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ONE CLICK on Brave New World of Zero Risk to read this book
by Martin J. Walker
****************************************


Today, One Click publishes the 'Introduction' and Chapter Three entitled 'The Emerging Campaign for Corporate Science' from Brave New World of Zero Risk by Martin J. Walker. This explains the need for this book that highlights so clearly the dissent surrounding the MMR (mumps, measles, rubella) vaccine, the attacks on the research of Dr. Andrew Wakefield and the refusal for scientific research to be carried out into the organic causes of the neurological disease Myalgic Encephalomyelitis, World Health Organisation classification ICD-10 G93.3. 

Key players in this ME/CFS scenario are Professor Simon Wessely, Dr. Charles Shepherd and Professor Anthony Pinching, Chairman of the "CFS/ME" Investment Steering Group that has given the ME/CFS community the "CFS/ME" Centres in the UK devoted to experimenting on patients with the psychiatric treatments such as CBT/GET that survey after survey has shown does serious damage to patients and the scientifically fraudulent PACE and FINE trials. 

Martin Walker's book shows so clearly throughout how science in Britain is now being dictated by a politically motivated group, many of them ex Revolutionary Communist Party members. The book details the emergence in America and in Britain of groups dedicated to defending the interests of industrial science formed in the mid 1980's.

The rise of these organisations that overtly and tacitly support the psychiatric lobby in its endeavours to damage ME/CFS patients is nowhere to be more starkly found than in the role played by selected of the British ME/CFS charities. 

The psychiatric lobby has sought to use its own covertly-led groups, many of them masquerading as ME/CFS charities, to stifle dissent to the psychiatric paradigm of ME/CFS that has done so much damage to patients. These charities have deliberately provided no credible opposition to the fraudulent PACE and FINE trials as is the case with Charles Shepherd's ME Association charity. In the case of Action for ME (AfME), this charity has taken Section 64 government grant money to actively promote these fraudulent trials and recruit participants. 

The TYMES Trust children's charity run by Jane Colby and AYME run by Jill Moss and Mary Jane Willows and others have in turn actively damaged the health and education prospects of all ME/CFS children and young people in Britain by their collusion with the psychiatric lobby over the Royal College of Paediatrics and Child Health "CFS/ME" Guidelines. The MERGE and TYMES Trust charities even went so far as to attempt to criminally prosecute The One Click Group directors under the Harassment Act that can carry a prison sentence simply because their evidenced activities were exposed and placed in the public domain. 

The campaign against ME/CFS patients, both overt and tacit, takes many forms. The overriding requirement for participation is the protection of vested interests as Martin Walker so clearly exposes in his new book, 'Brave New World of Zero Risk'.

Martin would be especially grateful if, in recognition of the six months hard work he and others put in to produce the book, you could make a donation on the site when you download your free copy at http://www.zero-risk.org. We need the work of Martin Walker to continue.

Jane Bryant
The One Click Group
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Zero Risk information already published on One Click:

Review - Zero Risk

The UK State versus ME/CFS Patients

The PRIME Project - All Parry And No Thrust
****************************************


"Only limited investigations for ME/CFS patients are necessary." Advice provided by Dr. Charles Shepherd, Medical Adviser and Trustee of the ME Association, as Key Group member of the Chief Medical Officer's Working Group Report on "CFS/ME", January 2002. (Montague/Hooper Paper, May 2001.)

"A relatively small group of psychiatrists and psychologists has been determined to define ME first as an undiagnosed condition and then as a product of mental aberration or ‘false illness beliefs’. The groundwork for the assault on ME was laid in the late 1980s by the newly-formed Campaign Against Health Fraud (later called HealthWatch), especially by three of its leading members, Simon Wessely, Caroline Richmond and Dr Charles Shepherd." Martin Walker, 'Brave New World of Zero Risk', October 2005, p.xviii.
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Extract from Brave New World of Zero Risk
by Martin J. Walker
Introduction
pp. xvii-xxiii 
Introduction



THE NEED for the book that follows was made clear to me by two apparently unrelated conflicts in the area of health, which have been going on for some time now. Firstly, the battle that has been forced upon those who are asking for scientific research into the organic causes of Myalgic Encephalomyelitis (ME). Secondly the attacks on Dr Andrew Wakefield, who posed questions about the safety of the multiple measles, mumps and rubella vaccine (MMR) after research into Crohn’s disease and ulcerative colitis, which are the most familiar manifestations of a family of disorders called Inflammatory Bowel Disorders (IBD).

In both these altercations, those aligned with ‘science’ and orthodox medicine, while consistently referring to the ‘correctness’ of science as a tool for uncovering the realities of the material condition, even hinting at it as a lifestyle philosophy, have refused to publicly discuss this science.

In the circumstances involving Dr Andrew Wakefield, the scientific dispute is not over the most recent red herring, that he may not have declared funding on a related study, in a published paper, that he may or may not have engendered panic in the population, that he might have undermined the Government vaccine policy, or even that he might have used experimental research procedures on children. None of these issues throws into dispute his scientific findings.

The real dispute, which has almost destroyed Dr Wakefield’s professional career, is his finding that the measles virus introduced into the bodies of children by the artificially attenuated MMR vaccine,(7) remained in different body sites, from where it created problems, firstly with digestion and then possibly with brain function.

Dr Wakefield had pursued his research into Crohn’s disease at the Royal Free Hospital in London since the late 1980s, funded largely by many of the leading pharmaceutical companies. During the first years of the 1990s, his work came to focus on IBD in relation to infectious causes. In the mid-Nineties, he became concerned that there could be a relationship between a novel form of IBD, the measles virus from MMR, and autism.

Despite a number of requests for meetings with the Department of Health (DoH) and government funding for further research, publicity around Dr Wakefield’s research, withdrawal of funding and his ‘expulsion’ from the Royal Free Medical School, led to the collapse of his professional life in Britain and a pending hearing before the General Medical Council.(8)

In the case of ME, the conflict involving science has grown over roughly the same period. A relatively small group of psychiatrists and psychologists has been determined to define ME first as an undiagnosed condition and then as a product of mental aberration or ‘false illness beliefs’. The groundwork for the assault on ME was laid in the late 1980s by the newly-formed Campaign Against Health Fraud (later called HealthWatch), especially by three of its leading members, Simon Wessely, Caroline Richmond and Dr Charles Shepherd.

The exclusion of ME sufferers from the canon of allopathic medicine in Britain has shown all the signs of an operation carried out by powerful vested interests.(9) In order to ensure that it is perceived as an illness without clear bio-medical causes, doctors and researchers have refused bio-physical testing to patients with suspecting ME, while supporting a complete moratorium on research funding for physical causes.(10) Instead research money has gone to psychologists and psychiatrists predisposed to the view that ME, multiple chemical sensitivity and Gulf War syndrome are illnesses that the sufferers only have because they think they have them.(11)

Part way through this book, I found that, as most creative projects do, 
it had moved beyond the confines that I originally imposed upon it. In looking at where it travelled, I could now say that underlying my observations about ME and MMR is a complex foundation of arguments and institutions, which are preparing for a number of eventualities. Generally, there is manoeuvring by commercial interests to gain a good place in the new age of bio-science. This is accompanied by massive, gear-crunching changes, as the monolithic chemical drugs industry metamorphoses into the person-, plant- and animal-modifying agents of the new bio-world.

The attack on Dr Arpad Pusztai of the Rowett Research Institute (see page 11), and the wider campaign against GM crops brought campaigning groups in Britain into conflict with the same people and the same organisations, although now more developed, about which I wrote in my 1993 book Dirty Medicine.(12) Investigative journalists and activists involved in the Pusztai affair and its surrounding circumstances have paid relatively little attention, however, to the conflicts around MMR and ME. This lack of analysis of ‘front organisations’, ‘lobby groups’, and even of paid ‘agents’, and of the involvement of multinational corporations and think tanks in the field of medicine and health, reflects an odd inability of liberal information based groups to get critically involved in the area of health and medicine.(13)

In both of the above conflicts, the status quo and science policy are defended by a motley band of politically-motivated individuals linked to ‘science’, quackbusting organisations, a variety of corporate interests, and individuals from the Liberal Alliance and New Labour.(14) In the main they are people with long-established financial and political motives, who have consistently made light of these conflicting interests. Also within this gathering, some might think oddly, is a network of political activists previously associated with the small Trotskyist group, the Revolutionary Communist Party (exRCPers or exRCP Network).(15)

A substantial part of the following book is dependent upon information garnered and investigated by those who were opposed to the automatic introduction of GM crops into Britain and upon the affair of Arpad Pusztai. Most of the past and continuing writing around these issues leaves little to be desired. With Greenpeace activists at the helm, and in the very best traditions of muck-raking journalism, a handful of writers and activists exposed an ants’ nest of corporate interests and opened up a democratic debate that has in the main been ignored by political parties.

I have tried, as I say above, to conjugate this established research with the matters to do with health, particularly ME and MMR. I have tried as well to place all the diligently garnered information around GM within a more demanding political context of New Labour and its anti-democratic governance since 1997.(16)

I realise that a good part of the following text is a historical narrative 
and analysis. It often seems to me, however, that as critical social observers and activists we don’t learn enough from our history. Few people in Britain, for instance, raised much of a protest against the Campaign Against Health Fraud in the late Eighties and early Nineties. Even today, only a handful of individuals understand the links between the US American Council on Science and Health, the Committee for Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal, and the plethora of North American and UK quackbusting organisations.

The appointment in August 2005 of John Hutton, the Cabinet Office Minister, to act as media censorship supremo in GM matters, shows clearly the need to understand the GM battles in the context of earlier, government-linked, covert science policy operations and their relationship to the pharmaceutical industry. An understanding of this history, should inform our understanding of how the government is planning on dealing with dissent in the future.

*******************

CHAPTER THREE

The Emerging Campaign for Corporate Science


Money changes everything
Tom Gray, sung by Cyndi Lauper

Although there had been company– and even industry–wide campaigns in defence of industrial science before Silent Spring,(1) the first real signs of a collective defensive strategy used by science and multinational global corporations came in the mid-Eighties. The founding quackbuster group, the American National Council Against Health Fraud (NCAHF),(2,3) set up in 1984, had from the beginning two companion organisations. One, the American Council on Science and Health (ACSH),(4) was obviously concerned with the defence of corporate science; while the other, the Committee for Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal (CSICOP),(5) had all the hallmarks of a CIA initiative, and although it defended science, it still spent most of its energy attacking the assumptions and organisations of those it saw as ‘anti-science’.

Since the early Nineties, the American NCAHF had divided, amoeba like, mainly to escape the consequences of legal actions. More obviously radical splinter groups have set up across North America. ACSH has grown considerably, bringing even more ‘scientists’ on to its Council, and CSICOP has proliferated, with a large number of sibling local and national Skeptic organisations.(6)

ACSH now resembles the archetypal corporate–funded science lobby group. When it was set up it found a ready funder in Monsanto, and it has continued to take money from all the major corporations. It defends any corporate product that comes under attack, apart from tobacco, and its long-term head, Elizabeth Whelan, has coined a language of denigration for what she and the group see as the opposition. ASCH itself employs one of the biggest and most potent PR companies in North America, to defend itself and the corporate products which come under its umbrella.

CSICOP appeared to develop out of a socialist grouping around Paul Kurtz, a prominent US humanist whose origins were in the Marxist Left. The group works with the Humanist movement and has seeded an international ‘Skeptics’ movement,(7) with numerous small groups across North America and Europe. CSICOP began by almost exclusively attacking religion. By the late 1980s, however, the focus on religion had dissipated, and the organisation began attacking any kind of research into psychic phenomena, then alternative medicine of all kinds.

In the cracks between these three organisations, over the past two decades, have appeared a plethora of organisations intent upon capturing science for industry. Sociology, epidemiology, academic and clinical research have all been dragged from the hands of ‘independent’ groups, to be controlled by industry funding.

The British quackbusting organisation, originally named the Campaign Against Health Fraud (CAHF) and now called HealthWatch, was set up in 1988 by CSICOP activists, a couple of ‘skeptics’, and a small group of individuals linked in different ways to corporate science. It gained initial funding from PPP, the medical insurance group, and the Astra pharmaceutical company. Although it has insisted since its name change that it has raised most of its money by subscription, it no longer makes its accounts public.

Caroline Richmond, the apparent founder of the group, had been 
working as a journalist on trade magazines, and there was involvement from other members of the Medical Journalists Association of the time. While CAHF immediately gained the reputation of an organisation that attacked alternative therapies, the more ‘constructive’ recorded aim of the group was the defence of scientific research and particularly double-blind placebo trials.(8)

As well as receiving help from Paul Kurtz’s organisation in America, 
CAHF received considerable support from the Wellcome Trust, the 
income of which was at the time based upon the Wellcome Foundation, one of Britain’s largest drug companies. The group used classic attack strategies employed frequently by CSICOP and quackbusting individuals in North America. These included verbally aggressive attacks on vulnerable individuals, shouting them down and talking over them, while in other circumstances claiming that they had received death threats or threats of violence from ‘the other side’. A mention of their activities was enough to merit a letter from their lawyers, although threats never resulted in action.(9) A common strategy, one used against my book Dirty Medicine, was to call it a Nazi work. The hope is, in using this ploy, that some mud sticks.

At the time that the CAHF was defending the AZT ‘Concorde’ double-blind placebo drug trials, Sir Alfred Shepherd, the chairman of Burroughs Wellcome and of the Wellcome Foundation, was appointed to the Advisory Committee Science and Technology, the body which then advised the Government on science. He was on this Committee during the marketing of AZT, at the same time, one of the Trustees of the Wellcome Trust, Professor Roy Anderson, was on the same Committee.(10)

Professor Trevor Jones, who was the director of research and
development at the Wellcome Foundation during the time that AZT was developed and licensed, was also selected to sit on the Medicines Commission. In 1994, Jones became director general of the ABPI.(11)

The science base of CAHF was clear.(12) All the science-based organisations, societies and institutions welcomed its arrival, and it was very close to the British Association for the Advancement of Science and the British Science Writers Association. In 1987, Caroline Richmond was elected on to the Committee on the Public Understanding of Science (COPUS), an organisation set up by the British Association for the Advancement of Science, while CAHF was in its gestation. At that time, the chairman of COPUS, Sir Walter Bodmer, was a friend of Richmond’s.(13) Bodmer and some CAHF members went on to be involved in the bogus trial that was used to discredit the Bristol Cancer Help Centre.

Both Professor Simon Wessely and Dr Charles Shepherd played a prominent role in the Campaign. Wessely spoke out primarily against the idea that ME was a physical illness, and frequently joined forces with Richmond to denigrate sufferers. In August 1990, as part of her role in the Press Briefing Committee of COPUS, Richmond gave a press briefing on chronic fatigue syndrome. The briefing was chaired by Professor Anthony Clare of Trinity College Dublin.

Dr Shepherd, who became an adviser to the ME Association, launched a wide range of attacks upon anyone who presumed to treat ME with nutrition or alternative remedies of any kind. The Campaign Against Health Fraud held its early meetings at the Ciba Foundation, the academic front for the drug company Ciba Geigy, which later became Novartis. The Ciba Foundation ran an information service, named the Media Resources Service (MRS), which was already doing the same kind of work in defence of science, health, pharmaceuticals and the chemical industry, that CAHF expected to do and that the Science Media Centre would begin to do a decade later.(14) The MRS put scientists and sympathetic journalists in touch with each other. Dr Shepherd was an adviser to the MRS.

The métier of CSICOP and the skeptic organisations was their promotion of ‘debunking’. Like the public school jape that it resembles, debunking left those involved laughing behind their hands at their dirty little secrets, in labs and offices. They would say ‘Kurtz is a great de-bunker’, or ‘did you see the way Randy de-bunked that guy?’ Debunking entailed showing up someone’s ‘spurious’ scientific claim. The only problem was, of course, that many of these critics were not scientists. Kurtz was an ex-lefty ‘philosopher’, Randy was an entertainer who hankered after being the new Houdini, while others edited magazines or were non-practising psychiatrists or sceptical academics. Inevitably, if they tried to debunk some real scientist, they failed and had therefore to fabricate their results.

The most absurd debunking that they did was of the late Jacques Benveniste(15,16) in 1988. An important piece of work by Benveniste and thirteen other scientists was published in Nature, the science magazine, which John Maddox then edited.(17) As Benveniste’s previous scientific work had done, the results of this work went against the grain. The paper, entitled ‘Human basophil degranulation triggered by very dilute antiserum against IgE’, was the result of a five-year study, which showed that even in great dilutions, aqueous solutions of antibodies retained biological activity that was not present in plain water.(18)

To Benveniste, this was another step towards proving that homeopathy had a scientific basis. But to the science zealots of CSICOP, it was a challenge too far. Maddox demanded the right of reply for science, and a team of non-scientists, including himself, Randy ‘the magician’ and Walter Stewart, an academic science snoop, ‘parachuted’ into Benveniste’s lab, with the declared intention of debunking his work. They joked about and – using their limited experience – examined his lab notebooks and ‘replicated’ his research.

A month later, this team of clowns published their research, and surprisingly their results were at variance with Benveniste’s five years of work – not to mention that of his participating colleagues. They wrote in Nature, ‘The claims of Benveniste et al are not to be believed.’(19) Within a few months Benveniste, who up until then had been one of the most well considered, if temperamental, scientists in France, with a position at Inserm, the French equivalent of the Medical Research Council, had lost his funding and been thrown out of his lab. It took him some years and considerable personal hardship to regain his laboratory.

When I interviewed Benveniste in 1992, he expressed very simply an analysis of CSICOP, which it would take me some years to arrive at. He told me that he had always been a rationalist, and if it were not for the authoritarian attitudes of CSICOP, he would belong to them. I didn’t point out that they would not have him because he did not support the right brand of rationality. Probably, however, he knew this. He said, ‘Even if these people are defending industry rather than science, they are clearly stupid, because if we are right our discoveries will ultimately augment any possible intervention in the market by pharmaceutical companies.’(20)

The Campaign Against Health Fraud also articulated many of the anti-environmental positions pursued by the chemical companies in North America. They were decidedly antagonistic to environmentalists because they saw them restricting and regulating business. And on behalf of the chemical companies they took up an extravagant position against anyone said to be suffering from damage from chemicals. They attacked out of
hand any alternative practitioner who attempted to treat chemical damage, maintaining that such complaints were entirely mental health problems. Throughout the Nineties they consistently attacked Dr Jean Monro, one of the most experienced British doctors treating chemical sensitivity.

As far as CAHF was concerned, the problem was mainly people who believed they were ill when they were not. And it was not only patients fabricating illnesses, it was also unscrupulous alternative practitioners who made a mint from convincing the vulnerable that they had illnesses that they had not, or they could be cured of illnesses of which they could not. At the end of this chain of self-deception and criminal illusion were the media, journalists all too happy to side with the deluded patient or to believe too seriously in the honesty of the alternative practitioner. CAHF made it endlessly clear that they believed that journalists colluded with patients who had false illness beliefs, to attack doctors and science.

With a determination to expose this situation CAHF cultivated journalists who sided with allopathic medicine and corporate science. They set up or used existing groups, which developed safe journalists. Such groups were heavily funded by the drug companies, who also gave honoraria, prizes and titles to young journalists. And, of course, they cultivated journalists who would wage war on their behalf, attacking alternative practitioners and others who stood out against science or allopathic medicine.

CAHF and its fellow travellers never had the support from government that was necessary for them to win their case. They did apply to be taken into the Department of Health, but they were far too combative and contentious for any links with government to be publicly admitted. Science was at this time in a kind of limbo in Britain. Having originally been a part of the Department of Education and Science, science policy was moved in 1992 to the new Office of Public Service and Science, from where William Waldegrave, the Conservative minister in charge, told the press, ‘We need to show that the powers that be are on the side of rationality.’(21)

The new department, however, did not last long, and Science eventually became embedded in the Department of Trade and Industry (Dti), where again it failed to thrive until New Labour came to power in 1997. When Lord Sainsbury(22) followed Peter Mandelson into the Dti as the science minister, it really took off. The office for science, which Sainsbury still oversees, has changed substantially from the time that science might have been considered a lay preoccupation based on curiosity. The Office of Science and Technology (OST) has policy control of the chemical and biotechnology industries as well as all the Research Councils, including the Medical Research Council (MRC). If its title read The Office of Corporate Science and Technology, it would be more accurate but still not cover the full range of its activities, such as attacking alternatives.

Partly because New Labour further opened government to consultancies and corporate interests, and partly because science policy had always floundered inside the governmental structures, the integration of science policy into the Dti presented a great opportunity for private interests.

After their election victory in 1997, in pursuit of their plans to privatise government and not just to sell the family silver but to give the house away as well, New Labour opened the doors of the civil state to the private market. Anyone with a good spiel and a mobile phone was able to buy bits of the administration.

On the fringes of parliament, industry, democracy, health care and weapons were bought and sold by an army of consultants, PR reps, multinational corporations, odd-jobbers and spivs. The Arthur Dalys of Oxford and Cambridge and the Del Boys of the new concrete campuses, the hard-hearted, go-getting Thatcherites who had taken in individualism with their mothers’ powdered milk, came to feed on the remaining carrion of public service in Westminster and Whitehall.

The rather eccentric individuals of HealthWatch and its old guard of charitable supporters of science were no good to this new generation, they needed professional lobby groups, and the decade-old deception had to come to an end as well. Why make bones about it? The multinationals wanted to sit with the Government on the front benches, not to rely on a group of amateurs to pass messages for them.

A new series of more sophisticated lobby organisations backing science and orthodox medicine, began taking over the foot soldier work of HealthWatch and organising in defence of science on a more professional level. Some elements of the work of HealthWatch, which had taken place on a purely national basis – i.e., their battle against vitamin supplements – were overtaken by regulations introduced through the EU and Codex Alimentarius. In the case of B6 the Dti actually organised the campaign against it.

Other campaigns, such as that against ME, were upgraded, and with the organisational abilities of Professor Simon Wessely and colleagues, were adopted by the Medical Research Council (MRC) and other government-funded bodies. The Health-Watch battle against alternative remedies was stepped up by the MCA and then a newly structured MHRA – a margin of tolerance was offered to those groups with a viable commercial future, but alternative purists of any speciality were pushed aside.

The New Labour Government began regular meetings with the Pharmaceutical Industry and handed over large parts of the NHS to them.(23) Within medicine and health care, all kinds of professional quasi-regulatory bodies came into being. In the vanguard, the honourable legions of corporate science donned their armour and trained for a more final confrontation than HealthWatch had ever envisaged.
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10. There are a number of different postulated suggestions for a physical cause of ME, from the effects of chemical toxins to post-viral illnesses and vaccination. Most scientists working in the area of physical causes believe, as does the WHO, that the brain is physically affected and neurological function is impaired.
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