days they couldn’t contain the lie. Not only was it found to be quite contagious, it also was quickly shown to kill.


The cover-up likely began even before Anthony Fauci knew for certain how dangerous the pandemic would become. Previous lab leaks had never killed more than a few thousand people. Fauci would not be fully aware of how readily this virus was adapted to humans for several more weeks. What Fauci did know was that he had—for several years now—personally approved gain-of-function research in Wuhan.2


He knew that his reputation and the billion-dollar “business of science” depended on distancing himself, the NIH (National Institutes of Health), and the NIAID (National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases) from any research in Wuhan.


In a remarkable display of scientific prowess, Professor Yong-Zhen Zhang of Fudan University obtained a sample from a pneumonia patient and sequenced the virus in an astonishing forty-hour sprint.3 Zhang completed the analysis at 2:00 a.m. on January 6. The Chinese government told him “in no uncertain terms not to publish anything.”4


Throughout this period, the Chinese were not forthcoming with the truth about the pneumonia-causing virus from Wuhan. For weeks the Chinese government maintained that there was no evidence of human-to-human transmission.


The Chinese government also withheld the RNA sequence from the public for several weeks and only revealed it after Zhang and Eddie Holmes, a virologist from the University of Sydney, revealed the sequence in January on virological.org. That same day, China reported its first death from COVID-19. Only when these scientists finally revealed the sequence online did the Chinese government release their own sequencing analysis—an analysis likely completed at least by late December 2019.5







Redfield Catches the Scent


In the next weeks, virologists around the world would scramble to analyze the new virus’s genome. One virologist, Robert Redfield, head of the CDC, voiced his concern early on that the virus might have originated in the Wuhan Institute of Virology.6


Redfield had been an Army physician and a professor at the University of Maryland. While in the military, Redfield founded the Department of Retroviral Research. His prestigious career also included serving as Chief of Infectious Diseases at the University of Maryland School of Medicine. As a virologist and cofounder of the University of Maryland’s Institute of Human Virology, he was uniquely qualified to delve into the origin of COVID-19.


As such, Redfield was sounding the alarm worldwide by mid-January of 2020, calling Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus, director general of the World Health Organization (WHO), Jeremy Farrar, head of Wellcome Trust in the United Kingdom, and of course, Anthony Fauci. He contacted each scientist separately with the same urgent message: “We had to take the lab-leak hypothesis with extreme seriousness.”7


Instead of answers, shockingly, Redfield was excluded from Fauciled meetings concerning COVID-19. Why would a virologist who is also head of the CDC not be included in discussions concerning the origins of COVID-19?


According to Redfield, Fauci excluded him from meetings of the inner circle from the get-go because Redfield was open to the possibility that COVID-19 could have leaked from the Wuhan lab. Redfield didn’t learn the full extent of his exclusion until he read the emails that a federal judge forced Fauci to reveal under the Freedom of Information Act.8


Redfield remembers getting his first situation report on “a new unspecified pneumonia on January 1st,” and he immediately doubted the veracity of the reports coming from China’s government.9


George Gao, the head of China’s CDC, told Redfield that there was “no evidence of human-to-human transmission, no hospital transmission,” and that the infected were only people who had been to the wet market.


But only a few days later, Gao called back and said, “Bob, the epidemic is out of control with cases everywhere and it has nothing to do with the wet market.”10


To Redfield, the origin of the virus—that is, whether it arose naturally from an animal host or leaked from a lab—was an extremely important piece of information. What alarmed Redfield from the beginning was the ease of COVID-19’s transmission from human to human. Previous coronaviruses that came from animals never adapted to transmit easily from human to human. But COVID-19 was exploding in growth, showing no difficulty transmitting between humans.11


Indeed, the previous outbreaks of the coronaviruses SARS and MERS could be contained because the virus never evolved to become very contagious among humans. Crucially, a virus that was pressured in the lab to adapt to survive in human cells could leak from a lab fully able to easily infect humans and then be transmitted human to human.


Clearly, whether the virus came from nature or from a lab leak mattered, not only in assessing culpability but in preparing for how widespread the epidemic would become. Fauci’s dismissal of the lab leak likely centered on his wanting to escape blame, but it also erroneously suggested that COVID-19 might behave like SARS and MERS and not be so contagious.12


The true nature of COVID-19’s contagiousness would become apparent within the next several weeks. And Redfield was not shy about bringing his concerns to each and every meeting with Fauci and others.


Within the first weeks of January, Redfield and Fauci were already at odds. Redfield describes it: “Fauci and I kind of got into it.… I’m a virologist and Tony is an immunologist. I told Fauci that I’m very concerned that he was championing this theory that it came from animals, but there is another theory: that it came from a laboratory.”13


This was not the first time Redfield and Fauci had tangled. About ten years before, Redfield had sided with those who believed it was dangerous to perform gain-of-function studies to mutate bird flu so it could be aerosolized. Redfield argued against publishing these studies, explaining that the information would become a road map for potential terrorists. Fauci argued that the scientific knowledge obtained was worth the risk.14


Americans were deliberately kept ignorant of the raging debate in the scientific community over gain-of-function research. Fauci was deeply invested in having people believe there was overwhelming scientific consensus concerning the great value of gain-of-function research as a method to identify threats and prevent future pandemics. In reality, there is rarely overwhelming consensus in science—that is, except in modern times when billions in grant money is dangled, as we will see was the case here. In fact, many prominent scientists argued that the creation of new pathogens not found in nature had deadly risks for humankind.15


When I cross-examined Fauci as he testified before the Senate HELP (Health, Education, Labor and Pensions) Committee, he flatly and angrily denied that he ever funded gain-of-function research. Redfield was aghast. Redfield said, “Tony may have overplayed his hand when he was so aggressive with Congress, saying that he was never involved in funding gain of function research. There’s too much evidence that’s just not true.”16


Paul Thacker, a former Senate investigator, put it this way: “When Fauci testified before Congress and denied funding gain of function research, because he has his own definition of gain of function, I immediately thought, ‘This guy just lied before Congress.’ ”17







The Smoke Screen Takes Shape


Even Peter Daszak, who coauthored the findings on the research with Shi in Wuhan, explicitly referred to his research as “gain of function.” According to emails obtained by FOIA, Daszak responded to NIH officials who approved the resumption of his funding with: “We are very happy to hear that our Gain of Function research funding pause has been lifted.”18


Disturbingly, most of these insights into the timeline of the cover-up come from documents held by Fauci and the NIH and were only released when demanded by a federal judge through the Freedom of Information Act.


As Columbia economist Jeffrey Sachs puts it, “The most interesting things that I got as chair of the Lancet commission came from Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) lawsuits and whistleblower leaks from inside the U.S. government. Isn’t that terrible? NIH was actually asked at one point: give us your research program on SARS-like viruses. And you know what they did? They released the cover page and redacted 290 pages. They gave us a cover page and 290 blank pages! That’s NIH, for heaven’s sake. That’s not some corporation. That is the U.S. government charged with keeping us healthy.”19


About this time, Jeremy Farrar of Wellcome Trust, perhaps the largest private provider of research dollars, remembers seeing email exchanges among respected scientists suggesting the virus had characteristics that appeared to be manipulated or even engineered to infect human cells.20


Farrar is a British M.D./Ph.D. who identified the re-emergence of bird flu, H5N1, in humans in 2004. If you searched a “Who’s Who” of infectious diseases and vaccines, you’d find his name. He’s also a former editor of the New England Journal of Medicine. Farrar might be considered as powerful, or more so, than Anthony Fauci.


In his book Spike, Farrar recounts that “by the second week in January [2020], I was beginning to realize the scale of what was happening.”21 Farrar writes, “During that period, I would do things I had never done before: acquire a burner phone, hold clandestine meetings, keep difficult secrets.”22


Farrar does not make clear who he was afraid of. The Chinese government? The public? Were the burner phone and the secret meeting necessary to hide from the public the possibility that the virus had leaked from the Wuhan Institute of Virology? He reveals that he got advice from Wellcome chair Eliza Manningham-Buller, who, curiously, was also previously the head of Britain’s intelligence agency—MI5.


It is revealing that, in trying to unravel the cover-up of COVID-19’s origins, one finds a recurring intersection between spies and infectious diseases.


Why? Because even though the government scientists have circled the wagons to deny COVID-19 leaked from a lab, they know that it is a real possibility that spies across the world are constantly searching for dangerous bioweapons research or unintentional leaks of what they euphemistically refer to as “dual-use research.” In other words, they are on the alert for viruses that might be intentionally designed to kill an enemy or viruses ostensibly just created “for study”—that might be just as dangerous.


It’s not hard to see where problems might arise in this murky gray area between weapons and research.


As the rumors swirled that the virus might have leaked from the Wuhan Institute of Virology, Farrar’s wife, Christiane, insists that he ring “people close to us, so they would understand what was going on in case anything happened to [you].” Farrar told his brother that “a few scientists, including me, were beginning to suspect this might be a lab accident.…” Farrar also told his brother that the British and American intelligence agencies were in the loop.23


Whatever his reason for doing so, Farrar painted a dangerous scenario: “ ‘If anything happens to me in the next few weeks,’ I told them nervously, ‘this is what you need to know.’ ”24


Why was Farrar so alarmed? He admits that his “starting bias was that it was odd for a spillover event, from animals to humans, to take off in people so immediately and spectacularly—in a city with a bio lab.”25







The Furin Site Telltale


Furin is one of the enzymes that activates the genetic code that initiates protein synthesis in cells. A cleavage site is a spot for the enzyme to attach to genetic material and serve as a key to activate the making of specific proteins, the building blocks of life. Farrar was alarmed that this coronavirus was the first of its kind to have a furin cleavage site that “enhances infectivity” and “seemed almost designed to infect human cells.”26


Likewise, when Redfield first learned that COVID-19 had a furin cleavage site, he said, “This isn’t natural.”27 Redfield, like others, noted that the genetic code that creates COVID-19’s furin cleavage site is the code most often found in humans, not in bats. Bizarrely, the cleavage site was so adapted to humans that it no longer allowed the virus to enter a bat cell at all.28


If anyone doubts that Fauci and his yes-men knew that a lab leak would boomerang and direct blame back on them, the emails obtained by Freedom of Information court orders make this point explicitly.


The compressed timeline of phone calls, Zoom conferences, and midnight emails provides a sense of the panic building in the last days of January 2020. These emails show that by January 27, the level of alarm had risen to a fever pitch. At 6:24 p.m., one of Fauci’s deputies, Greg Folkers, emailed talking points for Fauci for that evening’s White House press conference. The email reminded Fauci that he had approved NIAID funding for coronavirus research, including research in Wuhan. Folkers goes on to remind Fauci of the main players in the joint research with Wuhan: EcoHealth’s Peter Daszak, UNC’s Ralph Baric, Ian Lipkin, and Shi Zhengli of Wuhan. Folkers even lists the NIAID identifying number for a gain-of-function research grant to Baric and Shi. Fauci’s own assistant labels the grant “gain of function,”29 though Fauci himself would later vehemently assert to the American people that “the NIH has not ever and does not now fund gain-of-function research in the Wuhan Institute of Virology.”30


That same day across the Atlantic, Farrar sends an email to Fauci: “We should use different phones: avoid putting things in emails; and ditch our normal email addresses and phone contacts.” In his memoir, Spike, Farrar recounts, “I didn’t know the term then but I now had a burner phone, which I could use only for this purpose and then get rid of.”31


How can anyone read that and not conclude that the pursuit of the truth was taking a back seat to the secrecy of covering up?


A day later, January 28, Farrar called Eddie Holmes, the British evolutionary biologist and virologist. Farrar was worried about internet discussion that the virus may have leaked from the Wuhan lab. Farrar wanted to discuss with Holmes a preprint journal article from a few days before that had reported that the COVID-19 RNA sequence was 96 percent similar to another Wuhan virus known as RaTG13.32


On January 29, Kristian Andersen, professor of immunology and microbiology at Scripps Research, shared a journal article that describes a technique to modify the spike protein of the original SARS that caused the pneumonia outbreak and deaths in 2003. According to Farrar, Andersen said this study “looked like a how-to-manual for building the Wuhan coronavirus in a laboratory.” Farrar describes Andersen as alarmed that this journal article suggests that researchers could have created COVID-19 in the Wuhan lab.33


That same day, Andersen emailed Eddie Holmes: “… can we talk? I need to be pulled off the ledge here.” (This is Holmes’s recollection.) Holmes remembers Andersen saying that “… there’s this furin cleavage site between the S1 and S2 junctions.” Additionally, “There are two restriction sites, BamHI, around it. And that section, between the restriction sites, looks like it has reduced variation.”34


Restriction sites are areas of genetic sequences recognized by restriction enzymes. They allow scientists to insert new DNA. Andersen is saying it looks like the nucleotide sequence between the restriction sites is not of natural origin and likely inserted by scientists.


Holmes’s response holds nothing back: “Fuck, this is bad.”35


A few days later on January 31, the back-and-forth between the virologists concerned that COVID-19 came from a lab reached a fever pitch.







A Sickening Realization Dawns on Fauci’s Yes-Men


At 5:23 p.m., on January 31, 2020, Jeremy Farrar emailed Fauci requesting a phone call. Farrar says he “contacted Tony Fauci about the rumours over the origins of the virus and asked him to speak to Kristian Andersen at Scripps.”36 The phone number is redacted from the email, but one might reasonably assume it’s Farrar’s burner phone. Realize it’s after 10:00 p.m. in England. Something big is afoot.37 Farrar describes his feelings at the time: “I remember becoming a little nervous about my own personal safety around this time. I don’t really know what I was scared of.”38


Farrar was in a frenzied twenty-four-hour-a-day back-and-forth with international virologists. His wife reports seventeen calls in just one night, all of which were over concerns that COVID-19 might have originated in a lab in Wuhan39—and now he can’t explain what he was afraid of? This beggars belief.


What might be the state of a scientist in such a condition of horrified epiphany?


Might he fear retribution from the Chinese government if he is complicit in revealing that the virus might have come from a Wuhan lab? Or might he fear that the billion-dollar “business of science” could be damaged if the public becomes aware that the pandemic may have originated in a lab?


Perhaps both?


Farrar told Fauci the names of the scientists already “involved”—Kristian Andersen, Bob Garry, and Eddie Holmes—provided their contact information, and told Fauci to call Andersen.40


That same day, Science magazine released an article: “Mining Coronavirus Genomes for Clues to the Outbreak’s Origins,” by Jon Cohen. The article is written with the intent to dispel any possibility of a lab leak. Cohen even refers to any such hypothesis as a “conspiracy” theory.


Cohen favorably quotes Trevor Bedford, who argues that COVID-19 is “at least” twenty-five years distant evolutionarily from RaTG13. Cohen does quote a longtime critic of gain-of-function research, Professor Richard Ebright, who expresses worry about the safety protocol at the Wuhan Institute of Virology. But Cohen depicts Ebright as an outlier or gadfly of the consensus.41 The intent is to diminish any critique from him.


The truth is that Ebright is a thirty-year-tenured molecular chemist with 175 peer-reviewed papers to his name. Ebright was also an editor of the Journal of Biochemistry for sixteen years. And since 2004, Ebright had been the most prominent scientist to argue for more controls on gain-of-function research.42


A few hours later, still on January 31, at 8:43 p.m., Fauci emailed the article indicating that gain-of-function research was going on in Wuhan (and funded by his NIAID) but its products were safely contained to Farrar and Andersen.43 At some point, Fauci presumably called Andersen. The contents of that call are unknown.


At 10:32 p.m. on January 31, 2020, the COVID cover-up began to take shape.


The RNA genome of the Wuhan virus had only been released by Chinese scientists a few weeks earlier. But it didn’t take long for virologists to notice that something was amiss. The RNA sequence showed anomalies suggestive of laboratory manipulation.


On the evening of January 31, a mad scramble of the nation’s elite virologists contacted Tony Fauci to alert him of what he already should have suspected—the Wuhan virus appeared to have been manipulated in a lab to make it more infectious in humans. One of these virologists, a confidant of Fauci, Kristian Andersen, at 10:32 p.m. sent this harried email to Fauci:




One has to look really closely at all the sequences to see that some of the features (potentially) look engineered.… Eddie, Bob, Mike, and myself all find the genome inconsistent with expectations from evolutionary theory.44





The other three virologists are Eddie Holmes, Bob Garry, and presumably Mike Farzan. That Andersen doesn’t list their last names indicates how well Fauci must have known each of them.45


Garry, a researcher at the University of Tulane, echoed Andersen’s conclusion. Garry had looked at COVID’s RNA sequence and was troubled by anomalies in this genetic sequence not normally found in nature.


In an email obtained by federal order, Garry describes in sheer wonderment the genetic sequence of COVID-19:




Before I left the office for the ball, I aligned nCoV with the 96% bat CoV sequenced at WIV. Except for the RBD the S proteins are essentially identical at the amino acid level—well all but the perfect insertion of 12 nucleotides that adds the furin site. S2 is over its whole length essentially identical. I really can’t think of a plausible natural scenario where you get from the bat virus or one very similar to it to nCoV where you insert exactly 4 amino acids 12 nucleotide that all have to be added at the exact same time to gain this function—that and you don’t change any other amino acid in S2? I just can’t figure out how this gets accomplished in nature. Do the alignment of the spikes at the amino acid level—it’s stunning. Of course, in the lab it would be easy to generate the perfect 12 base insert that you wanted. Another scenario is that the progenitor of nCoV was a bat virus with the perfect furin cleavage site generated over evolutionary times. In this scenario RaTG13 the WIV virus was generated by a perfect deletion of 12 nucleotides while essentially not changing any other S2 amino acid. Even more implausible IMO.46





Two years later, when interviewed by Megyn Kelly, Garry attempted to laugh off his early support for the lab-leak theory by saying scientists often play devil’s advocate, as if he never really believed in the lab-leak theory, despite flatly saying otherwise and calling a natural origin implausible in private correspondence. His actual emails from the time tell the true story.47


On January 31, all of those we might label Fauci’s “yes-men” were frantically worried that COVID-19 came from a lab—worried because they all knew Fauci’s NIAID had been funding the Wuhan lab for years. They all were independently reaching the same conclusions: COVID did not appear to be a product of nature. COVID appeared to be manipulated by scientists.


On the evening of January 31, 2020, all four of these virologists agreed that the RNA genome of this new virus appeared “inconsistent with expectations from evolutionary theory.” They were confident enough to directly contact the ultimate dispenser of research grant money in the Free World—Anthony Fauci.


These scientists didn’t quibble, they didn’t equivocate. These scientists presented succinctly and definitively that they didn’t “find” the new virus’s genome consistent with having arisen from nature. It doesn’t take a crystal ball to imagine the worried look that might have furrowed Fauci’s brow.


Less than two hours later, at 12:29 a.m. that same night, Fauci emailed his second-in-command, Dr. Hugh Auchincloss. As Congressman Jim Jordan explains at The Federalist, “In the email, Dr. Fauci attached a paper written by Dr. Ralph Baric and Dr. Zhengli-Li Shi—the so-called ‘bat woman’ from Wuhan Institute of Virology (WIV). The paper highlighted taxpayer-funded gain-of-function research on coronaviruses conducted by the WIV. Dr. Fauci told Dr. Auchincloss: ‘It is essential that we speak this [morning]. Keep your cell phone on… read this paper… you will have tasks today that must be done.’ ” 48


I don’t know about you, but I’ve never emailed an employee after midnight, nor have I ever shown such fierce and forceful language to indicate in the wee hours of the night that there will be “tasks today that must be done.”


It’s hard not to read those words and surmise that fear was gripping Tony Fauci’s heart. But Fauci wasn’t done for the night. He must have lain awake worrying.


Just before 3:00 a.m., Dr. Fauci sent another email, this one to Dr. Robert Kadlec, Trump’s Assistant Secretary for Preparedness and Response at Health and Human Services. Fauci attached an article that argued against a lab leak and for a natural or evolutionary origin to COVID-19. Keeping his own worry under wraps, Fauci began covering up any suggestion that the virus could have leaked from the Wuhan lab.


His email to Kadlec read, “Bob: This came out today. Gives a balanced view.”49


When I first learned of this 3:00 a.m. email, I wondered what the rest of the story must be. Why email Bob Kadlec at 3:00 a.m.? I was perplexed until I learned that one of Kadlec’s duties was to chair the P3CO Committee, the group that is supposed to screen gain-of-function proposals and disapprove experiments it deems too dangerous.


So, the source of Fauci’s restless night is the worry that Kadlec might soon discover that the gain-of-function research in Wuhan never came before his committee, that Fauci was allowing gain-of-function research to bypass scrutiny by never referring it for scrutiny.


So, in the middle of the night, just four hours after he was informed by four trusted and, importantly, loyal scientists, that the pandemic virus from Wuhan appeared to be manipulated in the lab, Anthony Fauci made the audacious decision to cover up any information or hypothesis that might link the virus to a leak from the lab.







The Mad Scramble of Deceit


In those fateful hours, Fauci struck out on a dangerous path of deceit, the scale of which has likely never before been undertaken. We know of these email exchanges only because a federal judge forced Fauci to reveal them.


It’s likely, though, that even before the first email at 10:32 p.m., Fauci had an inkling that the virus might have come from the lab. Fauci knew, as did many of his colleagues, that dangerous gain-of-function research was going on in Wuhan at both civilian and military installations. Fauci knew that both labs were involved in making lethal viruses more contagious in humans.


In fact, when Fauci’s assistant Auchincloss responded at about noon to Fauci’s midnight email, he revealed, to some extent, the reason for Fauci’s alarm:




The paper you sent me says the experiments were performed before the gain-of-function pause but have since been reviewed and approved by NIH. Not sure what this means since [we are] sure that no coronavirus work has gone through the P3 framework. [We] will try to determine if we have any distant ties to this work abroad.50





In this email, Auchincloss expresses hope that the research in question did not occur during the “pause” when NIH had decided to pause gain-of-function research. Hope is necessary because Auchincloss comes to the same conclusion that any objective observer would: the research that NIH funded in Wuhan was unquestionably gain-of-function research.


Hope was the main theme of the email from Auchincloss because that outcome would be necessary to absolve Fauci and the NIH of blame. Further, Dr. Auchincloss seems to take solace in the fact that “no coronavirus” research has been approved by the Pandemic Committee, a committee commissioned to review dangerous gain-of-function research.51


What Auchincloss doesn’t reveal, or may not know yet, is that NIH was indeed funding coronavirus gain-of-function research but purposefully not sending it for review to the Pandemic, or P3CO, Committee.


While Auchincloss was busy trying to cover the tracks of Fauci and the NIH funding of gain-of-function research, he still had time to do a little day trading. Auchincloss’s insider knowledge told him that this was no run-of-the-mill flu bug. He already suspected it leaked from a lab, thus making it pre-adapted to spread from human to human and much more dangerous than previous outbreaks that came from animals. As a consequence, Auchincloss quickly unloaded between $111,000 and $350,000 of stocks to protect his bottom line.52


Just hours later, on February 1 at 11:48 a.m., NIH head Francis Collins sent Fauci a preprint by Dr. Shi. The paper by Shi revealed RaTG13, the closest relative to COVID-19. Interestingly, Collins didn’t discuss Shi’s discovery. Instead, Collins seemed more interested in distancing the NIH from Shi. Collins told Fauci, “No evidence this work was supported by NIH.”53


By no evidence, what he really meant was there was no NIH number attached by Dr. Shi to the paper. Of course, what went unspoken were the millions of dollars Fauci and Collins had funneled to Dr. Shi over the past decade via EcoHealth Alliance and various U.S. universities.54


Within days, though, after further discussions with Fauci, Kristian Andersen, the author of the 10:32 p.m. email, along with his colleagues, suddenly and inexplicably reversed all of the group’s previous conclusions and came to a completely different one.


They had “evolved” from finding the genome inconsistent with a natural origin to aggressively writing and lobbying to suppress any voices that argued that COVID was the product of a lab leak.


By February 4, Andersen had completely flipped his previous argument. Instead of arguing as he had five days previously that COVID-19 was “inconsistent” with natural evolution, he now emailed Daszak. “If one of the main purposes of this document is to counter those fringe theories, I think it’s very important that we do so strongly and in plain language (‘consistent with’ [natural evolution] is a favorite of mine when talking to scientists, but not when talking to the public—especially conspiracy theorists),” he wrote.55


Typically, scientists don’t speak of political purposes in doing research; presumably, the purpose is seeking the truth. But in this email, Andersen tips his hat—his purpose is entirely political, to dispel “fringe theories” and silence “conspiracy theorists.”


Andersen’s language reveals how polemical he’s willing to get. In the same email, he writes, “The main crackpot theories going around at the moment relate to this virus being engineered with intent and that is demonstrably not the case.”56


By extension, Andersen was describing some of the world’s most distinguished virologists who were open to the possibility that COVID-19 leaked from a lab (a position he himself held just days earlier) as crackpots.


Can any objective reader fail to conclude that Andersen is engaging in partisan political posturing to cover up the possibility that the virus may have leaked from a Chinese lab supported by U.S. tax dollars?


My guess is the many scientists, including Nobel laureate David Baltimore, who sought an honest debate over the origins of COVID-19, would not be pleased to be scornfully labeled “conspiracy theorists.”


It is worth noting that, while Fauci’s men dispelled even the possibility of a lab leak as “conspiracy theory,” few if any of these supposedly conspiracy-minded scientists arguing that COVID might have come from the lab deny that it could have possibly come from animals.







Conflicts of Interest Abound


Virtually every virologist who has written, studied, or come forward with evidence suggesting a lab leak has couched his conclusion with the caveat that, so far, the evidence is not conclusive for either theory.


But I’ve seen exactly zero evidence of proponents of the lab leak using language such as “crackpot,” “conspiracy,” or “fringe” to describe fellow scientists advancing the opposite theory, that of an animal origin.


So, the zealotry and closed-mindedness come almost entirely from one side. And it’s not hard to conclude why.


Fauci and his men had a conflict of interest.


They knew they had approved the funding for the Wuhan lab.57 They knew they had deceitfully hidden it from review by the Pandemic Committee.58 They knew the research was gain of function and controversial.59 And they knew if COVID-19 came from the Wuhan lab, they would all bear responsibility for the pandemic.


Coincidently or not, Andersen and Daszak, by pliantly doing Fauci’s dirty work, would ultimately be rewarded with millions of dollars in NIH grants just months after they led the public battle to discredit any notion that the virus might have originated in a lab.60


Finally, two years later, after previously running headlines calling me a “sniveling moron” for daring to question Fauci, Vanity Fair, of all publications, would run a piece encapsulating what happened in these early days: “As for transparency-minded scientists in the U.S., Daszak early on set about covertly organizing a letter in the Lancet medical journal that sought to present the lab-leak hypothesis as a groundless and destructive conspiracy theory. And Fauci and a small group of scientists, including Andersen and Garry, worked to enshrine the natural-origin theory during confidential discussions in early February 2020, even though several of them privately expressed that they felt a lab-related incident was likelier.”61


Contrary to all notions of justice, Daszak would continue to get large NIH grants throughout the pandemic.


It’s hard to establish quid pro quo in any relationship, but it certainly seems that it pays to do Anthony Fauci’s bidding.62


How quickly did Kristian Andersen, Eddie Holmes, and Bob Garry flip their positions on the origins of COVID? Well, at 10:32 p.m. on January 31, they seemed unanimous in “finding” the COVID genome inconsistent with natural evolution.


The next evening, February 1, in a teleconference with Anthony Fauci, Andersen and Holmes reiterated their belief that COVID looked to have been manipulated in a lab. Also on the call were several other international virologists.


During the February 1, 2020, teleconference, Andersen was still “60 to 70 per cent convinced” COVID-19 came from a laboratory, while Edward Holmes was still putting the odds that this was a lab leak at “80 per cent.” According to Farrar, “Andrew [Rambaut] and Bob [Garry] were not far behind” in their assessment of the odds. Farrar himself admits that he would “have to be persuaded that things were not as sinister as they seemed.”63


The next day Farrar emails Fauci: “On a spectrum if 0 is nature and 100 is release—I am honestly at 50! My guess is that this will remain grey, unless there is access to the Wuhan lab—and I suspect that is unlikely!”64


And yet… these very same scientists who privately were still leaning toward a lab origin publicly set about busily condemning anyone with the temerity to make the lab-origin argument.65


Professor Mike Farzan—like his colleague at Scripps Research in La Jolla, California, Kristian Andersen—was also privately vocal at this time about his conclusion that COVID must have leaked from a lab. Farzan’s expertise included discovering how COVID attaches to human cells utilizing a furin cleavage site. (This furin cleavage site had never before been identified in this family of coronaviruses). Farrar indicates in an email that Farzan thought it quite unlikely that the furin cleavage site that allows COVID to enter human cells developed naturally.


Farzan tells Andersen that he’s “struggling to figure out how the new coronavirus could have acquired its features in a natural way.”66


Farzan participates in the February 1 phone call with Fauci, Collins, Farrar, and the rest. According to reporter Caroline Downey, Farzan voiced his conclusion that “SARS-CoV-2 had the marking of laboratory experimentation that resulted in a virus that immediately proved highly infectious to humans.”


Looking at the COVID-19 sequence, Farzan concluded that “a likely explanation [for the virus’s origin] could be something as simple as passage SARS-live CoVs in tissue culture on human cell lines (under BSL-2) for an extended period of time, accidentally creating a virus that would be primed for rapid transmission between humans via gain of furin site (from tissue culture) and adaptation to human ACE2 receptor via repeated passage.”67


So, Farzan argues that the COVID-19 genetic sequence could be explained by serial passage in culture as has been previously accomplished with human coronaviruses. Farzan believes that serial passage could account for the furin cleavage site. He acknowledges that a furin cleavage site could occur in nature but is “highly unlikely.”


With regard to “accidental release or natural event,” Farzan concludes, “I am 70:30 or 60:40.”68


Many of the emails concerning the February 1 teleconference are redacted. An accurate account of this teleconference likely holds the key to revealing the organization of the cover-up.


While Andersen, Holmes, Garry, Rambaut, Farzan, and Farrar all leaned heavily in favor of a lab leak initially, there were others who from the beginning lobbied against the lab leak.


Not surprisingly, the loudest lobbyists against the lab leak were gain-of-function researchers such as Ron Fouchier.


Fauci and Farrar chose to include Ron Fouchier and Marion Koopmans, his colleague from Erasmus University, in their secret discussions.69 No stranger to controversy, Fouchier was “a longtime advocate, and practitioner, of gain-of-function studies.”70 COVID-19 was not the first big scare involving a laboratory-created virus. Fauci had also been intimately involved in the furor over Ron Fouchier’s gain-of-function influenza research, which exploded on the scene in 2011.71


Fouchier genetically altered the virus H5N1, an avian influenza strain, to make it more transmissible, or infectious. According to Martin Enserink at Science, “Scientists believe it’s likely that the pathogen [created by Fouchier], if it emerged in nature or were released, would trigger an influenza pandemic, quite possibly with many millions of deaths.”72


The debate over whether or not publication of this research would become a how-to manual for creating lethal viruses was heated. Ebright, Redfield, and others argued against publication and for additional regulations on gain-of-function research.73 Fauci sided with Fouchier and pushed for publication of the method used to create this killer virus.


Fauci responded at the time, “I think the benefits that will come out of the Fouchier paper in stimulating thought and pursuing ways to understand better the transmissibility, adaptation, pathogenicity [of H5N1] in my mind far outweigh the risk of nefarious use of this information.”74


David A. Relman, M.D., of Stanford University, disagreed with Fauci and argued that the Fouchier study should never have been allowed, or published. “Basically, I was and still am opposed to this particular work, because the risks outweighed the benefits, from the start, and still do,” Relman stated. “I don’t believe that the benefits, even if they (e.g., early detection in birds and animals) could be realized in the near term, are worth the significant risks. Accidental release is a major concern, as well as malignant disregard for public safety.”75







Gain-of-Function Research Rears Its Ugly Head


One would think that enhancing an aerosolized influenza virus that could kill millions is reason enough to prohibit or, at the very least, greatly scrutinize such research. As Enserink reports, “The virus could escape from the lab, or bioterrorists or rogue nations could use the published results to fashion a bioweapon with the potential for mass destruction.” According to Richard Ebright, a molecular biologist at Rutgers, “This work should never have been done.”76


Fauci was intimately aware of this debate. Fouchier’s research was funded by the NIH.77 Fauci, with his signature hubris, was unfazed by the danger of the research. On the contrary, he weighed in to support gain-of-function research in a 2012 paper.


Fauci wrote, “In an unlikely but conceivable turn of events, what if that scientist becomes infected with the virus, which leads to an outbreak and ultimately triggers a pandemic.… Scientists working in this field might say—as indeed I have said—that the benefits of such experiments and the resulting knowledge outweigh the risks.”78


Fauci’s past would predict his future. To him, the benefits of gain-of-function research outweighed the risks. I wonder if the six million people who died from COVID-19 would agree.


As with every debate concerning the billions of dollars controlled by the NIH, Fauci was right in the middle of the debate over Fouchier’s dangerous juicing up of the influenza virus.


Fauci fought hard for the continuance of gain-of-function research, but he ultimately acceded to a pause of this dangerous research for three years and the establishment of a committee to assess the risks of individual gain-of-function research proposals on one condition: that he be given the exclusive right to grant exemptions.79


Like so many “reforms” in government, this reform was more whitewash than real improvement. During the so-called pause in gain-of-function research, Fauci granted exemption after exemption to the pause and, in the case of the Wuhan gain-of-function research, simply exempted the research from any scrutiny at all by the Pandemic Safety Committee.80


Jeffrey Sachs, an economist at Columbia University, describes the so-called pause in gain-of-function research: “And there was actually a moratorium in 2014. But the champions of this kind of research pushed on, they applied for waivers, which they got, and finally the moratorium came off in 2017. And they said how important it is to do this dangerous kind of research, because they claimed, ‘Well, there are lots of viruses out there. And we don’t know when they’re going to become highly pathogenic, and we need to develop drugs and vaccines against a wide spectrum of them. So we have to test all these viruses that we can find, to see whether they have high spillover potential.’ ”


“But,” as Sachs explains,




they weren’t actually aiming to just test viruses that they were collecting in nature. They were aiming to modify those viruses. Because the scientists knew that a SARS-like virus without a furin cleavage site wouldn’t be that dangerous. But they wanted to test their drugs and vaccines and theories against dangerous viruses. Their proposal was to take hundreds, by the way—or [at] least they talked about in one proposal more than 180 previously unreported strains—and test them for their so-called ‘spillover potential.’ How effective would they be? And to look: do they have a furin cleavage site, or technically what’s called a proteolytic cleavage site? And if not, put them in. For heaven’s sake. My God! Are you kidding?81





When I cross-examined Fauci in committee about this dangerous research being approved by him, he argued that his experts all informed him that the research was not gain-of-function or dangerous.82 But one wonders how he was informed of this opinion since the research in question had never been examined by the very committee expressly set up to evaluate the risk of creating pandemic viruses.


If a Fauci-commissioned group of scientists determined that the Shi-Baric experiments inserting S proteins from unknown coronavirus on SARS1 backbones were not gain of function, let us see the reports.


If such reports don’t exist, then it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that Fauci was lying to me under oath in a Senate committee hearing.







The “Proximal Origin” Propaganda Piece


Despite privately expressing the opinion that COVID-19 appeared to be inconsistent with natural evolution, Bob Garry and Kristian Andersen assisted Fauci in covering up any possible evidence that COVID came from a lab. Garry and Andersen agreed to get a journal article out as soon as possible arguing that the evidence was overwhelmingly in favor of a natural origin for COVID.


So, the very day they were privately 60–80 percent sure the virus came from a lab leak, they completed the first draft of a paper entitled “Proximal Origin,” which argued against a lab leak and became, as Jeff Carlson and Hans Mahncke put it, “the media’s and the public health establishment’s go-to evidence of a natural origin for the virus.”83


According to Representative Jim Jordan, just four days after this teleconference, “Dr. Andersen, the virologist who sent the original 10:32 p.m. email on January 31, went public with this statement: ‘The main crackpot theories going around at the moment relate to this virus being somehow engineered… and that is demonstrably false.’ ”84


Fauci must have made some powerful inducements to convince Andersen and the other scientists in four days that they were wrong to think COVID-19 was inconsistent with natural evolution.


Emails between Fauci and Francis Collins, the head of NIH, reveal the line of self-serving reasoning that likely won over the doubting scientists.


The day after the teleconference, Fouchier emailed Farrar and the team: “It is my opinion that a non-natural origin of 2019-nCoV is highly unlikely at present. Any conspiracy theory can be approached with factual information.”85


Already the pejorative “conspiracy theory” was being bandied about.


Fouchier also emails, “It is good that this possibility was discussed in detail with a team of experts. However, further debate about such accusations would unnecessarily distract top researchers from their active duties and do unnecessary harm to science in general and science in China in particular.”86


Fouchier is here floating the idea that there is a greater good, greater than the truth, a need to defend “science”—or, to be more accurate, a desire to defend the “funding of science.”


Investigative journalist Katherine Eban ponders, “Could it have been to protect science from the ravings of conspiracy theorists? Or to protect against a revelation that could prove fatal to certain risky research that they deem indispensable? Or to protect vast streams of grant money from political interference or government regulation?”87


In like manner, Farrar, Collins, and Fauci were floating the idea that there was a good greater than the truth. In an email from Jeremy Farrar, director of Wellcome Trust, sent to Fauci and Collins, Farrar argues that it is entirely possible that COVID came from a lab leak.


Collins didn’t attempt to dispute the details of the analysis but rather responded that such debate would open a Pandora’s box that might damage “international harmony.”88 Collins echoed Fouchier’s caution that “further debate would… do unnecessary harm to science in general and science in China in particular.”89


To paraphrase: Sure the virus looks manipulated in a lab, but to admit it won’t be good for our relations with China and might harm “science.”


My interpretation of what Collins really meant by harming science was that if the pandemic were discovered to have sprung from the Wuhan lab, that knowledge might harm the business of science and presumably the funders of science, namely himself and his always-present colleague, Anthony Fauci.90


Redfield disagreed. He argued that such maneuvers were “the antithesis [of science], that they were harming science. The way to protect science is approach this scientifically.”91 To this day, he remains convinced “that consciously or subconsciously—some of both—[Collins and Fauci are] trying to protect science. Fauci knows that he’s funded this research. He also knows that he misled Congress.” Redfield describes Fauci and Collins as being in “protection mode.”92


Collins further concluded to Farrar, “I share your view that a swift convening of experts in a confidence-inspiring framework… is needed, or the voices of conspiracy will quickly dominate, doing great potential harm to science and international harmony.”93


Redfield remembers the whole response as “orchestrated.” “Fauci and Collins… used their political power within the scientific community to set the narrative. And Jeremy Farrar, if you will, was sort of the front person.”94


Later these scientists, particularly Andersen, would claim that they changed their views slowly as new evidence accumulated. But the truth is that the cover-up began with Fauci’s flurry of emails on January 31 and the coup d’état was essentially complete after the teleconference on February 1.







The Cover-Up Show Hits the Road


By February 3, 2020, Fauci had taken the cover-up show on the road. He gave a presentation at the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine pushing as accepted fact that COVID had come from nature, even though his most trusted virologists were still arguing privately that a lab leak was more probable.95


It is telling that by February 6, 2020, mainstream media organs were already parroting Fauci’s talking points in their reports and incorporating his assumptions into the very questions they asked him. In an interview with Fauci, ABC News’s chief medical correspondent, Dr. Jennifer Ashton, asked him whether he had any “concerns that stem from misinformation online that the novel coronavirus could have been engineered or deliberately released.”96 This wasn’t a question but an affirmation of Fauci’s assertions. So much for investigative journalism.


As Fauci busily proceeded to cover up the laboratory origin of the Wuhan virus, he may not have known yet how contagious or how adapted to humans the COVID virus would be, but he was hearing reports of hundreds if not thousands of people in Wuhan with pneumonia.


He knew one thing for certain. He had funded those labs.97 He had publicly supported gain-of-function research,98 and he had purposely allowed that research to avoid the scrutiny of the Pandemic Pathogen Committee.99


He must have understood that if it became known that the virus originated in a lab that he funded, he would bear some responsibility for the pandemic.100 And one can only conclude that he weighed the odds and decided that cover-up was his best option.













CHAPTER 2





Fauci Organizes a Formal Cover-Up


Desperate times call for desperate measures. As Jeremy Farrar recounts in Spike, “Just a few of us—Eddie, Kristian, Tony and I—were now privy to sensitive information that, if proved to be true, might set off a whole series of events that would be far bigger than any of us. It felt as if a storm was gathering.…”1


While we still don’t know what Fauci said to so convincingly enlist scientists—otherwise privately still concerned that COVID-19 might have come from a lab—to immediately begin writing a conclusion-laden defense stating that the virus couldn’t possibly have come from a lab, we do know that they quickly adapted to the task to provide a statement that was 180 degrees opposite to their private conclusions.


Robert Redfield, the former head of the CDC, describes this so-called epiphany: “You have to question why someone flips his position within 72 hours and then gets a huge grant later.… I don’t think they flipped their position without someone influencing them.… I think they flipped because it was in their personal interest.”2







The Origins of Deceit


The product was “Proximal Origin” by Andersen, Garry, Holmes, Lipkin, and Rambaut. It was written up within days and published on March 17, 2020, in Nature. Already by February 4, 2020, the authors were showing Fauci advanced copies of the paper. Fauci responds by email to the authors: “Very thoughtful summary and analysis.”3


These authors, all virologists, were an international team, hand-picked by Fauci. Andersen was from Scripps Research, Holmes from the University of Sydney, Garry from Tulane, Rambaut from the University of Edinburgh, and Lipkin from Columbia.


“Proximal Origin” was commissioned and pre-approved by Fauci and Farrar. The paper was urgently needed, according to Fauci and others, to clamp down on any insinuation that COVID-19 might have come from the Wuhan lab.4


Publication of this paper came days after these same scientists in private were still expressing grave doubt about the virus coming from nature. Andersen was still harboring misgivings even as they rushed the paper into publication: “I was battling with the idea that, having raised the alarm, I might end up being the person who proved this new virus came from a lab.… And I didn’t necessarily want to be that person.…”5


Why didn’t he want to be “that person?” Perhaps deep down he knew that, if COVID-19 came from a lab, it might disrupt the so-called business of science, the multimillion-dollar grants and the international scientific meetings conveniently held at Swiss ski resorts. Andersen, no doubt, wanted to keep his membership in the club.


Andersen and his coauthors make an unequivocal pronouncement in the “Proximal Origin” paper’s headline. For readers that don’t dive into the details, the bold conclusion is presented up front: “Our analyses clearly show that SARS-CoV-2 is NOT a laboratory construct or a purposefully manipulated virus” [emphasis added].6


Seems to be an overly certain conclusion when elsewhere in the paper they admit that their conclusion is based on the fact that COVID-19 binding to ACE2 is “not ideal” and “different” from the binding of SARS 1. From this argument, the authors conclude, that it “most likely” has a natural origin. But instead of going with the conclusion, right there in the paper, that they only consider this prospect “most likely,” they begin and end with the declaration in absolute tones that SARS-CoV-2 “is not” a laboratory construct.


Throughout the body of the paper, the authors couch their analysis in terms of probability: “It is improbable that SARS-CoV-2 emerged through laboratory manipulation of a related SARS-CoV-like coronavirus.”7 Yet, they leave no room for likelihoods and chances in their rigidly categorical headline stating that SARS-CoV-2 “is not a laboratory construct.”


The authors argue, “Although no animal coronavirus has been identified that is sufficiently similar to have served as the direct progenitor of SARS-CoV-2, the diversity of coronaviruses in bats and other species is massively undersampled.”8 The exact same disingenuous argument could be made that a laboratory coronavirus may exist that is sufficiently similar to be a direct progenitor of SARS-CoV-2 but just hasn’t been reported. And were this really the case, it would likely never be reported, at least not by the Wuhan Institute of Virology. Such a revelation would immediately attach culpability to the lab for the pandemic.


The authors do admit, however, that, “In theory, it is possible that SARS-CoV-2 acquired RBD mutations (Fig. 1a) during adaptation to passage in cell culture, as has been observed in studies of SARS-CoV.”9


But they conclude, “The finding of SARS-CoV-like coronaviruses from pangolins with nearly identical RBDs, however, provides a much stronger and more parsimonious explanation of how SARS-CoV-2 acquired these via recombination or mutation.”10 So, the authors hang their hat on Occam’s razor—an argument, to be sure, but not sufficient or proportionate to their declaratory conclusion that COVID-19 “is not a laboratory construct.”


In contrast to Fauci’s yes-men, many scientists were looking at the origins question with an open mind. Dr. Alina Chan is a postdoctoral researcher at the Broad Institute of MIT. She and science writer Matt Ridley point out in their book Viral that research first submitted in the spring of 2020 cataloged animals sold in the Wuhan wet market and determined “that no pangolin or bat had been found among the animals for sale.…” The authors of that research concluded, “Our comprehensive survey data corroborates that pangolins are unlikely implicated as spill-over hosts in the COVID-19 outbreak.”11


The “Proximal Origin” authors admit that no animal host for COVID-19 has been discovered. They don’t mention that eighty thousand animals from the Wuhan wet market were tested and none of them were positive for COVID-19. They don’t mention that no animal handlers have been found to have COVID-19 antibodies. This is at the very least suggestive that interaction with animals was not the source. They don’t mention that in nine thousand blood samples from Wuhan patients from 2019, none showed antibodies to COVID.12 Antibodies are typically formed when we are infected by a virus, and they are specific to that virus. A test for antibodies is a test for whether or not that virus was present in the body and the body created defenses against it. The fact that no stored blood from 2019 in Wuhan had antibodies to COVID argues for a sudden exposure, such as a lab leak. If the origin had been from an animal source, almost assuredly blood samples would show antibodies beginning in 2019. Typically, when a virus infecting humans comes from animals, it is successful only after many tries. Statistically, some of the viral pneumonia cases in 2019 in Wuhan should have been COVID. Instead, zero patients from a sample of over nine thousand had antibodies to COVID.







Contradictions and Holes in Logic from the Start


“Proximal Origin” adamantly stated that COVID-19 was not a product of a lab leak, but its authors did not discuss the lack of genetic diversity in the initial virus genetic sequences. Typically, when a virus comes from animals, such as the original SARS in 2003–2004, the genetic sequence shows many different lineages until the virus finally mutates to become more transmissible in humans. Genetically engineered viruses lack diversity.


In Viral, Alina Chan recounts how she and her team at MIT noticed that “there were no signs that the new virus was evolving and accumulating useful mutations to infect human beings more efficiently—as the SARS virus had done at the beginning of the 2003 epidemic.”13 COVID-19 seemed to show up in Wuhan instantly pre-adapted to transmit easily in humans.


In contrast, Redfield describes that the previous encounters with SARS and MERS “weren’t really great threats because they never really learned how to transmit effectively human to human.”14


As Chan explains it, COVID-19 “more closely resembled SARS in the late phase of the 2003 epidemic after the virus had already picked up numerous advantageous adaptations for human infection and transmission.… The early genomes of the 2003 SARS virus diversified like a tall tree.… The early genomes of [COVID-19]… were all highly similar.…”15


WHO came to the same conclusion. “Current findings show that the virus has been remarkably stable since it was first reported in Wuhan, with sequences well conserved in different countries, suggesting that the virus was well adapted to human transmission from the moment of first detection.”16


While Fauci’s men would diligently try to find evidence that the virus originated in the Wuhan wet market, Chan points out that environmental samples taken from the market “were more than 99.9% identical to the human virus isolates.… This suggested human contamination of the market rather than the presence of infected animals… at the market.…” In other words, one would expect the samples from surfaces in the Wuhan wet market to be genetically different from later viral sequences found in humans, if the market were the original source.17


By May, the head of China’s CDC came to the same conclusion: “The virus had existed long before the market.”18 So, genetic analysis strongly suggested the Wuhan wet market was not the source of the virus but rather had served as a super-spreading site for the virus after it appeared.19


But the authors of “Proximal Origin” were adamant. COVID-19 could not have come from a lab, they claimed.


Yet despite the overly certain headline conclusion that COVID-19 “is not a laboratory construct,” the conclusion in the body of the paper is more nuanced: “We do not believe that any type of laboratory-based scenario is plausible.”20


It is clear that they were counting on the lazy American press simply to repeat the headline with no scrutiny or understanding of the paper itself. The bias and utter stupidity of our major media outlets are dangerous features of our current time. We need a press that will uncover truth, question falsehood, and be skeptical. Unfortunately, we have only lapdogs for the powerful.


Now that we have access to the private emails the “Proximal Origin” authors sent during this same time, it is an extraordinary contrast to compare what they say privately with the adamant categorical pronouncements of “Proximal Origin.”


Coauthor Bob Garry admits in an email, “Seeing that [the furin cleavage site] in the new SARS-CoV-2 when those sequences came out for the first time actually kept me up all night.”21 Despite that admission of profound worry, Garry, an assistant professor of microbiology and immunology at Tulane University School of Medicine, flipped from an attitude of initial skepticism and even fear to coauthoring a Nature paper that emphatically declared that the virus did not originate in a lab.22


It seems that after worrying all night, he became abruptly worry-free and certain within days—confident enough to declare that the virus “is not a laboratory construct.”


Likewise, another coauthor of “Proximal Origin,” Andrew Rambaut, had only days before in a February 2 email indicated his own doubts that COVID-19 came from nature: “From a (natural) evolutionary point of view the only thing here that strikes me as unusual is the furin cleavage site.” Rambaut explained that the furin cleavage site was not found in nature in this particular family of coronaviruses and its presence “resulted in an extremely fit virus in humans,” making COVID-19 much more transmissible.23


Nevertheless, all of these authors came forward in public to argue that the sequence of COVID-19 is not a sequence most researchers would choose, so therefore the virus must have come from nature. “You couldn’t predict that [sequence] with any computer program,” Garry still argues today. “Nature usually is better at doing things than we can figure out with a computer these days. That’s pretty good evidence that this virus did evolve to bind to human ACE-2 on its own. Nobody helped it. If somebody had designed it, they would have used a different solution.”24


And the journalists of today followed right along. Shayla Love of Vice presents Garry’s argument as so much received truth: “It’s an indication that the alterations in the binding were selected for through natural selection, not genetic engineering.”25


For the first several months of the pandemic, I was not overly intrigued by the virus’s origin. I read news reports of scientists that concluded COVID-19 came from animals just like SARS and MERS had. I didn’t give it a second thought, that is, until I came across Nicholas Wade’s amazing article on the subject, self-published on Medium.com.26







One Real Journalist Examines the Evidence and Sounds a Warning


As a former New York Times science writer, Nicholas Wade was an accomplished investigative reporter and could translate scientific jargon into English. Wade and others argued that by using serial passage, repeatedly passing a virus through culture or humanized animals, natural selection could be accelerated and leave no trace that the virus has been manipulated in a lab. A virus can be quickly pushed to evolve and to adapt and grow in human cells without ever using genetic splicing.


Wade’s analysis is brilliant and worth examining. It is hard not to worry about the state of free speech when you learn that no mainstream media outlet would publish this extensive piece by a long-established writer, especially now that much of the scientific community is coming forward to admit that his argument was valid.


Wade begins by analyzing the arguments that Fauci’s men make in the “Proximal Origin” paper. He explains that the lack of overt evidence of laboratory manipulation is not as simple as the authors contend.


Wade writes, “True, some older methods of cutting and pasting viral genomes retain tell-tale signs of manipulation. But newer methods, called ‘no-see-um’ or ‘seamless’ approaches, leave no defining marks. Nor do other methods for manipulating viruses such as serial passage, the repeated transfer of viruses from one culture of cells to another. If a virus has been manipulated, whether with a seamless method or by serial passage, there is no way of knowing that this is the case. Andersen and his colleagues were assuring their readers of something they could not know.”


Wade dissects the argument that if scientists created a virus, they would never have chosen to design it the way COVID-19 is sequenced. The authors of “Proximal Origin” argue that the COVID-19 sequence is not consistent with their calculations of how best to create a binding site for the virus to attach.


Wade writes, “If this argument seems hard to grasp, it’s because it’s so strained. The authors’ basic assumption, not spelled out, is that anyone trying to make a bat virus bind to human cells could do so in only one way. First they would calculate the strongest possible fit between the human ACE2 receptor and the spike protein with which the virus latches onto it. They would then design the spike protein accordingly (by selecting the right string of amino acid units that compose it). Since the SARS2 spike protein is not of this calculated best design, the Andersen paper says, therefore it can’t have been manipulated.”27


Two Pentagon scientists, Jean-Paul Chretien, at the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, and Robert Cutlip, a research scientist at the Defense Intelligence Agency looked carefully at the arguments from “Proximal Origin.” Chretien and Cutlip disputed the argument “that if someone wanted to design a coronavirus with high affinity to human ACE2, they would not have designed SARS-COV-2, since the computational analysis they would have undertaken in the planning stage would have predicted lower affinity.…”28


Chretien and Cutlip respond, “This is not a scientific argument but rather an assumption of intent or methodology for a hypothesized scientist.” They point out that the literature is replete with scientists testing the effects of “one or more receptor binding domain variants” to study infectivity or binding empirically, not necessarily only to create maximal affinity.


Chretien and Cutlip cite dozens of coronavirus experiments, many in Wuhan, who argue against only one mindset being logical for scientists to utilize.29


Why didn’t we learn of this devastating critique when it was written only weeks after the “Proximal Origin” paper was published? Because as with virtually every important piece of information about the origin of COVID, the paper by Chretien and Cutlip was hidden by the powers that be.


For years, any discussion of the possibility of a lab leak was censored or ridiculed as conspiracy, while this important paper remained hidden. It came to light only because the internet group DRASTIC (Decentralized Radical Autonomous Search Team Investigating COVID-19) revealed it to the public in May of 2023. Without this whistleblower leak, Fauci’s cover-up would never have been brought to the light of day.


In the spring of 2020, though, with the ink barely dried on “Proximal Origin,” Fauci took to the White House podium to declare that the virus must have come from nature because this important paper in Nature said so.30


Fauci apparently did not feel compelled to reveal that he had in principle commissioned and edited the paper for the express purpose of quelling any inconvenient facts indicating the possibility of a lab origin.


Wade’s analysis agrees that researchers do not choose only one pathway to research:




This ignores the way that virologists do in fact get spike proteins to bind to chosen targets, which is not by calculation but by splicing in spike protein genes from other viruses or by serial passage. With serial passage, each time the virus’s progeny are transferred to new cell cultures or animals, the more successful are selected until one emerges that makes a really tight bind to human cells. Natural selection has done all the heavy lifting. The Andersen paper’s speculation about designing a viral spike protein through calculation has no bearing on whether or not the virus was manipulated by one of the other two methods.31





Through serial passage, scientists obtain a sort of forced or accelerated natural selection. A virus is grown in human cells or mice created with humanized lungs and passed repeatedly to select for the viruses that demonstrate a fitness to thrive. It’s a process just like evolution but accelerated greatly in time and forced in the direction of better ability to grow in human cells.


Fauci’s yes-men, the coauthors of “Proximal Origin,” make another argument against COVID-19 being the product of manipulation. They argue that COVID-19 does not have a genetic “backbone” previously used by scientists. As Wade summarizes it, “Only a certain number of these DNA backbones have been described in the scientific literature. Anyone manipulating the SARS2 virus ‘would probably’ have used one of these known backbones.…”32


The authors of “Proximal Origin” argue that since COVID-19 does not use a known genetic backbone, this proves it was not manipulated in a lab. But, as Wade points out, “the argument is conspicuously inconclusive. DNA backbones are quite easy to make, so it’s obviously possible that SARS2 was manipulated using an unpublished DNA backbone.”33


In the final analysis, Fauci’s yes-men therefore hang their hat on two arguments: one, that if COVID-19 was designed in a lab the designers would have done it more perfectly, and two, they would have used a known genetic backbone. As Wade describes it, “this conclusion, grounded in nothing but two inconclusive speculations, convinced the world’s press that SARS2 could not have escaped from a lab.”34


Fauci-whisperers Kristian Andersen and Bob Garry, in essence, argue that COVID-19 couldn’t have been manipulated by scientists in the lab because the viral RNA sequence doesn’t appear to use techniques, inserts, or known viral backbones to reach the final product of COVID-19. “Proximal Origin” coauthor Eddie Holmes writes that scientists “wouldn’t use some random bat virus in their own lab. They’d use a familiar strain that they knew could infect cells,” while Marion Koopmans argued that the virus must have come from nature because “there was just no close genetic backbone in the literature.…”35


One might add: Sure—unless the backbone is a virus that the Chinese have never released to the public…


What’s more, a private Bob Garry email obtained by court order makes the complete opposite argument that if “[y]ou were doing gain of function research you would NOT use an existing close [clone] of SARS or MERSv. These viruses are already human pathogens. What you would do is [choose] a bat virus th[at] had not yet emerged.”36







The Deep Flaws of “Proximal Origin”


Virologist Jesse Bloom discovered several coronavirus sequences from Wuhan that had been removed from the NIH gene database by Wuhan scientists. None of them was a progenitor of COVID-19, but his analysis indicated that COVID-19 had been circulating in Wuhan “preceding the Huanan seafood market” super-spreading event.37


Is it possible the Chinese have other coronavirus sequences that have not yet or maybe never will be released? We know that the closest coronavirus relative to COVID-19, “RaTG13,” was found in a bat cave in Southern China and associated with the deaths of three miners. We also know that Dr. Shi mislabeled and obscured the origins of this close relative of COVID-19 until investigative scientists discovered the truth.38


In December 2019, Daszak bragged that he and the Wuhan Institute of Virology had discovered “over a hundred new SARS-related coronaviruses.” As Chan and Ridley point out, however, “an up-to-date catalogue of viruses sampled by the WIV has not been shared publicly.”39


So, yes, it’s quite possible there are many coronaviruses the Chinese have not been forthcoming about.


With “Proximal Origin” Fauci’s yes-men produced what became one of the most cited journal articles of all time, referenced over two thousand times. The paper was used as justification by the mainstream media to either ignore or dismiss anyone arguing that COVID-19 might have come from the Wuhan lab.


For the next year and a half, it would appear to the world that these scientists were united and had no doubt that the virus came from nature. Only a Freedom of Information Act lawsuit would finally reveal that all five of the authors of “Proximal Origin” had initially concluded, after reviewing the genetic sequence of COVID-19, that the virus was not consistent with natural evolution.


One of the five, Ian Lipkin, also failed to disclose his association with EcoHealth Alliance, one of the principal intermediaries in delivering NIH funds to Wuhan.40


As Elaine Dewar reports in her book On the Origin of the Deadliest Pandemic in 100 Years, Lipkin’s Mailman School of Public Health received over $4 million in the years leading up to the pandemic. This might have been a conflict of interest worth noting, but it was never voluntarily revealed.41


Interestingly, about a year after the appearance of “Proximal Origin,” in May 2021, coauthor Lipkin come to a different conclusion. He commented on the fact that the Shi gain-of-function experiments were not performed in the appropriate BSL-4 biosafety level environment: “That’s screwed up. It shouldn’t have happened.… My view has changed.”42


In an article on Lipkin, U.S. Right to Know reporter Emily Kopp quotes David Relman, a Stanford University microbiologist who warns of the danger of not disclosing conflicts of interest. “For any major, controversial issue, I believe that all of us have an even greater responsibility to reveal those conflicts upfront—and let others have an opportunity to judge what effect those conflicts might have had.”43


Relman also disputes the main argument of “Proximal Origin.” The viral backbone could simply have been one of the many unreported viruses held at the Wuhan Institute of Virology.


As Kopp describes, Relman believes that “the disappearance of the lab’s coronavirus sequence database in 2019 and the lab’s history of gain-of-function experiments also weaken the claims of Lipkin and his coauthors.”


According to Relman, “The Proximal Origins paper is flawed in its assumptions, logic and the soundness of its conclusions. I was very surprised that it passed review at Nature Medicine.”44













CHAPTER 3





The Politicization of The Lancet



Early in 2020, Fauci’s men had the “Proximal Origin” paper in the hopper, but it wouldn’t be published until March. They wanted something immediately. They needed to preempt any discussion of a possible lab leak. So on February 19, Daszak and his merry band took to the pages of the once prestigious medical journal The Lancet in another attempt to stifle debate. Daszak organized the composition and official coauthors for the letter. Jeremy Farrar signed on. They used language rarely, if ever, found in a scientific journal, such as, “We stand together to strongly condemn conspiracy theories suggesting that COVID-19 does not have a natural origin.”1


The language sounded like it had been appropriated from the daily polemics of a CNN or MSNBC. Instead of arguing the merits of their case, the Fauci yes-men chose ad hominem attacks.


Daszak and the rest had jumped into the fray without even an iota of humility. As science writer Nicholas Wade puts it, they spoke out definitively “when it was really far too soon for anyone to be sure what had happened. Scientists ‘overwhelmingly conclude that this coronavirus originated in wildlife,’ they said, with a stirring rallying call… to stand with Chinese colleagues on the frontline of fighting the disease.” Wade continues, “The Daszak and Andersen letters were really political, not scientific statements, yet were amazingly effective. Articles in the mainstream press repeatedly stated that a consensus of experts had ruled lab escape out of the question or extremely unlikely.”2


That The Lancet, one of the world’s premier journals, had allowed itself to be used as a propaganda tool by printing the Daszak letter without acknowledging that Daszak and several of the signatories of the piece were economically intertwined with the Wuhan lab is appalling.


Freedom of Information court orders forced emails into the public sphere that revealed that not only had the principal funder of Wuhan research, Daszak, organized the letter, but he privately collaborated with Ralph Baric, the principal scientific collaborator with EcoHealth Alliance and Wuhan’s Dr. Shi.


Daszak emails Baric, “[You] should not sign this statement, so it has some distance from us and therefore doesn’t work in a counterproductive way.… We’ll put it out in a way that doesn’t link it back to our collaboration so we maximize an independent voice.”


Baric responds, “I also think this is a good decision. Otherwise it looks self-serving and we lose impact.”3


Research professor Billy Bostickson remembers The Lancet letter as being a motivating factor in the formation of his organization DRASTIC (Decentralized Radical Autonomous Search Team Investigating COVID-19). Bostickson in an interview put it this way: “The Lancet letter looked to us very much like fake moral outrage parading as science.”4








Major Science Magazines Go All-In on the Fauci Propaganda


Some might argue that the official organs of the scientific establishment had become subservient to Chinese overlords. Nature, which published “Proximal Origin,” was embarrassingly compromised as well. The embarrassment was compounded when it was discovered that the conglomerate that publishes it “voluntarily” censored more than a thousand articles in two political journals on subjects the Chinese government did not want its citizens to see, including articles on “Taiwan, Tibet, and the Cultural Revolution.”5


A group of professors from Heidelberg University chose to disassociate themselves from Nature after learning of the censorship. They wrote, “For a scholarly publisher, this is an unacceptable breach of trust both with the authors and the international scholarly community.”


The publisher of Nature argued that, on balance, it was better to accept Chinese Communist censorship than to be precluded from publishing in China. The Heidelberg University professors point out, though, that “there is no ‘law’ in China that bans treatment of these topics but only an informal unpublished directive from the Communist Party’s Propaganda Department.…”6


The publisher of Nature further argued that they were only censoring about 1 percent of their international content for the Chinese censors. The Heidelberg professors were unimpressed. They responded that “once this door of accepting censorship orders is opened, nothing stands in the way of China (or any other state) expanding its list of banned subjects.” The bad example set by the publisher of Nature will guarantee that other authoritarian states will, likewise, “ban the scholarly discussion of topics they find objectionable for religious, ideological, political, race or other reasons.”7


Eventually, The Lancet would indirectly admit its culpability as a pawn for misdirection by forming The Lancet Commission to investigate the origins of COVID-19 and by amending the original Daszak letter to note his monetary conflicts of interest.8


The money question speaks to whether the Daszak and Andersen letters were simply political statements or actually covert attempts to hide the truth, to hide culpability. Either could be argued. Or both. As Dr. Alina Chan and Matt Ridley point out in their exposé Viral, Daszak, a long-time collaborator of a scientist at the center of the investigation, “has a personal stake in ensuring current Chinese practices continue.”9


Allowing Daszak to be a part of the initial WHO investigation was absurd. Clearly any indication that the pandemic began in a lab he funded would be devastating for his reputation and career. In fact, Tony Fauci stood to lose even more. His long career was coming to a close, and he surely feared that his decision to fund dangerous research in China may have led to a worldwide pandemic threatened to become his legacy.


One signatory of The Lancet letter calling the lab-leak theory a “conspiracy theory” was Dr. Bernard Roizman, who, like Lipkin, eventually changed his mind. In May 2021, he wrote, “I’m convinced that what happened is that the virus was brought to a lab, they started to work with it… and some sloppy individual brought it out… they can’t admit they did something so stupid.”10







Shilling for China


Nicholas Wade recounts an interview Daszak gave December 9, 2019, where “he talked in glowing terms of how researchers at the Wuhan Institute of Virology had been reprogramming the spike protein and generating chimeric coronaviruses capable of infecting humanized mice.”11


Just three weeks later, though, Daszak was no longer gushing over his collaboration on these gain-of-function experiments. Instead, Daszak was busy shilling for China and fawning over them for their transparency.


Upon returning from the WHO investigation, Daszak had nothing but praise for China. According to the Associated Press, Daszak claimed China extended “a level of openness that even he hadn’t expected.”


Daszak could barely contain his enthusiasm for his Chinese government handlers: “We were asked where we wanted to go. We gave our hosts a list… and you can see from where we’ve been, we’ve been to all the key places.” If you weren’t paying close attention to the time and place, you might be forgiven for wondering if Daszak had traveled back in time and was reporting from a Potemkin village.12


From day one, Daszak was adamant that the virus did not leak from the Wuhan lab. He wasn’t just arguing that natural spillover was more plausible. He actively derided anyone who dared mention the lab-leak hypothesis. By April he would declare, “The idea that this virus escaped from a lab is just pure baloney. It’s simply not true.”13


Yet modern history is replete with lab leaks.


Deadly viruses have escaped from research laboratories nearly every year since the fatal smallpox leaks from British labs in the 1960s and ’70s. In three separate lab leaks, at least eighty smallpox cases and three deaths were reported. And more recently, the SARS1 virus has leaked out of research labs in both Taiwan and Singapore—and a staggering four times from China’s National Institute of Virology in Beijing.14


And the lab leaks are not limited to Asia. Alison Young looked at reported accidental exposures or leaks from 2006 to 2013 and found over fifteen hundred incidents just in the United States.15 Even though Ralph Baric is described as carefully applying the best of safety standards, mice infected with SARS viruses have escaped UNC labs.16


The authors of “Proximal Origin” also have to overcome the incredible coincidence of COVID-19 beginning in a city hundreds of miles away from the bats that carry SARS-like viruses. As Nicholas Wade puts it, “Start with geography. The two closest known relatives of the SARS2 virus were collected from bats living in caves in Yunnan, a province of southern China. If the SARS2 virus had first infected people living around the Yunnan caves, that would strongly support the idea that the virus had spilled over to people naturally. But this isn’t what happened. The pandemic broke out 1,500 kilometers away, in Wuhan.”17


Even Ralph Baric, world-famous gain-of-function researcher and collaborator with Wuhan’s Dr. Shi, admitted, “So they [the Wuhan Institute of Virology] have a very large collection of viruses in their laboratory. And so it’s—you know—proximity is a problem. It’s a problem.”18







The Wuhan Lab and the Wet-Market Smoke Screen


Dr. Shi herself would describe lying awake at night worried that COVID-19 might somehow be associated with her lab. Ultimately, she concluded that it wasn’t. But her initial response was a genuine fear that it might have even originated in her lab.19


According to her narrative, though, a review of all her viruses confirmed to her, at least, that her lab was not culpable. In fact, as the evidence began to accumulate that the virus likely did come from a lab, Shi became increasingly and emotionally charged in her denunciations demanding “those who believe and spread malicious media rumors to close their stinky mouths.”20


Steven Quay, M.D., Ph.D., and CEO of Atossa Therapeutics, presents evidence that COVID came from Wuhan but didn’t originate in the market. He notes,




The Chinese first told the world that the COVID pandemic began in the Huanan Seafood Market because approximately one-half of early cases had been associated with that location. This would have been reminiscent of the two previous coronavirus epidemics as both SARS1 and MERS began in live animal markets. However, after 18 months of investigation, we now know it did not begin in a market in Wuhan for three reasons.


First, none of the 11 patients from the Huanan market or another market were infected with the earliest virus, meaning they came into the market already infected. The four patients with the earliest version of the virus all had one thing in common: none had any exposure to the Huanan Market.21





Even WHO finally admitted in 2021 that “the first family cluster of infections in Wuhan had no exposure to the Huanan seafood market.”22 Indeed, the first man diagnosed in early December 2019 had not visited the wet market.23


A U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) report also determined that “about 33 percent of the original 41 identified [COVID-19] cases did not have direct exposure” to the market.24


As Chan and Ridley note, “Damningly, one of the early lineages of SARS-CoV-2 was not detected at or associated with the cases from the market—pointing to the more likely scenario that a person had brought one of the early variants of the virus into the market where a superspreading event occurred in a poorly ventilated and crowded venue.”25


Former Stanford School of Medicine professor and biomedical startup founder Steven Quay agrees: “We knew in January 2020 from public scientific databases that the patient with the earliest first complete virus sequence was a 39-year-old man treated at the General Hospital of Central Theater Command of the People’s Liberation Army of China, located on Wuluo Road in the Wuchang District of Wuhan, about 3 km from the Wuhan Institute of Virology. After 18 months and almost 3 million viruses sequenced worldwide his virus remains the earliest.”26


Quay analyzed the public databases and determined that of the market specimens, zero showed infection with the earliest form of the virus, which indicates that the virus had already evolved before it made its way to the market. Some Chinese scientists claimed that COVID was introduced to the market via frozen foods. But “environmental specimens from the market” included well over a thousand “samples of frozen food,” and all were negative test results for COVID-19.


Quay’s arguments against a natural origin of COVID are also based on the extensive testing of the 457 Huanan market animals, all of which tested negative. In addition, Quay reported that 616 animals that were brought into the market from other providers all tested negative. Another 1,864 wild animals of similar type from the same region in Southern China also all tested negative.


There is no doubt that a preponderance of public data published by the WHO establishes, as Quay concludes, “that it did not begin in the Huanan Market or any other market in Wuhan.”27


Indeed, the Chinese went beyond testing in the Wuhan wet market to test across China. The Chinese government tested approximately eighty thousand samples of animals, including 209 unique species, not only market and farm animals but wild animals as well. Given that the virus was not discovered in “a single specimen,” Quay estimates that “the probability of this for a community-acquired infection is about one in a million. This is what you expect for a lab-acquired infection.”28
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