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October 2025 Author Notes

Some scientific and biomedical topics about which I've learned more, and about which my views
as of October 2025 are not the same as the views I held when first writing about them, include
disease definitions, classifications, and diagnosis; morbidity and mortality attribution, data
collection and publishing (such as ICD codes, cause-of-death information on death certificates);
stability, homogeneity or heterogeneity, pathogenicity (disease causation), transmissibility and
other characteristics and qualities of biological matter, including genetic material (such as DNA,
RNA); vaccines, vaccine production, and vaccination programs; synthetic biology and synthetic
biotechnology. These are not the only subjects on which my views as presented early in the
learning process have changed during the last five years; they are the subjects most directly related
to my work on biological product manufacturing law, communicable disease control law, and
pandemic preparedness and response law.

Also, in Bailiwick reporting and analysis published at Substack and compiled into these and earlier
collections, I cited the work of many individuals whose work I found trustworthy at the time I
wrote the posts, but whose work I no longer found trustworthy as time passed, due to information
I learned as my learning process continued.

I urge readers to use discernment in reading and thinking about subjects and sources.

"By their fruits you shall know them. Do men gather grapes of thorns, or figs of thistles?"

-Matthew 7:16

Author

Katherine Watt is a Catholic American writer and paralegal. From 2022 to 2025, she published her
legal research on biological product law and related legal subjects at Bailiwick News on Substack.
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Adoration of the Shepherds. Bartolomé Esteban Murillo
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Jan. 4, 2025 - Comment on Opinions on Wedge Issues’

Dec. 31, 2024, Just Another Tommy, Opinions on wedge issues
commentators, as far as I can tell...a work in progress:

of some

well known

Name Supports Trump mRNAisa Covidwas Covidwasa Viruses G3Pisin G3Pruns Global warming Supports
Trump inati bi P just military exist charge Putin too caused by Ukraine
faked Ppoi g p i s war

Tim Berners-Lee ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? yes ?
Cynthia Chung ? ? ? 2 2 ? 2 2 ¥ no
Bobbie Anne Cox yes no 4 ? 2 ? 2 2 2 no
lain Davis no ? ? ? ? ? yes ? no no
Matt Ehret ? ? 2 g 2 ? ? i ? no
David A. Hughes no ? ? 2 yes ? yes ? no no
Steve Kirsch 2 2 no no v yes 2 g 2 ?
Alex Krainer 2 ? yes ? yes ? ? 2 no no
Sasha Latypova ? ? yes yes yes no yes ? no no
A Midwestern Doctor | ? 2 no no 2 yes 2 2 ? ?
Meryl Nass yes no i no 2 yes yes 2 no no
Jacob Nordangard 2 2 yes ? yes ? yes 74 no no
Denis Rancourt ? e yes yes yes ? 2 @ no no
Toby Rogers 72 72 ? ? {r? ? ? 2 i ?
Joseph Sansone yes no yes ? yes 2 yes ? no no
Cindy Sheehan no ? yes yes yes yes 2 ? no no
Amy Sukwan no ? yes yes yes no 2 ? no no
Katherine Watt 2 ? yes yes yes ? yes ? no no
Mike Yeadon no yes yes yes yes no 17 2 no no
Yet Another Tommy ? yes yes yes yes ¢ yes yes no no

Comment I wrote on Just Another Tommy's post

Filling in some of the blanks:

No, I do not support Trump.

Yes, I think the Trump assassination attempt was faked.

Yes, I think ‘viruses’ exist, because I think the definition of ‘virus’ encompasses an infinite variety
of complex biological molecules (known by many other terms in addition to ‘virus’) found in the
body of the living self and having biological effects that also vary across time and differ from one
host to another. I can explain that in more detail, but will leave it at that for the purposes of
answering this basic question.

It’s not a column in your chart yet, but No, I do not believe viruses (defined as above) cause
diseases or are capable of causing diseases (including epidemics or pandemics of “communicable

disease.”)

Yes, I think G3P runs Putin too.

! https://tomg2021 .substack.com/p/opinions-on-wedge-issues
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If you wanted to add another column, “ALL vaccines are bioweapons, and all vaccines have been
bioweapons since the start of the vaccination era circa 1798,” my answer to that would also be
“Yes.” To elaborate briefly, I think “mRNA” is another adjectival modifier for the naming of
products that have always contained foreign biological material intended to harm the recipient,
and capable of doing so. To the extent I think there is anything novel about the post-2020 vaccines,
I think it’s primarily the lipid carriers, which enable the unstable, heterogeneous biological
material to remain stable somewhat longer after injection, and thereby reach more organs and stay
in the organs longer, to do more damage before decomposition and death of the foreign matter
itself.

Soldado77

Thank you, Katherine. And what of various researchers’ (in the scores of them now)
anecdotal findings of apparent nanotechnology in (carefully custodied) injection vials and
in the blood of recipients? There are names I could give you which are here on Substack.

I know that Sasha Latypova has been stalwart in her dismissal of such findings, and she
may well be right. But, a serious look at these findings (as a former scientist and engineer
myself), coupled with the brilliant work of the Omniwar Symposium (former Prof. David
A. Hughes and Lissa Johnson) gives me cause for concern. To date, I have not seen a good
refutation of the apparent nanotechnological findings, and I follow much of Sasha's work
(which has been helpful).

Welcome your thoughts, and God bless you for your incredible work.

Ps. I could have never imagined that the heist of public consciousness on the issue of
“vaccination” was as broad and deep as your work has shown. But, it is so overwhelmingly
comprehensive that it strongly suggests an evil beyond most people's comprehension...and
previously, my own. Thank you so much.

My reply

I find Sasha’s analysis persuasive: junk is not technology; micro is not nano; and damage is not
control.

Microscopic metal fragments (junk) are harmful to living organisms.

But injection of microscopic metal fragments into living organisms (or spraying of inhalable
fragments) to cause damage is not technologically sophisticated or new, and doesn’t result in mind
control or control of the free will of the target.
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Jan. 8, 2025 - Germ theory, contagion theory, virology, antibodies and anaphylaxis:
Northern Tracey's work.

Also status update on Hazel-Watt biologics non-regulation legal history series, Part 5.

A few days ago, Yet Another Tommy tagged me in a comment thread to alert me to a table of
writer views on "wedge issues" he's compiling at his Substack.

e Dec. 31,2024 - Opinions on Wedge Issues? (Yet Another Tommy)

After Tommy tagged me on an earlier version of this table, I offered him some clarifications,
including the definition I use for the term "virus."

KW

...Yes, I think ‘viruses’ exist, because I think the definition of ‘virus’ encompasses an infinite
variety of complex biological molecules (known by many other terms in addition to ‘virus’) found
in the body of the living self and having biological effects that also vary across time and differ
from one host to another. I can explain that in more detail, but will leave it at that for the purposes
of answering this basic question.

It’s not a column in your chart yet, but No, I do not believe viruses (defined as above) cause
diseases or are capable of causing diseases (including epidemics or pandemics of “communicable
disease.”)

If you wanted to add another column, “ALL vaccines are bioweapons, and all vaccines have been
bioweapons since the start of the vaccination era circa 1798,” my answer to that would also be
“Yes.”

To elaborate briefly, I think “mRNA” is another adjectival modifier for the naming of products
that have always contained foreign biological material intended to harm the recipient, and capable
of doing so.

To the extent I think there is anything novel about the post-2020 vaccines, I think it’s primarily
the lipid carriers, which enable the unstable, heterogeneous biological material to remain stable
somewhat longer after injection, and thereby reach more organs and stay in the organs longer, to
do more damage before decomposition and death of the foreign matter itself."

Expanding on this somewhat:

If virus is defined as a stable, transmissible agent capable of causing disease, then No, I don't think
they exist.

But if virus is defined as an unstable or dynamic (assembling and disassembling in time from parts
into wholes and wholes into parts) class of complex biological molecules or biological products
(material created by and broken down by living organisms) — which class also includes enzymes,

2 https://tomg2021 .substack.com/p/opinions-on-wedge-issues
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proteins, plasmids, amino acids and many, many other scientific terms denoting the materials and
products of biological processes that unfold within living organisms — then Yes, I do think viruses

exist.

I touched on the subject briefly in this post:

Dec. 24, 2024 - Pesticides and vaccines; microbiology and pathology nomenclature; scientific,
medical and legal deceit and deceivers.?

...From my reading of the work by Lanka and Andrews, about the work of Armstrong,
Enders and others — viewed in the light of how lawyers, legislators, military officers,
public health officers, drug companies, physicians and university researchers have (since
1902) constructed a legalized system to covertly deceive, poison and kill lots of people —
I don't think it's correct to say that "viruses don't exist."

I think virus is one of many terms used to denote cell products made and used by living
cells, tissues, organs and organisms; and cell fragments of dying, disintegrating and dead
cells and tissues.

Other terms include proteins, lipids, peptides, nucleic acids, amino acids, enzymes,
neurotransmitters, hormones, organophosphates, organochlorines, alkaloids, toxins,
antitoxins, toxoids, rickettsia, antigens, toxigens, antibodies, endotoxins, exotoxins,
endosomes, exosomes, pathogens, immunogens, viroids, virions, prions, prodrugs,
receptors, sugars, salts, terpenes, flavonoids, steroids, fatty acids, cytokines, phages,
phagocytes, lymphocytes, macrophages, dendritic cells, acellular life, non-cellular life.

That list of terms is not exhaustive. The authors of scientific literature over the last few
centuries have invented hundreds of words to describe things they've seen or speculated
about during their investigations into microscopic life forms and how they live, use energy,
reproduce, exchange information with each other, weaken and die.

I agree with Lanka's main point as I understand it. Viruses, understood as cell products and
cell fragments, don't cause disease.

Cell products and cell fragments are caused by disease, understood as poisoning; viruses
are the result of disease, the body’s response to disease.

Cell stress, cellular efforts to regain equilibrium or homeostasis, and cell fragmentation
and death: all result from living organisms' responses to acts of poisoning..."

% https://bailiwicknews.substack .com/p/pesticides-and-vaccines-microbiology
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I was also recently asked for my views on "nanotechnology," and replied:

I find Sasha Latypova’s analysis* persuasive: junk is not technology; micro is not nano; and
damage is not control. Microscopic metal fragments (junk) are harmful to living organisms.

But injection of microscopic metal fragments into living organisms (or spraying of inhalable
fragments) to cause damage is not technologically sophisticated or new, and doesn’t result in mind
control or control of the free will of the target.

I base that position on my review (over the last couple of years) of the promotional literature
published for several decades by the US Department of Defense and other federal agencies in the
US and other countries, alongside my study of how DoD and other government agencies deceive
people through thousands of written publications including statutes, regulations, executive orders,
contracts, treaties and scientific papers and protocols.

The literature is intended to give the public impression of scientific rigor and technical feasibility
where neither actually is present, and neither can be developed.

Living organisms are not machines, and never will be.

*

I urge readers to read Tracey Northern's work.

Tracey Northern, "Independent researcher since 1985 into cancer, vaccines and more recently
germ theory and virology," published a blog called Northern Tracey's Scribblings between 2020
and 2023, which has been archived in html format.

o 2020-2023 - Northern Tracey Blog Posts® (Archive.org) - "Notably, as of 2024, online
memorials indicate that Northern Tracey has passed. Additional information is not
immediately forthcoming."

Tracey Northern read, thought about and translated a very large volume of scientific misconduct
literature into plain English, bringing Stefan Lanka's work deconstructing germ theory, contagion
theory and virology — and the work of those who preceded him historically — to a broader
audience in more readily understandable form.

Sasha Latypova and I have cited her work on antibodies, Charles Richet, parenteral injection-
induced anaphylaxis and autoimmunity, and related topics.

e Sept. 3,2024 - The second shot, or what do vaccinators and sewer rats have in common?
Reviewing Charles Richet's work on anaphylaxis, awarded the Nobel Prize in 1913.° (Sasha

4 https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/origins-of-the-nanotechnology-narrative
3 https://archive.org/details/northern_tracey_blog_posts_2020-to-2023
¢ https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/the-second-shot-or-what-do-vaccinators
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Latypova). Cited Jan. 2022 - Russian Roulette’ (Tracey Northern); Feb. 2022 -
Anaphylaxis - The Real Bioweapon® (Tracey Northern).

o Sept. 27, 2024 - Antibodies and surrogate endpoints: more pieces of the scientific and
regulatory fraud puzzle.® (Katherine Watt). Cited Nov. 2020 - Th!%¢ Misinterpretation of
Antibodies (Tracey Northern)

I encourage Bailiwick readers who haven't already read Tracey Northern's work and are interested
in better understanding the scientific and medical misconduct that has reinforced, and been
reinforced by, legal and political misconduct in the virology, communicable disease control and
vaccination era (roughly 1798 to present) to start with these four:

e May 7,2021 - The Germ Theory, an Idiots Guide!'; PDF'? (Tracey Northern)

e May 14,2021 - Contagion, Fact Checked'?; PDF'* (Tracey Northern)

e May 25,2021 - Going Viral, A Recipe for Disaster;'> PDF!¢ (Tracey Northern)

e June 30, 2021 - The Amino Age and The New abNormal Doctors;!” PDF'"® (Tracey
Northern)

It's important to understand scientific and medical misconduct and deceit because — in the
communicable disease control, biological product and vaccination context — scientific and
medical misconduct and deceit are integrated with political and legal misconduct and deceit.

All of these connected forms of misconduct and deceit are ongoing within Congress, federal and
state public health, epidemiology and military programs, drug manufacturing, and the professions
of medicine and law.

Understanding the forms used in the past to deceive, sicken and kill people, can help targets
recognize the same patterns of behavior as new scientific terms for old poisons are introduced and
new legal cover-up methods are put in place, so as to more confidently stop taking vaccines and
other biological products, and stop vaccinating babies and children.

7 https://mortherntracey213875959.wordpress.com/2022/01/16/russian-roulette/

8 https://mortherntracey213875959.wordpress.com/2022/02/26/anaphylaxis-the-real-bio-weapon/

? https://bailiwicknews.substack .com/p/antibodies-and-surrogate-endpoints

10 https://northerntracey2 13875959 .wordpress.com/2020/11/26/the-misinterpretation-of-antibodies/

' https://northerntracey2 13875959 .wordpress.com/2021/05/07/the-germ-theory-an-idiots-guide/

12 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021.05.07-paper-northern-tracey-germ-theory-an-
idiots-guide.pdf

13 https://northerntracey2 13875959 .wordpress.com/2021/05/14/contagion-fact-checked/

' https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021.05.14-paper-northern-tracey-contagion-fact-
checked.pdf

15 https://northerntracey2 13875959 .wordpress.com/2021/05/25/going-viral-a-recipe-for-disaster/

16 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021.05 .25-paper-northern-tracey-going-viral-a-
recipe-for-disaster.pdf

17 https://northerntracey2 13875959 .wordpress.com/2021/06/30/the-amino-age-and-the-new-abnormal-doctors/

18 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021.06.30-paper-northern-tracey-amino-age-and-
new-abnormal-doctors.pdf
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As Lydia and I wrote in August, introducing a series of reports about legalized production,
distribution and use of unregulated poisons under US biological product law:

... These developments are important, because the scientific disciplines of microbiology,
bacteriology, virology, immunology, and epidemiology developed in a mutually-
reinforcing way with the development of communicable disease, quarantine and biological
product law.

Scientific and statistical fraud have historically enabled legal fraud, and legal fraud has
historically enabled scientific and statistical fraud.

Among other examples, lawmakers have relied on authoritatively-delivered but false
claims made by scientists and statisticians, to build public support for and compliance with
federal public health programs and products, from the roots in the late 1700s and early
1800s, through modern global pandemic preparedness and response programs, Covid-19
and the current avian influenza fraud.

Update: Hazel-Watt series about history of legalized use of unregulated poisons under US
biological product law, 1798 to 1972.

Series so far:

o Aug.5,2024 - Part 1 - Federal communicable disease control, quarantine and biological
product law, 1798 to 1972: orientation through founding of Marine Hospital Service.
(Lydia Hazel and Katherine Watt)

o Aug. 12,2024 - Part 2 - US federal quarantine and biological product law: Marine-Hospital
Service (1798); National Quarantine Act (1878); Laboratory of Hygiene (1887) (Lydia
Hazel and Katherine Watt)

o Sept. 10, 2024 - Part 3 - 1901-1910: Federal government licensing of virus and toxin
propagation establishments; criminalization of traffic in adulterated or misbranded drugs.
(Lydia Hazel and Katherine Watt)

e Oct.9,2024 - Part 4 - 1911-1943: Continued non-existence of legal provisions directing
federal agencies to establish and enforce biological product definitions and standards.
(Lydia Hazel and Katherine Watt)

o Nov. 14,2024 - Abysses of disordered law; hazards of gazing into them. Status update on
Part 5 of vaccine non-regulation series, 1798 to 1972. (Katherine Watt)

I'm still working on Part 5 of the series, and sent a status update to my co-researcher Lydia Hazel
recently:

Will continue thinking through the changes made from 1902 law Section 4 to 1944 law Section
351(d) and the addition of Section 352, and how they fit together with the scientific misconduct of
the late 1930s and enabled the scientific misconduct, vaccine production, non-regulation and use
of the unregulated 1948 DTP combination vaccines and then into the faked (pesticide poison and
vaccine-driven) epidemics to drive the 1955 polio vaccines, mid-1960s MMR vaccines, late-1960s
influenza vaccines and into the 1972 transfer from NIH to FDA.
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Updated outline for Part 5 below. Not much different from the version of a week or so ago, just
finished entering the list of items through to 1972, working from my index card deck and the stuff
I've been reading and digesting for the last couple of months.

I still don't know how much longer it will take to finish Part 5. It may be a month or more, and in
the meantime, Bailiwick publishing will probably be limited to short podcast readings from The
Summa Simplified,”” which I read to rest between sessions of reading, thinking and writing about
legalized deception, torture, mutilation and murder.

Qutline for Part 5:

1937 - Congress funded a Public Health Service study of "investigations to determine the possibly
harmful effects on human beings of spray insecticides on fruits and vegetables," under the Diseases
and sanitation investigations program; 1937, Elixir sulfanilamide tragedy, driver for 1938 FDCA;
1938 FDCA Section 505 - New Drug Applications...second layer of deception...Biologics legally
unregulated under the terms of the 1902 and 1944 laws, and if anyone tried to apply FDCA New
Drug Application laws by classifying biologics as "investigational" drugs, or "potentially harmful"
and therefore prescription-required drugs, they would be stopped by the specific exemptions from
FDCA for PHS biological, investigational or "public health" products; 1939 - Armstrong papers
on polio, Webster paper on mouse studies; 1944 PHSA biologics section; 1946 First EO by
Truman under 1944 PHSA, list of quarantinable diseases, included polio; 1947 12 FR 408 - New
Drugs under PHSA (new vaccines) exempt from FDCA 505, codified at 21 CFR 1.109 in 1949
printing of CFR; 1947 12 FR 411 - Biologics regulation, numbered 42 CFR 22, signed by SG
board (3 members) and FSA administrator; 1947.09.16 - 12 FR 6218, biologics regulations
numbered at 42 CFR 73; 1948 - DTP combination entered into use, but no product license needed
because the establishments already had establishment licenses; no product licenses are ever issued
for biological products based on any specific product characteristics or reviews; three constituent
products (diphtheria, tetanus, pertussis) had already been in use; 1948.11.01 NIH Laboratory of
Biologics Control incorporated into new NIH National Microbiological Institute; 1948.11.06 - 13
FR 6555 - Investigational drugs exempt from FDCA 505(a) put into 1949 CFR numbered at 21
CFR 1.114; 1949.01 - Enders paper, human embryos to propagate poliovirus. Start of "modern
vaccine era" per Maurice Hilleman, 2002 NIH-NIAID Jordan Report; 1949.01 and 1949.04 -
Biskind papers on DDT poisoning and polio, gastroenteritis, cattle, neuropsychiatric
manifestations; 1949.08 - Enders paper (another one) cultivation of polio virus; 1951.10 - Congress
Durham-Humphrey Amendment to FDCA, prescriptions for potentially harmful drugs, but
exemption if FSA Administrator finds it not necessary for public health (i.e. vaccines); 1953.04 -
Watson/Crick DNA structure paper. Marked scientific misconduct transition from virus defined as
replication-competent organism to virus defined as package of genetic code. See Lanka 2020
papers; 1953 - Reorg Plan No. 1, FSA Abolished, HEW created. Licensing authority transferred
from FSA Administrator to HEW Secretary; 1953.11 Biskind Paper - Public Health Aspects of the
New Insecticides; 1954.06 - Enders paper, measles virus propagation. Enders Nobel Prize; 1954
(early) - WRAIR-NIH-DBS Joseph Smadel assigned to write polio production protocols; 1954 -
1955 - Salk polio "field trials," announcement of "success," HEW Oveta Culp Hobby; see PHS
technical report with timeline; 1955.06.09 - NIH National Microbiological Institute Laboratory of
Biologics upgraded to Division of Biologics Standards, under direction of Roderick Murray.

19 https://bailiwicknews .substack .com/p/read-aloud-my-way-of-life-1952-pocket
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Murray remained in charge until 1972 transfer of DBS to FDA renamed as BoB, when Murray's
second-in-command, Harry M. Meyer (came out of Walter Reed WRAIR military to become head
of DBS Laboratory of Virology and Rickettsiology since 1959), became head of FDA-BoB;
1955.08.12 - Polio Vaccination Act Congress; 1956.02.15 Polio Vaccination Act extended;
1956.12.12 - 21 FR 9890, noted that new vaccines exempt from FDCA 505 and added "Additional
Standards" for polio vaccine, based on Enders' false methods of isolation and propagation, and
provided that Surgeon General could waive requirement to comply at his discretion. Printed in
1958 edition of CFR; 1957 - so-called Asian flu pandemic; 1958.09 - Congress relieved Surgeon
Generals board of duty to draft and promulgate biological product regulations, leaving HEW
Secretary as sole author; 1958.09 - Congress FDCA Amendments re Food additives, Generally
Recognized as Safe. Paved the way for food products (peanut oil) to enter vaccines without
demonstration of safety, as an additional layer, since vaccines exempt from FDCA 505 new drug
application provisions anyway; 1958-1961 - Thalidomide used, mostly in England, some in US.
Birth defects and deaths; 1959 - J. Anthony Morris arrived at NIH-DBS, recruited by Joseph
Smadel, NIH Associate Director since 1956 and director of Laboratory of Virology and
Rickettsiology from 1963, Smadel died later that year (1963). See 1972.02.25 Wade report. Morris
studied efficacy of influenza vaccines, using scientific misconduct methods (1939 Webster mouse
studies); 1959 - Congress, Kefauver hearings on drug efficacy requirements under FDCA for new
drugs (synthetic chemical drugs) but not applicable to vaccines; 1960.09 Hilleman SV40 in polio
vaxxes. 1972.03.03 Wade report; 1961.07 - Bernice Eddy, SV40 in polio vaxxes; Ribicoff is HEW
Secretary Jan. 21, 1961 to July 13, 1962; 1962 Start of Virus Leukemia program; Hilleman, Merck,
SV40, see Horowitz 2024.12.17; 1962.06, Rachel Carson Silent Spring published; 1962.09.18 -
Joseph Smadel memo instruction to PHS-NIH-DBS Morris to pass manufacturer protocols without
testing. See Wade 1972.02.25; 1962.10.10 - Congress Kefauver-Harris amendments to FDCA 505
premarket efficacy demonstrations, not applicable to vaccines; 1962.10 - Congress Vaccination
Assistance Act, polio, diphtheria, tetanus, whooping cough (pertussis); 1964.01.30 - EO 11140
delegate functions for PHS from President to HEW Secretary; 1966 - Reorg. Plan, Office of
Surgeon General abolished. Functions transferred to Secretary HEW; 1968 so-called Hong Kong
flu; 1969 - Nixon and Congress Chemical and Biological Warfare speech and transfer from DoD
to HEW. See also 1971 Pine Bluff Arsenal repurposing; 1970 Heart Disease, Stroke and Kidney
amendments - "vaccine" added to biological products for first time by Congress, not defined in
scientific terms; 1971 FDA National Toxicological Research Center at Pine Bluff Arsenal
(renaming of chem biological weapon program); 1971-1972 - J. Anthony Morris case, Ribicoff
hearings, Morris report to Ribicoff Sept. 1971, Nicholas Wade reporting Feb. 1972; 1972.02 -
Biologics transfer from NIH DBS to FDA BoB and announcement of effectiveness review panels
using same scientific misconduct methods; 1972.02.25 concurrent re-delegation of authority;
1972.06.29 - Notice of transfer; 1972.08.09 transfer regulations to 21 CFR 273; 1973.11 - Transfer
regulations to 21 CFR 600.
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Jan. 9, 2025 - Note on role of in-home television in deception campaigns

As Conspiracy Sarah emphasizes, in her post Disney's Long History of Predictive Coding: A
strategic partnership with the US government® (Jan. 8, 2025, Conspiracy Sarah), the introduction
of television into the majority of American homes by the mid-1950s was a very significant element
in the build-up of the military/public health/vaccination system for sickening and killing lots of
people.

I think that the public polio campaign was timed to align with that tipping point in media culture,
to have a way to project deceptive moving images with audio into homes, to quickly generate
widespread public fear, unthinking trust in the pronouncements of men wearing lab coats, and
compliance with their directives.

20 https://conspiracysarah.substack.com/p/disneys-long-history-of-predictive
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Jan. 10, 2025 - On the relationships between communications technology, illusory disease
classification (diagnosis) and illusory disease outbreaks.

Reply to a reader comment at Conspiracy Sarah’s recent post:

e Jan.8,2025 - Disney's Long History of Predictive Coding. A strategic partnership with the
US government.?! (Conspiracy Sarah)

Reader comment:

Apparently, flu, as we know it (as a seasonal illness) was unknown until the advent of
telegraph lines.

KW reply:

Another way to interpret these historical co-incidences is that new forms of communications
technology, centralized data collection and distribution (such as scientific journals and public
health reports), and centralization of diagnostic criteria (coordinated through scientific journals
aimed at physicians) are launched and used to better project the illusion of outbreaks of specific
diseases and the illusion of treatments and preventatives.

In learning about the legal history around quarantine and vaccines, I've been struck by these
repeated co-incidences.

Ocean-going ships approximate, more than any form of land transportation, a kind of "test tube"
in which experiments in causing illness could be conducted, because the populations of humans
and animals are temporarily contained in space and time without interacting with other
populations.

The trans-Atlantic telegraph made it possible for officers at a departure port to transmit information
about the alleged health and disease of passengers and animals on ocean-going ships, while the
ships were still at sea, to the anticipated port of entry. The laws then authorized or required ports
to handle incoming passengers, livestock and cargo from allegedly disease-carrying ships in
specific ways, such as medical examinations and quarantine.

Widespread newspaper publishing, with advertisement sections, especially after photography was
introduced, made it possible to widely and quickly distribute manipulated visual and text
information about disease diagnosis, outbreaks and disease suppression or treatment methods.

Radio, television, the internet and web-enabled cell phones made possible even more rapid and
comprehensive national and global distribution of false visual, audio and written information.

2! https://conspiracysarah.substack.com/p/disneys-long-history-of-predictive
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Jan. 13, 2025 - On using proposed mRNA bans, and opposition thereto from vaccination
proponents, to deepen public understanding of vaccine non-regulation history and amplify
vaccine hostility. Plus views on 'wedge issues.'

On using opposition to public efforts to block use of mRNA vaccines specifically. to help more
people understand history of intentional heterogenicity, instability and toxicity of all vaccines

generally.

Any effort to ban use of so-called mRNA, DNA or gene-based vaccines will, 1 think, elicit
opposition from proponents of traditional or pre-2020 vaccines, which are also denoted by many
other terms such as live attenuated, subunit, viral vector, acellular, inactivated, killed and
recombinant vaccines.

Campaigns to ban mRNA vaccines will be very, very useful for eliciting that opposition and so
drawing the truth about all vaccines further into public understanding.

My view is that vaccines have all always been DNA/RNA platforms — developed, distributed and
used under many different terms — going back to the very beginning of legalized, militarized,
systematic mass poisoning under the medicalized cover of vaccination campaigns.

Military/ WRAIR-PBF?2/US-AMRIID/DARPA , HHS/PHS/NIH/FDA and drug companies change
the terms, to hide the consistent underlying facts about biological materials taken from many
different living creatures, including human embryos, mixed together with each other and with
synthetic chemicals, and then inserted into a recipient living organism for which they are foreign
materials and therefore toxic.

This topic, and the way that FDA sometimes pretends vaccines are subject to biological product
law and sometimes pretends they are subject to "investigational drug" law and generally slides
them in and out of several different product classifications, none of which require identification,
standardization, purity or stability of contents, is also related to the mid-1990s introduction of the
classification for "well-characterized biotechnology products" — a classification sometimes
claimed to include vaccines and sometimes claimed to exclude vaccines.

In all cases, vaccines cannot be "well-characterized" because they are mixtures of unstable,
dynamic, living and decomposing material that enters the recipient organism, damages the
organism’s cells, tissues and organs, and then decomposes further in the recipient organism.

All so-called "traditional" vaccines have always and still do contain a variety of unstable,
biologically-active genetic material foreign to the recipients and therefore toxic, and they have all
been unregulated, with no real standards for product identity (stable molecular structures and
quantities for all ingredients), purity (non-contamination/non-adulteration), safety (non-toxicity),
labeling or any other standard set by FDA or its preceding pseudo-regulatory agencies (primarily
NIH Division of Biologics Standards from 1955 polio campaign through 1972 transfer to FDA
Bureau of Biologics.)

22 https://wrair.health.mil/Collaborate/Pilot-Bioproduction-Facility/
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There is a form of drug non-regulation apart from the FDCA New Drug Application (NDA) and
Investigational New Drug (IND) system, called the BLA or Biologics License Application, which
is used for products that are classified as biological products, which includes all vaccines, and
which is distinct from other drug classifications.

A form of this sequence or process has been in use since 1902 with slight changes in form over
time:

o faked outbreak of communicable disease — faked by false testing, false diagnosis, false
epidemiological data collection and distribution — illnesses that are actually caused
primarily by pesticide application and prior vaccinations —

o false attribution of cause-of-disease to transmissible, stable pathogen (=false definition of
virus) —

o fake R&D and investigations (jointly by military, PHS/HHS, drug companies, universities
and NGOs such as National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis; BMGF, GAVI) allegedly
to develop vaccines designed to prevent virus infection: so-called non-clinical trials,
preclinical trials, in vitro studies, in vivo animal studies, field trials (human), clinical trials
(human), investigational use (human) —

o BLA application forms submitted by manufacturer to FDA —

o fake product review by FDA —

o marketing approval by FDA (known as "licensing" although no license numbers are issued
to correspond with any specific product; my current understanding is that license numbers
are issued to manufacturing companies to provide indiscriminate, blanket authorization for
all products they manufacture regardless of contents. See 2002 NIAID Jordan Report at
Appendix D* and Aug. 23, 2021 FDA letter issuing BLA license no. 2229 to BioNTech
Manufacturing GmbH) —

o manufacturing and labeling —

e marketing (mass media) and distribution —

o general use by physicians, uptake by public

Vaccines, as BLA products, fall under the Public Health Service Act, PHSA Section 351 (42 USC
262) which is distinct from the New Drug Application NDA and Investigational New Drug IND
pathways that fall under the Food, Drug and Cosmetics Act, FDCA sections (mostly FDCA
Section 505/21 USC 355).

For many, many decades, the BLA systems (previously known by other titles) and more recently
the Emergency Use Authorization systems have been used to smuggle intentionally unregulated,
intentionally toxic poisons into interstate commerce disguised as regulated medicinal products
called both traditional vaccines and mRNA/gene-based vaccines.

*

23 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/2002-nih-niaid-jordan-report-accellerated-
development-vaccines-20-year-anniversary-1982-hilleman-history-of-vaccines.pdf
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Yet Another Tommy expanded his list of yes-no questions:
e Jan.9, 2025 - More Opinions on Wedge Issues? (Yet Another Tommy)
My responses to the 24 questions:
1. Supports Trump - No, but prays for him.
2. Trump assassination attempt faked - Yes
3. Trump is a technocrat - Yes, and other things too.
4. mRNA is a bioweapon - Yes
5. All vaccines are bioweapons - Yes
6. Vaccines were always bioweapons - Yes
7. Covid was just poisoning - Yes
8. Covid was a military operation - Yes
9. Covid was dangerous - Yes. Deceit and poisoning are harmful.
10. Covid response was dangerous - Yes. Deceit and poisoning are harmful.
11. Covid was a pandemic - No
12. Covid was a bioweapon - Yes, and psychological deceit operation.

13. Viruses exist - Yes, if 'virus' defined as infinite variety of unstable/dynamic biologically-active
substances produced by living organisms. No, if defined as stable, transmissible disease-causing
agents.

14. Viruses cause disease - No. See response to 13, above and my other writing on the subject.

15. Terrain theory is correct - No position. Awaiting further development of hypotheses and
evidence. My distrust of available definitions, scientific papers and concern about intentionally-
misleading information are high.

16. Germ theory is correct - No position. Awaiting further development of hypotheses and
evidence. My distrust of available definitions, scientific papers and concern about intentionally-
misleading information are high.

17. G3P [Global Public Private Partnership®] is in charge - Yes

24 https://tomg2021.substack .com/p/more-opinions-on-wedge-issues
2 https://iaindavis.com/what-is-the-global-public-private-partnership/
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18. G3P runs Putin too - Yes
19. Global warming caused by humans - No.

I don't think global warming is a real thing. Re: global warming and weather control theory, I don't
think TPTB control the weather as much as I think they control public perception of weather, and
management (long-planned exploitation) of mostly natural disasters that they can predict (broadly
speaking) may — within margins of probability — hit each place on earth.

For example, I think they can start fires in dry areas, if the areas are dry, just as any arsonist can,
but they probably have better equipment for starting more fires, faster, hotter and more selectively
in more locations throughout a dry region simultaneously (i.e. Paradise, Lahaina, Palisades,
directed-energy weapons etc.). And they can arrange the false attribution of the fires to drought,
high winds, too much dried out vegetation, too much human population, global warming, etc.

I think they can arrange mass poisonings — vaccination campaigns and chemical sprays, chemical
spills, chemical plant explosions (i.e. East Palestine, Atlanta...) —and they can arrange the false
attribution of resulting biological effects (sickness) to illusory/false causes other than chemical
poisonings (such as transmissible viruses).

They can arrange demolition of skyscrapers, bridges, planes, dams and levees.

They can send mercenaries into flood and fire ravaged areas after floods and fires happen and
block people from mutual support and recovery and drive people off their land and seize land,
homes and businesses.

I think they can and have identified (decades ago, long before any specific disaster strikes), what
they will do in every inhabited place, during and after the disaster hits, to weaken and kill survivors,
drive survivors away, snap up real property and prevent resettlement.

But I don't think they can conjure rainfall or hurricanes, or withhold rainfall that would otherwise
happen (so as to conjure drought.) I think they want people to think they have those techniques.
But I don't think they really have them. I think it's another example of projected illusions to deflect
attention from traditional and DEW arson, demolition, chemical poisoning, looting and other forms
of intentional destruction and exploitation of post-disaster chaos.

20. Supports Ukraine war - No
21.5G is for depopulation - Undecided, leaning No.

I tend to think 5G, 4G, 3G and other (novel or renamed old) EMF sources are useful for 1) wasting
human time and material resources (construction projects with no real benefit or improvement over
existing tech); 2) frightening people/inducing sense of helplessness about potential sources of harm
they cannot readily see or avoid; and 3) deflecting attention away from global theft
(looting/hoarding of land and resources) and from biological and chemical poisoning (vaccination,
drugs, low-altitude outdoor and indoor/interior-of-building sprays, derailments, explosions) as
primary causes of sickness.
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22. Chemtrails are for depopulation - Undecided, leaning No.

I tend to think high-altitude chemtrails are possibly spraying seawater in most cases and useful for
1) wasting human time and material resources (aviation planes, drones, fuels); 2) scaring
people/inducing sense of helplessness about potential sources of harm they can readily see but
cannot readily avoid; 3) making the act of looking up into the sky become psychologically
distressing rather than joyful, reassuring, calming and/or reverent; and 4) deflecting attention from
global theft (looting/hoarding of land and resources) and from biological and chemical poisoning
(vaccination, drugs, low-altitude or surface outdoor and indoor/interior-of-building sprays,
derailments, explosions) as primary causes of sickness.

23. Malthus was correct - No.

24. The Earth is overpopulated - No, and population and land/resource use/carrying-capacity data
are just as false as all other centrally-controlled data.

*

Some discussion of “shedding” in the comment thread at Sage Hana’s post

e Jan. 11, 2025 - Not a Movement, 2025 update. The Not a Movement is (still) not a
movement.2® (Sage Hana)

Agent Roger W.: This week in Not-A-Movement: vaccine shedding. I think that's false. Most
people believe it's true...

Sage Hana: Vaccine shedding = Successful synthetic "virus." Threat matrix remains intact. I don't
know about the Science on any of this. But I do know from an Op standpoint, it is useful.

KW: That utility-for-the-op is one of the main metrics I try to track too. A version of "cui bono?"
The would-be world controllers are projecting illusions all over the place. Some things help them
project the illusions, and some things make the illusions go out of focus a little bit or become more
semi-permeable so that reality and the controllers themselves become temporarily visible behind
the screen.

I've tried to use that metric to slowly try to come to some conclusions about viruses,
shedding, nanotech, cyborgs, global warming, weather control, and a few other things. And
agree that vaccine "shedding" = successful synthetic "virus," which is useful to the op, and
therefore a projected illusion, not real.

Sasha Latypova:

Shedding exists, but it's not any synthetic virus. Unless "virus" is used in the original
meaning as just "poison, toxin." People that get the large exposure of original poisoning,
e.g. injections, can expel toxins into their environment, because their bodies are desperately
trying to get rid of the poison, and those in close proximity can pick them up. However no

26 https://sagehana.substack .com/p/not-a-movement-2025-update
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second-hand "vaccination" or "gene mutation" or "nanotechnology transfer" happens that
way. People may experience symptoms (happened to me and to my husband, with different
symptoms on 2 separate occasions), but this is not what the fear mongering propaganda of
shedding wants you to believe. It's yet another "Bill Gates releases mosquitoes that will
vaccinate you!" National Enquirer type headline.

My views on nanotechnology

I find Sasha Latypova’s analysis*’ persuasive: junk is not technology; micro is not nano; and
damage is not control. Microscopic metal fragments (junk) are harmful to living organisms.

But injection of microscopic metal fragments into living organisms (or spraying of inhalable
fragments) to cause damage is not technologically sophisticated or new, and doesn’t result in mind
control or control of the free will of the target.

I base that position on my review (over the last couple of years) of the promotional literature
published for several decades by the US Department of Defense and other federal agencies in the
US and other countries, alongside my study of how DoD and other government agencies deceive
people through thousands of written publications including statutes, regulations, executive orders,
contracts, treaties and scientific papers and protocols. The literature is intended to give the public
impression of scientific rigor and technical feasibility where neither actually is present, and neither
can be developed. Living organisms are not machines, and never will be.

Related

e Jan.3,2024 - On the continuing effort to fit a square peg (legalized manufacturing and use
of biological weapons) into a round hole (FDA drug, device and biological product
regulation)

e March 15,2024 - Deregulation of biological product manufacturing, mid-1990s to present.
Part 3 of series

e May 21, 2024 - There is no legal limit to the amount of so-called contamination that can
legally be included in vaccines or any other biological products. Part 8 of series

e Jan. 8, 2025 - Germ theory, contagion theory, virology, antibodies and anaphylaxis:
Northern Tracey's work.

27 https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/origins-of-the-nanotechnology-narrative
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Jan. 16, 2025 - Pay-to-play and play-to-get-paid

Expanding on Jan. 13, 2025 - On using proposed mRNA bans, and opposition thereto from
vaccination proponents, to deepen public understanding of vaccine non-regulation history and
amplify vaccine hostility. (Katherine Watt)

...My view is that vaccines have all always been DNA/RNA platforms — developed,
distributed and used under many different terms — going back to the very beginning of
legalized, militarized, systematic mass poisoning under the medicalized cover of
vaccination campaigns.

Military/ WRAIR-PBF/US-AMRIID/DARPA, HHS/PHS/NIH/FDA and drug companies
change the terms, to hide the consistent underlying facts about biological materials taken
from many different living creatures, including human embryos, mixed together with each
other and with synthetic chemicals, and then inserted into a recipient living organism for
which they are foreign materials and therefore toxic...

Some contributions to an email discussion thread this week

...I think the actual process for vaccines, going back to the polio-labeled vaccines in 1954, is that
military-public health DoD-WRAIR-PHS-NIH officers (Joseph Smadel and others) coordinated
with Jonas Salk, John Enders and others to write fake production protocols based on the fake
science of the Charles Armstrong, Leslie Webster and John Enders papers.

Those production protocols were distributed, with cell lines, tissue cultures and other starter
materials, from US military laboratories (WRAIR Department of Biologics Research then,
currently named Pilot Bioproduction Facility) to the selected six polio-labeled vaccine
manufacturers (drug, pesticide and chemical companies) who were to supply product for the "field
trials" organized by the National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis (now called March of Dimes.)

The manufacturers assembled and bottled unstable, unidentifiable junk, slapped labels on the
bottles and shipped them to Salk and the field trial locations.

After the NFIP/Salk trials — data manipulated, subjects dropped from results, etc. — the same
production protocols were provided to the manufacturers by federal military-public health officers,
with instructions to resubmit those protocols back to Public Health Service, National Institute of
Health, Division of Biologics Standards (DBS) regulators as part of packages meant to provide the
illusion of manufacturing standards and controls to the public.

Then in December 1956, the fake production standards and fake manufacturing compliance
controls for polio-labeled vaccines were put into the Code of Federal Regulations at 21 CFR 73.100
to 105.

The same illusion has been carried out for all subsequent vaccines, including Covid-labeled
vaccines.
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Federal agents instruct the drug, pesticide and chemical companies what to pretend to do, supply
them with raw and finished materials, and instruct them how to pretend that they've complied with
the pretend standards, by submitting fake documents such as nonclinical, preclinical and clinical
trial records and applications for product approval and establishment licenses.

The drug companies do it; they play their parts.

Federal agents then pretend to receive and review the submitted data as if it's substantive and valid
rather than performative and false, and pretend to ensure compliance by issuing marketing
approvals and establishment licenses.

The new FDA Bureau of Biologics set up in 1972 was comprised of the people who had previously
worked in NIH-DBS, and it was directed by Harry M. Meyer, the former second-in-command at
DBS.

By 1972 when the transfer happened, DBS had driven out almost all of the microbiologists who
understood or objected to the scam. They had quietly gone to academia or out of scientific
profession entirely.

One exception was J. Anthony Morris, who held on until 1976 and was fired just after the rollout
of the swine flu vaccines. (See Nicholas Wade 1972 series in Science.)

The only remaining FDA Bureau of Biologics employees were willing participants in the deception
and poisoning project, didn't understand what they were doing, or, as the virtual-mailbox
hypothesis?® holds, there just weren't any real employees in BoB at all.

It was a dead-drop for false research records and application forms.
And still is.

The loopholes had already always been in place, going back to the 1902 virus-toxin law to make
loopholes ahead of the 1906 food and drug law, and developed further in the 1944 PHSA law to
maintain loopholes from the 1938 FDCA.

Since 1972, the loophole system complexity has increased, but not the basic structure.
...I think of it as a combined pay-to-play and play-to-get-paid system.

Through the consortia, interested companies and universities pay to get a shot at the government
contracts.

Once they have the contracts, they have to play along with the pretense of scientific validity and
regulatory review, in order to get paid.

28 https://bailiwicknews.substack .com/p/on-fda-buildings-as-virtual-mailboxes 2utm_source=publication-search
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...For all vaccines (pre- and post-2020) I think there's no way (equipment or method) to identify
all of the natural/biological components (proteins, enzymes, cell wall fragments, and on and on)
and no way to know the original living source of those substances, but they probably include
combinations of human, cow, mouse, rabbit, chicken, pig, monkey, plant (i.e. peanut, wheat),
bacterial and fungal cells, tissues and organs.

This relates to the debunking of contagion theory and genetics theory; the reality of changes over
time (instability, dynamism) of living organisms and the molecular products they produce; and the
inability of USP-NF to develop any workable reference materials or processing equipment or draft
any workable assays or testing methods for vaccines.

For example, researchers like Antonietta Gatti and Stefano Montinari were only able to report that
samples of vaccines contained organic matter, but could not specify its identity, source or quantity.
The only "contaminants" they could identify, measure and report on were inorganic compounds:
salts and metals.

From 2017 Gatti-Montinari paper, New quality-control investigations on vaccines: micro- and
nanocontamination (International Journal of Vaccines & Vaccination)

"So, organic entities are visible and easy to distinguish from inorganic ones. The method
cannot distinguish between proteins and organic adjuvants (e.g. squalene, glutamate,
proteins, etc.) or viruses, bacteria, bacteria’s DNA, endo-toxins and bacteria’s waste, but
their comparatively low atomic density allows us to identify these entities as organic
matter."

Public legislative hearings — at which state or county legislators present blinded samples of any
vaccines (pre- or post-2020) to vaccination supporters, and ask those witnesses to state whether
they have the scientific knowledge, techniques or equipment to correctly and fully identify and
quantify the inorganic and organic contents and then match the results for a blinded vial to the
product name, indication (purpose, i.e. preventing transmission of a named disease) and
manufacturer on the original (removed for blinding) label — would be an effective method to
demonstrate the scientific, medical, legal, political and moral bankruptcy of vaccination.

There are no available scientific equipment and testing procedures that would enable anyone to
identify the contents of blinded vials or match blinded vials to label claims, because vaccine
product contents are not fully identifiable or characterizable and are not stable.

The best anyone can do is use primers or reference sequences to identify some short fragment
sequences that existed at the moment of testing; speculate about the longer sequences they might
have come from; speculate about what might still be in any other vials filled from the same lot and
batch, but might not be there, because other vials had different starting mixtures and have
undergone different decomposition processes; and speculate about which living creatures might
have been the source of the fragments, without any guarantee of accuracy, because many short
sequences are shared across species, kingdom, phyla, etc.
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Scientists can collect products (cells, tissues and organs) produced by living biological organisms
out of the organisms' bodies, culture them, mix them, put them in different nutrient mixes, coat
them in temporary, partial stabilizers (i.e. lipids), bottle the mixtures, refrigerate or freeze them for
temporary, partial stability and ship them.

Physicians, nurses and pharmacists can pull the bottles from refrigeration, return them to room
temperature, inject them — untraceably, because of shared sequences and fragility — into subjects
at body temperature, and allow the metabolic processes in the recipient organism to take up, act
upon, decompose and excrete the complex molecules until the last remnants leave the body.

That’s vaccination: injecting people and animals with toxic biological slurries.

Laws and regulations and guidance-for-industry documents are intentionally written to hide/cover
up historic and ongoing, systematic criminal malfeasance in vaccine development, manufacturing,
distribution, promotion and use.

They are staging instructions for laboratory acts in government, academic and corporate
laboratories and dialog scripts (for written exchanges and for public oral statements) transmitted
by theatrical performance directors to theatrical performers.

Stefan Lanka, Northern Tracey, Jamie Andrews, Sasha Latypova and others are demonstrating the
invalidity of foundational scientific methods underlying contagion theory and genetic theory,
because of the inherent time-dependent, not-controlled-by-humans changes in form for products
of biological processes in living organisms.

Cells and tissues can only be artificially sustained outside a living body temporarily with nutrient
feeding, and their decay can only be temporarily suspended by encapsulation, refrigeration and
freezing; when restored to room or body temperature, infinitely-variable transformation and decay
processes continue.

The invalidity of those scientific methods was known to the military-public health scientist-actors,
theatrical scientific-medical script publishers and lawyers at the time that they published scientific
papers; wrote, exchanged and pretended to use vaccine production protocols; and wrote deceit-
enabling laws and regulations.

There was evil intent — intent to deceive and intent to poison — from the start.
Immunogenicity is toxicity.

The intentional induction of a living organisms' capacity to identify, isolate and expel poison and
the intentional insertion of poison into a living organism are two aspects of the same single, evil
act: the act of vaccination.

Bailiwick News - January - September 2025. October 2025 version.
Katherine Watt - PO Box 1142 - State College PA 16804



30 IM]

q) U.S. Food and Drug Administration www.fda.gov
m A Protecting and Promoting Public Health

Product Development

Prototype FDA Flllng/

Basic Design or Preclinical Clinical D¢ Approval &
Research D Development Launch

Boovery Preparanon

The Immunogenicity Barrier
Dr. Ed Max, DTP/OBP

2014 FDA slide deck, The immunogenicity of therapeutic proteins- what you don’t know can hurt YOU and the patient,
Jodo A. Pedras-Vasconcelos, PhD CMC and Immunogenicity Reviewer, Division of Therapeutic Proteins
OBP/CDER/FDA

Related

e Jan.9, 2024 - Biologic Markers in Immunotoxicology.

e May 21, 2024 - There is no legal limit to the amount of so-called contamination that can
legally be included in vaccines or any other biological products.

e May 25, 2024 - On FDA buildings as virtual mailboxes to project the public illusion of
biological product manufacturing regulation. Part 9 of series.

o Sept. 12,2024 - On vaccination as intentional induction of chronic and acute anaphylaxis.
Sept. 6, 2024 discussion by Jane Ruby and Sasha Latypova, condensed transcript

e Dec. 24, 2024 - Pesticides and vaccines; microbiology and pathology nomenclature;
scientific, medical and legal deceit and deceivers.

e Jan. 8, 2025 - Germ theory, contagion theory, virology, antibodies and anaphylaxis:
Northern Tracey's work.
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Some source documents

e 1939.07.01 - A mouse test for measuring the immunizing potency of antirabies vaccine
(Leslie Webster, Rockefeller Institute)

e 1939.09.22 - Experimental transmission of poliomyelitis to the eastern cotton rat
Armstrong paper (Charles Armstrong, Public Health Service)

o 1939.12.29 Successful transfer Lansing strain poliomyelitis virus from cotton rat to white
mouse (Charles Armstrong, Public Health Service)

e 1949.01.28 - Cultivation of the Lansing Strain of Poliomyelitis Virus in Cultures of Various
Human Embryonic Tissue (John F. Enders, Thomas H. Weller and Frederick C. Robbins,
Science, paywalled by AAAS)

e 1949.08.24 - Cultivation of Poliomyelitis Virus in Cultures of Human Foreskin and
Embryonic Tissues (Thomas H. Weller, Frederick C. Robbins and John F. Enders,
Proceedings of Society for Experimental Biology and Medicine, paywalled by SagePub)

e 1953.11 - Public Health Aspects of the New Insecticides (Morton Biskind, American
Journal Digestive Diseases)

e 1954.06.01 - Propagation in Tissue Cultures of Cytopathogenic Agents from Patients with
Measles (John F. Enders and Thomas C. Peebles, Nature, paywalled by SagePub)

e 195503 - Effects Routine Immunization Children Triple Vaccine Diphtheria Tetanus
Pertussis serological epidemiology (Johannes Ipsen and Harry E. Bowen American Journal
Public Health)

e 1955.04.29 Report to the Cabinet on Salk Vaccine

e 1955.08 Technical Report on Poliomyelitis Vaccine, field trials, campaign, timeline (Public
Health Service, Public Health Reports)

e 1956.12.12 21 FR 9890 Notice 42 CFR 73 Biologics additional standards polio based on
Enders papers

e 1972.02.25 - Division of Biologics Standards: In the Matter of J. Anthony Morris (Nicholas
Wade, Science, paywalled by JSTOR)

e 1972.03.03 - Division of Biologics Standards: Scientific Management Questioned
(Nicholas Wade, Science, paywalled by JSTOR)

e 1972.03.10 - DBS: Officials Confused over Powers (Nicholas Wade, Science, paywalled
by JSTOR)

e 1972.03.17 - Division of Biologics Standards: The Boat That Never Rocked (Nicholas
Wade, Science, paywalled by JSTOR)

o 1972.04.07 - DBS: Agency Contravenes Its Own Regulations (Nicholas Wade, Science,
paywalled by JSTOR)

e 1972.06.30 - DBS Scientist to Head New [FDA] Vaccine Bureau (Nicholas Wade, Science,
paywalled by JSTOR)
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Jan. 18, 2025 - Vaccine non-regulation history, shortest form versions currently available.

I received a request this morning for a short-form summary of the history of US government non-
regulation of vaccines.

My reply:
I don't have a short version of it yet.

Writing the series?® to make the long version is part of the process of getting a good enough grasp
on the material to be able to explain it in short form.

Best entry-level, overview posts so far are these three:

e March 21,2024 - Vaccine and related biological product manufacturing as US government-
licensed poison manufacturing. Evidence from November 1986 'mandate for safer
childhood vaccines' codified at 42 USC 300aa-27, and July 2018 stipulation by HHS. Part
5 of series.

e July 11, 2024 - On "unavoidable, adverse side effects" as deceptive language used to
conceal the intentionality of vaccine toxicity.

e Oct. 11,2024 - Learning curve.

Two key legal records confirming or corroborating that there are no standards for vaccines (for
product identity, stability, purity, effectiveness, safety, potency or any other characteristic), are

One, 2011 Bruesewitz v. Wyeth (No. 09-152) SCOTUS decision*®:
Scalia opinion at p. 13:

“Design defects...do not merit a single mention in the [1986 National Childhood Vaccine
Injury Act] or the FDA’s regulations.

Indeed, the FDA has never even spelled out in regulations the criteria it uses to decide
whether a vaccine is safe and effective for its intended use.”

Scalia doesn't mention it, but FDA has also never spelled out in regulations the criteria it uses to
decide whether any vaccine's contents have the identity, quantity, stability or purity claimed by the
manufacturer.

No such criteria exist, and no such criteria can ever be established, because of the inherent
heterogeneity and instability of biological material.

2 Collected and published April 2025, Legal history of non-regulation of biological products
https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/2025 .04 .02-subject-series-book- 1-biological-product-
non-regulation-no-identity-no-standards-no-compliance-no-enforcement.pdf

3 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/2011.02.22-bruesewitz-v .-wyeth-scotus-
vaccination-unavoidably-unsafe-product.pdf
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Two, 2018 ICAN v. HHS stipulation. Quoting from the first Bailiwick post in the list of three above
(March 21, 2024):

...One of the justifications used to exempt manufacturers from liability was that the US
government, through the Department of Health and Human Services, would monitor the
childhood vaccine program, collect safety data, report the data to Congress to provide
oversight, and take harmful vaccines off the market.

Safety monitoring and reporting as called for in the 1986 law did not occur.

In August 2017, the Informed Consent Action Network (ICAN) filed a FOIA request with
HHS, requesting copies of the biennial reports that should have been prepared and
submitted to House and Senate committees between 1987 and 2018.

In June 2018, HHS responded to ICAN's request:

"The [Department]'s searches for records did not locate any records responsive to
your request. The [HHS] Immediate Office of the Secretary (I0S) conducted a
thorough search of its document tracking systems. The Department also conducted
a comprehensive review of all relevant indexes of HHS Secretarial Correspondence
maintained at Federal Records Centers that remain in the custody of HHS. These
searches did not locate records responsive to your request, or indications that
records responsive to your request and in the custody of HHS are located at Federal
Records Centers."

Informed Consent Action Network v. US-HHS, (1:18-cv-03215-JMF), resulted in a July
9, 2018 stipulation®! signed by Attorney Robert F. Kennedy Jr.

The stipulation quoted the June 2018 acknowledgement, by HHS, that HHS had no record
of any safety monitoring activity or public, Congressional reporting of the childhood
vaccination program, under the 1986 law, between 1986 and 2018.

Later two reports were located, filed on May 4, 1988% and July 21, 1989% (partial, no
appendices). The 1988 and 1989 reports addressed vaccine promotion, vaccine supply,
vaccine research activity (see, for example, pp. 67-78 of 1988 report), and set-up of
reporting and data analysis programs.

Since 1989: nothing.

HHS has never systematically collected or reported information from parents,
pediatricians, toxicologists, manufacturers, or anyone else about harms caused by
childhood vaccines administered in single doses, combined doses (i.e. measles-mumps-
rubella), or cumulative doses (the childhood schedule), and HHS has never collected or

31 https://www icandecide.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Stipulated-Order-copy .pdf
32 https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/5835885-Report-1.html
33 https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/5835886-Report-2.html
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reported information about the harmful effects of biological components, chemical
adjuvants, preservatives or any other ingredients...

The July 2018 ICAN-HHS stipulation supports the conclusion that none of those regulatory
functions have been performed, no records of vaccine manufacturing regulation have been
produced by FDA or regulated manufacturers, and no records have been collected, assessed
or used by HHS..."
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Jan. 20, 2025 - Note on Chris Crutchfield video

Podcaster-musician Chris Crutchfield has done a review-and-comment podcast about my January
2023 video presentation of legal kill-box systems. His video is called The Military-Medical Tiptoe
and he posted it at Rumble around Jan. 12, 2025.

It’s well done, and also entertaining, accompanying discussion of difficult material with lyrical
piano interludes such as “They lie about everything” and “I’m just trying to help y’all make some
sense of the world.”

I don’t agree with Crutchfield’s interpretation of “Internet of Bodies” information. I think IoB tech
is not feasible as such, but that government-military-academic reports projecting the illusion of
IoB tech into human imaginations are effective ways to instill confusion and fear in readers and
viewers.

My views of the legal and moral significance of events related to the “United States” corporate
status and the legal and moral status of people who live here also differ somewhat from
Crutchfield’s, also related to the difference between substance and projected illusions, but I think
his explanations are excellent.

Linking the video for readers who may be interested.>*

3% https://rumble.com/v68a6jm-67-live-the-military-medical-tiptoe .html
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Jan. 20, 2025 - Note on Lasker awards
Comment on:

e Jan. 20,2025 - UWash-n-Fold: Part 2 of the unsolved problem of protein folding.?> (Sasha
Latypova)

Digging around in the historical record, I've learned about the Lasker awards (currently four
categories), founded in 1945 by advertising executive Albert Lasker and his wife, sterilization
advocate Mary Lasker.

Most Nobel winners get a Lasker award a year or so before they get a Nobel.
Holds true for Alpha-Fold, which got a Lasker award in 2023.
Kariko and Weissman got a Lasker award in 2021.

Past recipients include Joseph Smadel, John Enders, Jonas Salk, Basil O'Connor, Anthony Fauci,
Maurice Hilleman.

Lasker awards are a who's-who of medico-military killers and a good way to predict the next phase
of the projected-illusion warfare.

35 https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/uwash-n-fold-a-science-fraud-laundering
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Jan. 25,2025 - Note on probits, probability units

New word I learned this week: probit.

As in probit curve, probit line, probit model.

Probit is a portmanteau of probability unit, coined by Chester Ittner Bliss in 1934.

Relates to immunity unit, antitoxin unit, international antitoxic unit, international unit, L.Ds, [Ds,
EDs, Ctsy, LCtso, TCIDsy. ..

“The idea of the probit function was published by Bliss in a 1934 article in Science on how
to treat data such as the percentage of a pest killed by a pesticide. Bliss proposed
transforming the percentage killed into a "probability unit" (or "probit").”
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Jan. 27,2025 - Probit, probability unit as related to public deception campaigns, vaccines
and other biological and chemical weapons.

Working last week to track the development and use of specific result, potency and other key
undefined and pseudo-defined terms from the 1902 Virus-Toxin law to the 1938 Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act, 1944 Public Health Service Act and beyond, I learned the word probit, and the
terms probit line, probit slope, probit function and probit model.

The earliest terms applied by military-public health officers to give the false public impression that
specific results or potency for viruses, serums, toxins and antitoxins can be observed, measured,
defined and described, were immunity unit or antitoxin unit.

Both “units” were derived, by dilution and arbitrary assumptions, from the median minimum lethal
dose of a toxic, heterogeneous, unstable mixture of foreign (xeno- or non-self) biological
substances, when injected into a group of living test subjects such as guinea pigs, mice, rabbits and
dogs.

Probit is a portmanteau of probability unit, coined by Chester Ittner Bliss in 1934.
Wikipedia®®:

“The idea of the probit function was published by Bliss in a 1934 article in Science’” on
how to treat data such as the percentage of a pest killed by a pesticide. Bliss proposed
transforming the percentage killed into a "probability unit" (or "probit").”

The terms probability unit and probit are related to biological product nomenclature such as
immunity unit (in use by 1905); antitoxin unit (by 1909); international unit (by 1931); and
international antitoxic unit (by 1946).

Probability unit is also related to toxicology and biological and chemical warfare nomenclature:

e LDs, - median lethal dose, dose of a drug or microbe that will kill 50% of the subjects
receiving it, expressed as mass of substance administered per unit mass of test subject, ie
mg of substance per kg body mass);

e IDs, - median infective dose, dose that has a 50% probability of producing a specified
response to infection, considered as symptoms or signs of disease or death;

e TCIDs, - tissue culture median infective dose; dilution of a virus required to infect 50% of
a given cell culture.

e EDs - median effective dose, dose of a drug or microbe that has a 50% probability of
producing any precisely definable effect;

3 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chester_Ittner_Bliss
37 The Method of Probits, https://www science.org/doi/10.1126/science.79.2037.38
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Ctso - measure of intensity of exposure; function of concentration and time, not of dose that
actually penetrates the body; concentration applies as much to pathogens as to chemical
agents; if concentration (C) is expressed in mg-m?* and time (t) is in minutes, the Ct is mg-
min/m?

LCtsy (median lethal exposure intensity; function of concentration and time).

The related quantities LDsy/30 or LDs,/60 are used to refer to a dose that will be lethal to 50% of
the dosed population within (respectively) 30 or 60 days.

One of the source documents is a 1970 report by World Health Organization consultant, titled
Health Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons .*®

At.p. 85:

Specification of toxicity and infectivity

The LDs, (lethal dose 50) of a drug or a microbe is the dose that will kill 50% of the subjects
receiving it.

It may also be defined as the dose that has a 50% probability of killing any particular
individual. Correspondingly, and more generally, one can specify an EDs, (effective dose
50) as the dose that has a 50% probability of producing any precisely definable effect, for
infective agents the term ID50 (infective dose 50) is used for the dose that has a 50%
probability of producing a specified response to infection, considered in this report as
symptoms or signs of disease or death.

Neither the LDs, nor the EDs, gives sufficient information in itself to form a guide to the
relation between dose and effect.

The additional information needed is provided by the "slope of the probit line", which can
always be calculated from the data required for the accurate determination of an EDs,
(Finney, 1952, 1968).

This figure is dimensionless, so that its meaning is independent of the units of dosage.

Atp. 88

Influence of local meteorological factors on the effectiveness of an attack with chemical
weapons

...It appears that the probit lines of very toxic agents have high slopes.

It is legitimate therefore to take the critical distance as that at which the Ct corresponds to
an LDs,. This Ct is referred to as the LClts.

38 https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/39444/24039 .pdf
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The probability of death will amount almost to certainty for an agent of high probit slope
(5-10) when the Ct is only a little larger than the LCts...

Vaccination — parenteral (outside the digestive tract) injection of mixtures of foreign biological
material and synthetic chemicals — can be understood as maximizing exposure intensity or Ct:
inserting the maximum concentration of poison into the living subject in the minimum amount of
time.

See also, 2011 WHO manual for the establishment of national and other secondary standards for
vaccines:*

Biologicals are “substances which cannot be fully characterized by physico-chemical
means alone, and which therefore require the use of some form of bioassay.”

Biological tests (bioassay). A biological test is a laboratory procedure for the estimation of
the nature or potency of a material by means of the reaction that follows its application to
some elements of a living system (examples include animals, tissues, cells, receptors and
enzymes). The potency of the material being measured is often defined in International
Units or, in some circumstances, may be defined in terms of International System of Units
(SI), by comparison with the reaction of the system to a biological reference preparation.

International biological measurement standards (commonly referred to as WHO
International Standards, IS) are substances, classed as “biological” according to the criteria
outlined above, which are provided to enable the results of biological assays or
immunological assays to be expressed in the same way throughout the world. The value
assignment by the World Health Organization is in terms of an International Unit (IU) or
another suitable unit. The unitage is attributed to a first international standard in an arbitrary
manner after an international collaborative study has been completed.

Related

o July 4, 2022 - Possibilities for proving intent. The work product of attorneys Susan E.
Sherman, Wen W. Shen, Dawn Johnsen and the July 6, 2021 Department of Justice legal
opinion.

3 https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/70669/WHO_IVB_11.03_eng.pdf?sequence=1
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Jan. 29, 2025 - Labeling deceits and omissions and fake informed consent for vaccines and
other legalized biological and chemical weapons.

Analysis of South Carolina's S.54: Medical Informed Consent Act
Notes

Labeling deceit and labeling omissions are about labeling biological products, including vaccines,
with ill-defined words and arbitrary units of measure and units of potency to deceive users into
holding false beliefs: that package contents are identifiable, measurable, stable, non-toxic and
therapeutic.

Labeling deceit and omissions represent only a small fraction of the many layers of legalized deceit
and omissions that have comprised biological product manufacturing, communicable disease
control, and vaccination law at any given time since 1902 and up to the present moment.

Pulling on any thread of deceit, in any layer at any time, leads to other layers of deceit. It's not
possible to fully describe any layer, in any single report. I encourage readers who want to better
understand other layers of deceit surrounding any word, phrase, unit of measure, or unit of potency
described below or in other Bailiwick reporting, to pull the threads.

Deepen vaccine hostility.
Help more people stop taking vaccines and stop vaccinating babies and children.

Pray the Rosary.

A Medical Informed Consent Act bill (S. 54)* was introduced in the South Carolina state Senate
on Jan. 14, 2025, proposing amendments to South Carolina's current Emergency Health Powers
law (Title 44, Chapter 4, enacted in 2002)* and related provisions in other sections of South
Carolina state law.

I looked at the draft Medical Informed Consent Act, focusing on proposed changes to SC Code
44-4-520, Vaccinations and Treatment.

Based on my knowledge of how federal law addresses biological product and vaccine package
labeling and informed consent to enable and hide intentional poisoning programs by disguising
poisoning campaigns as regulated pharmaceutical product manufacturing, distribution and use, I
think people who are knowledgeable about how to neutralize this state law proposal, neutralized
it before introduction.

40 https://www.scstatehouse.gov/sess 126_2025-2026/bills/54 .htm
41 https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t44c004 .php#44-4
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It would still be good if it passed, if only because other amendments proposed by S.54 would
require notification to product recipients that they and their survivors can't prosecute or sue
anybody if they're injured or killed, by defining the term Indemnified product.

Indemnified product means any product including, but not limited to, a covered
countermeasure, for which the manufacturers and distributors are shielded from direct civil
or criminal liability to consumers for personal injuries and damages resulting from the use
of the product as determined by state or federal law.

That's notification by South Carolina lawmakers, to South Carolina people, that US-HHS, US-
DoD, US-FDA, US-NIH, US-CDC, US-ASPR, US-BARDA, US-DARPA, (and all other federal
government officers); Pfizer, BioNTech, Moderna, National Resilience, Rentschler (and all other
vaccine manufacturers); and South Carolina pharmacists, nurses and doctors are all jointly licensed
to maim and kill using all vaccines (which are all indemnified products) and countermeasures,
under biological product laws that legalize manufacture of biological and chemical weapons,
deceptive labeling of packages, and use of the products to torture, maim and murder recipients.

When people understand that FDA licenses, authorizations and approvals for manufacture and use
of indemnified products are licenses to kill, those people stop taking vaccines and stop vaccinating
babies and children.

Analysis

The current South Carolina law relating to Vaccinations and treatment (S.C. Code 44-4-520,%
adopted in 2002), does not include a section defining informed consent.

S.C. Code 44-4-520 currently reads:

Vaccinations and treatment.

(A) During a state of public health emergency, DHEC may exercise the following
emergency powers, in addition to its existing powers, over persons as necessary to
address the public health emergency:

(1) to vaccinate persons as protection against infectious disease and to prevent the spread
of contagious or possibly contagious disease;

(2) to treat persons exposed to or infected with disease; and

(3) to prevent the spread of contagious or possibly contagious disease, DHEC may isolate
or quarantine, pursuant to the applicable sections of this act, persons who are unable or
unwilling for any reason (including, but not limited to, health, religion, or conscience) to

undergo vaccination or treatment pursuant to this section.

(B) Vaccinations or treatment, or both, must be provided only to those individuals who

“2 https://www scstatehouse.gov/code/t44c004 .php#44-4
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agree to the vaccinations or treatment, or both.
(O)(1) Vaccination may be performed by any qualified person authorized by DHEC.

(2) To be administered pursuant to this section, a vaccine must not be such as is
reasonably likely to lead to serious harm to the affected individual.

(D)(1) Treatment must be administered by any qualified person authorized to do so by
DHEC.

(2) Treatment must not be such as is reasonably likely to lead to serious harm to the
affected individual.

HISTORY: 2002 Act No. 339, Section 24, eff July 2, 2002.

With S.54*, South Carolina lawmakers are proposing to add informed consent provisions to S.C.
Code 44-4-520.

Section 44-4-520. Vaccinations and Treatment

(A) For purposes of this section, "informed consent" means a written document that is
signed and dated by an individual; or, if the individual is a minor, by a parent or legal
guardian; or, if the individual is incapacitated or without sufficient mental capacity, by a
designated health care agent pursuant to a health care power of attorney, that at a minimum
includes:

(1) an explanation of the vaccine or treatment that is written in language that is
understandable to the average lay person;

(2) a description of the potential risks and benefits resulting from vaccine or treatment,
along with a realistic description of the most likely outcome;

(3) a statement acknowledging risks associated with the vaccine or treatment if the vaccine
or treatment is an indemnified product as defined in Section 44-1-55(A)(7) [another
amendment proposed by S.54 but not yet in South Carolina state law]; and

(4) language that clearly indicates that the individual agrees to the administration of the
vaccine or treatment, that the individual has had time to thoughtfully and voluntarily accept
or decline the vaccine or treatment free from coercion.

3 https://www scstatehouse.gov/sess126_2025-2026/bills/54 htm
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The proposed S.54 amendments would also add a new provision to Section 44-4-520 on "safety
and efficacy" review and "adverse event monitoring."

...(F) The safety and efficacy of vaccines, tests, and treatments performed and administered
as provided in this section must be reviewed and adverse events monitored by the
department. References to evidence-based data determined to validate vaccines, tests, and
treatments including, but not limited to, VAERS data must be prominently posted on the
department's public website.

The proposed South Carolina state law language about informed consent for vaccination and
treatment mirrors federal law for all biological products since 1902 and for EUA countermeasures
since 2003.

Federal biological product and EUA laws are written to exempt manufacturers and regulators from
having to label products with information about the specific identity and quantity (mass, volume,
concentration) of biological material inside packages of biological products.

For biological products (all vaccines) and for EUA products, proper name, manufacturer name and
address, and general descriptions are the only enforceable and enforced legal requirements.

South Carolina lawmakers will, if S.54 passes, embed this limited general information format,
mirroring federal law in state law, by limiting the required information to "an explanation of the
vaccine or treatment that is written in language that is understandable to the average lay person."

This is related to what Sasha Latypova and I have pointed out: it's not possible for anyone to give
informed consent without having specific information about what, exactly, is in the individual
package presented to a specific recipient at a specific time and place.

Biological product labeling laws are written to require general, but not specific information,
because the specific contents of any given package of biological material at any given moment in
time, cannot be specifically known, identified or fully characterized at all.

Scientific identification and measurement methods are capable of only partial characterization of
biological organisms and living systems not because of limits to scientific knowledge or
technology that may someday be overcome, but because of the inherent variety and instability of
biological organisms themselves. Assessment methods destroy the samples to obtain the limited
information that can be gleaned. Each aliquot differs from each other aliquot, even those drawn
from the same batch. And each aliquot differs from itself at earlier or later moments in its existence.

It's also related to what Sasha Latypova and Mike Yeadon have both pointed out: there is no way
to establish any "dose" by mass or volume of injected biological material, because all injected
biological material interacts in a unique way and for an unpredictable, indeterminate amount of
time with the biological processes of each specific recipient.

Living organisms are in a state of constant change. They're born and they grow. They take in
nutrients, use energy, change form, excrete waste. They communicate and cooperate with other
living organisms. They decay, fragment and die.
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At any given moment all along the biological product propagation and manufacturing chain, all of
those processes are underway in vaccine batches and bottles.

The biological events unfold at active, rapid speeds when the living organisms are at room
temperature or body temperature within a laboratory processing container.

The events occur at slower rates when the living organisms are suspended, encapsulated,
refrigerated or frozen.

The events resume — rapidly again — when the living organisms are defrosted, diluted, warmed,
mixed and injected into another, larger living organism.

Since there's no way for any public health-military officer, manufacturer, regulator or vaccinator
to know the specific identity of what's in any package at any given time, because biological
products are unstable mixtures of living and non-living matter, and no way to predict how each
specific living body will respond to the material after injection, there's no way for any of them to
tell the recipient what the product is or what effect it will have.

Poisoners among US public health, military, scientific, medical, legal and financial officers have
known these facts from the beginning of the modern vaccination era.

That's why they have written and executed laws to exclude identity information from product
labels for all viruses, serums, toxins, antitoxins and vaccines since the virus-toxin law enacted by
Congress in 1902 [see below, section titled Leapfrogging Mutual Exemptions] and also from all
labels and "fact sheets" for EUA products since the emergency countermeasures law enacted by
Congress in 2003.

Oct. 22, 2020 FDA VRBPAC meeting: Marion Gruber, Director, FDA Center for Biologics
Evaluation and Research CBER Office of Vaccines Research and Review (OVRR), transcript* at
p-37:

In order to issue an EUA, the FDA must determine, among other things, that the product
may be effective and that the known and potential benefits of the investigational product
outweigh its known and potential risks.

Use of an investigational COVID-19 vaccine under an EUA is not subject to informed
consent requirements.

However, vaccine recipients need to be provided a fact sheet, and that describes the
investigational nature of the product, the known and potential benefits and risks of the
product, available alternatives, and there is the option to refuse vaccination.

“ https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2020.10.22-fda-vrbpac-meeting-transcript-cber-
ovrr-gruber-fact-sheet-no-informed-consent.pdf
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Gruber was correctly reporting on the legal requirements: regulators and manufacturers are legally-
authorized to omit specific identity information from EUA product fact sheets, which are substitute
or false informed consent documents containing only general information, descriptions, or
explanations.

Congress enacted the omission provision in 2003 (PL 108-136*,NDAA FY2004 at 117 Stat. 1686)
and the provisions entered into the Food Drug and Cosmetic Act (US Code Title 21 at 21 USC
360bbb-3(e)

Congress enacted substitute or fake informed consent provisions to continue to hide labeling
omissions; to continue to hide the non-existence of legal requirements, since 1902, that biological
product manufacturers and regulators identify and publish (on labels and other printed material)
the specific contents of vaccine and other biological product packages.

21 U.S. Code §360bbb-3(e)(1)(A)(ii), Authorization for medical products for use in
emergencies, Conditions of authorization, Unapproved product

(A) Required conditions

With respect to the emergency use of an unapproved product, the Secretary, to the extent
practicable given the applicable circumstances described in subsection (b)(1), shall, for a
person who carries out any activity for which the authorization is issued, establish such
conditions on an authorization under this section as the Secretary finds necessary or
appropriate to protect the public health, including the following:

(i1) Appropriate conditions designed to ensure that individuals to whom the product
is administered are informed —

(I) that the Secretary has authorized the emergency use of the product;

(IT) of the significant known and potential benefits and risks of such use,
and of the extent to which such benefits and risks are unknown; and

(III) of the option to accept or refuse administration of the product, of the
consequences, if any, of refusing administration of the product, and of the
alternatives to the product that are available and of their benefits and risks.

45 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2003.11.24-pl-108-136-ndaa-eua-adding-21-usc-
360bbb-3-emergency-use-10-usc-2370a-note.pdf
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Emergency Use Authorization letters for COVID-19 vaccines corroborate the legalized omission
of specific identity information from product labels.

See, for example, Dec. 11, 2020 letter, Denise Hinton, FDA to Elisa Harkins, Pfizer, published at
86 FR 5204:

“Product Description

The Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 Vaccine is supplied as frozen suspension in multiple
dose vials; each vial must be diluted with 1.8 mL of sterile 0.9% Sodium Chloride
Injection, USP prior to use to form the vaccine. After dilution, each vial contains 5 doses
of 0.3 mL per dose. The Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 Vaccine does not contain a
preservative.

Each 0.3 mL dose of the Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 Vaccine contains 30 mcg of a
nucleoside-modified messenger RNA (modRNA) encoding the viral spike (S) glycoprotein
of SARS-CoV-2.

Each dose of the Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 Vaccine also includes the following
ingredients: lipids (043 mg (4-hydroxybutlyl)azanedyl)bis(hexane-6,1-diyl)bis(2-
hexyldecanoate), 0.05 mg 2[(polyethylene glycol)-2000]-N,N-ditetradyecylacetamide,
0.09 mg 1,2-distearoyl-sn-glycero-3-phosphocholine, and 0.2 mg cholesterol), 0.01 mg
potassium chloride, 0.01 mg monobasic potassium phosphate, 0.35 mg sodium chloride,
0.07 mg dibasic sodium phosphate dihydrate and 6 mg sucrose. The diluent (0.9% Sodium
Chloride Injection) contributes an additional 2.16 mg sodium chloride per dose.

The dosing regimen is two doses of 0.3 mL each, 3 weeks apart.”

The December 2020 Product Description by FDA and Pfizer-BioNTech uses the indefinite article
"a nucleoside-modified messenger RNA..." and provides no information about how to validate the
claimed mass and concentration of an indeterminate product (30 mcg per 0.3 mL dose) or convert
from the claimed mass and concentration of the indeterminate biological product to predictable
effects.

Again, this is because mass and concentration of unstable, dynamic mixtures of living and dying
organisms and fragments of their cells cannot be validated — there are no scientific techniques,
equipment or methods that don't fully destroy each sample — and because effects cannot be
predicted accurately and specifically: effects vary immeasurably through the interaction of the
injected material with itself before injection and with the recipient's own living body after
injection.

FDA, Pfizer and vaccinators provide no information about the specific molecular structure of the
claimed RNA molecules, because RNA molecules are not stable and, if present at all, are present
in a variety of ever-changing forms in the package, interacting with, transforming and being
transformed by all the other listed contents, which also may or may not be in the bottle at any given
moment while the contents are active, growing, living and decaying.
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The Dec. 2020 Fact Sheet*® given to recipients includes a list of names of substances, including
unspecified "mRNA."
What are the ingredients in the Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 Vaccine?
The Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19 Vaccine includes the following ingredients:
mRNA, lipids, ((4-hydroxybutyl)azanediyl)bis(hexane-6,1-diyl)bis(2-hexyldecanoate), 2
[(polyethylene glycol)-2000]-N,N-ditetradecylacetamide, 1,2-Distearoyl-sn-glycero-3-

phosphocholine, and cholesterol), potassium chloride, monobasic potassium phosphate,
sodium chloride, dibasic sodium phosphate dihydrate, and sucrose.

Publicly-available manufacturing contracts, such as the Pfizer Statement of Work produced during
Brook Jackson’s False Claims Act case, and publicly-available regulatory application documents
redact all information that would further reveal the unstable, mixed, unspecified, unidentifiable
nature of vaccine contents.

e 2020.07.21 DOD ATI Pfizer Technical Direction Letter Statement of Work OTA-
W15QKN-16-9-10024

e 2021.08.19 FDA CBER CMC BLA Review Memo - COMIRNATY*
e 2021.08.20 FDA Analytical Method Review Memo - COMIRNATY#

o 2021.08.21 FDA Chemistry Manufacturing Controls CMC Review Memo -
COMIRNATY Voluntary Action Indicated>

o 2022.02.15 HHS FDA Form 483 Rentschler Biopharma, Laupheim, Germany Failure
c¢GMP drug substance simulated fill process?!

46 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2020.12-fda-pfizer-eua-fact-sheet-pfizer.pdf

47 https://bailiwicknewsarchives files.wordpress.com/2022/10/2020.07 .21-dod-ati-pfizer-technical -direction-letter-ota-w 1 5gkn-
16-9-1002-35-p.pdf

8 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021.08.19-fda-cber-cme-bla-review-memo-
comirnaty.pdf

4 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021.08.20-fda-analytical-method-review-memo-
comirnaty.pdf

% https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021.08 .2 1-fda-chemistry-manufacturing-controls-
cmc-review-memo-comirnaty-voluntary-action-indicated.pdf

51 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2022.02.15-hhs-fda-form-483-rentschler-
biopharma-laupheim-germany-failure-cgmp-drug-substance-simulated-fill-process.pdf
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Even after the fake FDA "approval" of the Pfizer-BioNTech Biologics License Application (BLA)
in August 2021, for example, the Comirnaty label for the vial simply describes the contents as
"one dose of 0.3 mL."

Screenshot from FDA Purple Book, Comirnaty entry>?, 2023-2024 Formula

COVID-19 Vaccine, mRNA

COMIRNATY® Rx only

2023 — 2024 Formula

DO NOT DILUTE Age 12y & older
Vial contains 1 dose of 0.3 mL

For intramuscular use.

US License No. 2229
BioNTech Manufacturing GmbH & Pfizer Inc.
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Leapfrogging mutual exemptions

Tracking the two separate legal pathways for "biological products" and for "drugs" from the
opening of the legal hole for biological products in 1902 through 1944.

1902 - BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS - Viruses, serums, toxins, antitoxins and analogous products,
including all vaccines - 1902 Virus, Serum and Toxin Act (PL 57-244)

Congress required package labels for viruses, serums, toxins, antitoxins and analogous products -
to contain:

“the proper name of the article contained therein,
the name, address, and license number of the manufacturer, and

the date beyond which the contents cannot be expected beyond reasonable doubt to yield
their specific results.”

Congress required no information about product identity, mass, volume or other physical or
chemical qualities or quantities.

That was the opening of the legal hole through which unidentified, unidentifiable, mixtures of
unstable, foreign biological substances would be legally labeled as medicines and legally injected
into people to poison, sicken and kill them for the following 120+ years.

52 https://dailymed.nlm.nih.gov/dailymed/drugInfo.cfm?setid=48c86164-de07-4041-b9dc-f2b5744714e5
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1906 - DRUGS - 1906 Pure Food and Drug Act (PL 59-384)

Section 6 defined the term "drug" as "all medicines and preparations recognized in the United
States Pharmacopeia-National Formulary [USP-NF] for internal or external use, and any substance
or mixture of substances intended to be used for the cure, mitigation, or prevention of disease of
either man or other animals."

Section 7 provided that, for drugs sold under USP-NF-recognized names, a drug would be deemed
adulterated under either of two conditions:

o if it "differs from the standard of strength, quality, or purity, as determined by the test laid
down" in the USP-NF "official at the time of investigation" with exemptions for drugs
whose "standard of strength, quality or purity" was "plainly stated on the bottle, box, or
other container" even if the standard differed from the standard determined by the USP-NF
test, or

o if the product's "strength or purity fall below the professed standard or quality" stated on
the package under which it was sold.

Section 8 defined misbranded as applying to all drugs "the package or label of which shall bear
any statement...regarding such article, or the ingredients or substances contained therein which
shall be false or misleading in any particular."

The 1906 Pure Food and Drug Act also deemed drugs misbranded if demonstrated to be "an
imitation of or offered for sale under the name of another article;" in packages that had had original
contents removed and substituted with other contents; or if the package label failed to list the
"quantity or proportion of any alcohol, morphine, opium, cocaine, heroin, alpha or beta eucaine,
chloroform, cannabis indica, chloral hydrate, or acetanilide, or any derivative or preparation of any
such substances."

Unpacking the resulting status of biological products under the Pure Food and Drug Act:

Biological products were not sold under names recognized by the USP-NF, and — as biological
products subject only to the 1902 law — were not required to be labeled with any specific,
identifying information about ingredients or substances.

Since there were no specific "statements about the article, ingredients or substances" on biological
products at all, there were no statements that could be assessed or deemed "false or misleading."

Adulteration and misbranding provisions were therefore not applicable to biological products.
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1938 - DRUGS - 1938 Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act - (PL 75-717)

Congress in 1938 passed the Federal Food Drug and Cosmetic Act (FDCA), repealing and
replacing the 1906 Pure Food and Drug Act, and carrying forward the comprehensive
inapplicability of drug manufacturing, labeling and distribution regulations to biological product
manufacturing, labeling and distribution activity, through Sec. 902(c):

"Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed as in any way affecting, modifying,
repealing, or superseding the provisions of the virus, serum, and toxin Act of July 1, 1902."

For drugs already in use, the FDCA maintained most of the 1906 rules for drugs.
The 1938 FDCA deemed a drug sold under a USP-recognized name to be adulterated if

“...its strength differs from, or its quality or purity falls below, the standard set forth in
such compendium" to be determined by "tests or methods of assay set forth in such
compendium...” 1938 FDCA Section 501

For drugs already in use, 1938 FDCA required labels to contain:
“...the name and place of business of the manufacturer, packer, or distributor; and

...an accurate statement of the quantity of the contents in terms of weight, measure, or
numerical count...

adequate directions for use...

adequate warnings against use in those pathological conditions or by children where its use
may be dangerous to health, or against unsafe dosage or methods or duration of
administration or application...” 1938 FDCA Section 502

For drugs already in use, 1938 FDCA deemed a drug to be misbranded if its labeling was:

“...false or misleading in any particular...” 1938 FDCA Section 502
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The 1938 FDCA also provided for several exemptions and waivers to be promulgated by the
Secretary of Agriculture at his discretion, including conditions under which any otherwise
applicable requirement "is not necessary for the protection of the public health."

For new drugs — drugs not already in use by 1938, that manufacturers wanted to begin selling —
the 1938 FDCA required applicants to provide the Secretary of Agriculture with

“...reports of investigations...to show whether or not such drug is safe for use...

a full list of articles used as components of such drug...

a full statement of the composition of such drug...

a full description of the methods used in, and the facilities and controls used for, the
manufacture, processing and packaging of such drug...

samples of such drug and of the articles used as component thereof as the Secretary may
require and...

specimens of the labeling proposed to be used for such drug.” 1938 FDCA Section 505(b)

New drug applications would become effective, allowing introduction of the drug into interstate
commerce, automatically on the sixtieth day after filing, unless the Secretary issued an order
refusing to permit the application to become effective.

For new drug applications, the 1938 FDCA authorized the Secretary to issue an order refusing to
permit the application to become effective, upon finding

“that the submitted test results were inadequate to demonstrate safety, or
that the submitted tests results demonstrated the drug to be unsafe, or
that "the methods used in, and the facilities and controls used for, the manufacture,

processing, and packing of such drug are inadequate to preserve its identity, strength,
quality and purity.” 1938 FDCA Section 505(d)
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1944 - BIOLOGICAL PRODUCTS - 1944 Public Health Service Act (PL 78-410)

With the 1944 Public Health Service Act, Congress reinforced the separation of biological product
regulation from drug regulation that had already been put in place in 1902 and 1906 and reinforced
in 1938:

PHSA 351(g): Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed as in any way affecting,
modifying, repealing, or superseding the provisions of the Federal Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act.

Through the 1944 PHSA, Congress added to the list of biological products, which up until then
included "virus, therapeutic serum, toxin, antitoxin or analogous product" the phrase
"arsphenamine or its derivatives (or any other trivalent organic arsenic compound)." PHSA 351(a)

Through the 1944 PHSA, Congress left in place the very short list of required package markings,
limited to:

the proper name of the article contained therein; the name, address and license number of
the manufacturer; and the date beyond which the contents cannot be expected beyond
reasonable doubt to yield their specific results. (1944 PHSA Section 351(a)(2))

Through the 1944 PHSA, Congress left in place the legal hole through which poisons could be
manufactured, labeled without specific identification or quantification of contents, distributed and
used, disguised as standardized, regulated medicinal products.

At Section 351(d) Congress introduced the phrase "continued safety, purity, and potency" falsely
described as "standards" biological product manufacturing processes must be "designed to insure"
for licenses to be issued, even though no such standards had ever existed, and no manufacturing,
testing or regulatory compliance procedures had ever been designed to insure them.

Such standards can never exist, and such manufacturing processes can never be designed or used,
because biologically-active biological organisms cannot be stabilized, standardized, purified, or
rendered safe to inject into another living creature, or rendered potent or effective for anything
other than untraceable poisoning.

Related

e Sept. 19,2022 - In Nov. 2020, Pfizer told FDA reviewers, led by Marion Gruber, that safety
studies were neither needed nor conducted. In making that argument, Pfizer cited WHO
guidance written in 2002 by a team led by Marion Gruber.

e Feb. 9, 2023 - On the significance of 21 USC 360bbb-3(k): "use" of EUA products "shall
not constitute clinical investigation."
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February 2025

Then He wept over Jerusalem (Flevit super illam). Enrique Simonet.
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Feb. 5, 2025 - Notes about inversions of reality; obscuring of truth; and projected illusions.
Some notes I wrote in early November 2024 while working on Part 5 of series.

Perhaps useful for readers grappling with the shape and size of the lies told about communicable
diseases and vaccination.

To deceive the public, the deceivers can't say nothing.
They must say plausible but untrue things.

They’re engaged in an advertising campaign, to induce false public perception of unfulfilled needs
for protection against dangerous threats, when no such threats or unfulfilled needs for protection
exist in reality.

Methods include fabrication of data/evidence; projection of illusion; spell casting; mesmerization;
deceit; deception; misclassification; misdiagnosis; misrepresentation; mischaracterization;
misdirection; simulation; dissimulation; pretense; pretext.

To explain how the illusions are projected, instead of showing

What communicable disease threats (vectors) did exist

How microbiological causes identified

How preventatives, responses, protections were or were not developed
How preventatives, responses, were or were not produced/manufactured
How preventatives were or were not used

How preventatives were or were not deemed effective.

AN e

Deception-disclosers need to show

How illusion of communicable disease vectors/threats was projected

How illusion of microbiological causality was projected

How illusion of preventative treatment research and development was projected

How illusion of preventative treatment production/manufacturing was projected

How illusion of production/manufacturing standardization and regulation was projected.
How illusion of preventative treatment use was projected

How illusion of preventative treatment effectiveness was projected

How truth of treatment harm/toxicity was hidden

How truth of other factors (clean water, adequate nutrition and housing) benefits were
hidden.

00N AW
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For law to be law, there must be:

SN =

A rule or standard, objectively measurable, observable

Notice to those expected to comply

Consequences for breaking the rule or not meeting the standard.
Agents authorized to investigate/witness/testify as to violation.
Agents authorized to impose consequences/penalties

To explain how the illusions were projected, instead of showing what scientific and legal standards
did exist and how they were or were not

1.
2.
3.

Written/promulgated/published
Followed, complied with (by scientists and manufacturers)
Applied/enforced (by regulators)

Deception-disclosers need to show:

SNE L=

What rules and standards (legal and scientific) did not exist
How the illusion of their existence was projected

How the illusion of applicability was projected

How the illusion of compliance was projected

How the illusion of enforcement was projected

Illusion projection is done by

p—

Nk w

Congress

agencies collecting and publishing data; standardization of non-standardizable
classifications of disease causality, diagnosis and cause-of-death attribution; centralized
registries.

scientific and medical publishers

agencies regulating manufacturing facilities

manufacturers
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They work together to project

1.

2.
3.

Illusion of rule/standards' existence (by substitution of rules and standards with no validity,
applicability or enforcement mechanisms or agents)

Illusion of rule/standards' compliance (by self-reporting of protocols by manufacturers)
Illusion of rule/standards' enforcement (by substitution of non-substantive protocol review,
inspection, testing, licensing, authorization, approval)

by means of projecting illusion of, with omission of substantive, objective standards for:

p—

kA w

Identity, composition, ingredients, molecular structure, mass, weight

Purity, non-adulteration, non-contamination, sterility, using terms such as extraneous
protein, adventitious agents, inactivation protocols.

Stability, "continued" ability to yield results, dating period start/end, expiration date
Safety, non-toxicity

Potency, efficacy (ideal conditions), effectiveness (actual conditions), specific results,
using terms such as immunity units/international units, surrogate endpoints, correlates of
protection, real world evidence, in vitro, in vivo, in silico (computer model), other illusory
standards.

Branding, labeling, non-misbranding

Why do they have to use surrogate endpoints (serological epidemiology, antibodies, animal and
human, also false) as proxy for therapeutic benefit)?

Because the clinical endpoints ("direct measure of how a patient feels, functions, or survives;”
morbidity; mortality) would be:

1.

Contracting, or not contracting, within an unpredictable period of time (or predicted
incubation period, which can't be replicated by contagion studies) symptoms of a disease
that

May or may not be caused by or accompanied by the presence of one or more allegedly
causative agents (bacteria, pathogen, virus), whose presence may or may not be observed,
and

If symptoms appear, probably will be mild and probably will resolve without treatment in
a person with adequate clean water, fresh air, nutritious food, clothing, shelter and rest.

Human studies not feasible or ethical because:

W N =

Inserting sputum doesn't reliably cause disease (not feasible)

Even if it did, it would cause harm to the subject (not ethical)

Lack of symptoms may ensue even if infected, if disease or imbalance is handled by body
without observable signs.
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Feb. 8, 2025 - Exemptions for biologics (all vaccines) under PHSA 351, from FDCA 505 'new
drug' provisions requiring substantial evidence of effectiveness.

Posting an email to a reader who is interested in untangling when and how some of the carve-outs
exempting biological products — including all vaccines — from laws requiring ‘substantial
evidence’ of effectiveness obtained through ‘adequate and well-controlled” human studies for
marketing and use of new drugs, came into being.

It’s part of my ongoing work on Part 5 of series.

The text is rough, and I’'m not providing links to most source documents, only because it takes
time to assemble the links that I don’t want to spend right now. Better formatting of the same
information will probably be published in Part 5.

Related

o Sept. 27, 2024 - Antibodies and surrogate endpoints: more pieces of the scientific and
regulatory fraud puzzle.

e Oct. 16, 2024 - Anaphylaxis, allergens, immunogenicity, vaccines. 1980 GAO report to
Sen. Abraham Ribicoff, Sen. Edward Kennedy and others, about allergenic products and
vaccines.

Email to reader:

Two other places to start (in addition to Tuskegee) are the 1937 Elixir tragedy (solvent used in
antibiotic liquid caused 100+ deaths) and 1958/1959 thalidomide.

The Elixir incident is cited as a driver of the 1938 FDCA and the thalidomide incident is cited as
a driver of the 1962 FDCA Kefauver-Harris amendments to FDCA 505 requiring non-biologic
drug manufacturers to provide, in their marketing application materials, proof of safety and
effectiveness of new non-biologic drugs.

Tuskegee is cited as the driver of the "informed consent" for human studies sections, which is
related but more about the conduct of studies themselves, and less about product manufacturing
and manufacturer submission of evidence in marketing application packages.

Because biologics and vaccine manufacturers have never had to collect or submit evidence from
controlled human studies, rules about informed consent and conduct of human studies haven't ever
applied to them....

In the original 1938 FDCA, the term new drugs is defined at FDCA 201 as

"any drug the composition of which is such that such drug is not generally recognized,
among experts qualified by scientific training and experience to evaluate the safety of
drugs, as safe for use..."
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In 1962, Congress added effectiveness terms so that new drug was defined as

"any drug the composition of which is such that such drug is not generally recognized,
among experts qualified by scientific training and experience to evaluate the safety and
effectiveness of drugs, as safe and effective for use..."

The 1962 amendments also added in "effective" language in several parts of FDCA 505.

For example, FDCA 505(e) is about conditions under which a regulator can withdraw or
suspend approval for a non-biological new drug. Without such suspension or withdrawal
action, the application is deemed approved and the drug can be marketed.

Prior to 1962, the FDCA 505(e) section ended at 505(¢e)(2).
In 1962, a third condition under which approval could be suspended was added at 505(e)(3):

"on the basis of new information...that there is a lack of substantial evidence that the drug
will have the effect it purports or is represented to have...in the labeling..."

The 1962 amendments added a definition for substantial evidence, at FDCA 505(d):

"the term substantial evidence means evidence consisting of adequate and well-controlled
investigations, including clinical investigations, by experts qualified by scientific training
and experience to evaluate the effectiveness of the drug involved, on the basis of which it
could fairly and responsibly be concluded by such experts that the drug will have the effect
it purports or is represented to have under the conditions of use prescribed, recommended,
or suggested in the labeling or proposed labeling thereof."

To summarize, the finding of no substantial evidence of "effectiveness," as a basis for preventing
new drugs from entering market or withdrawing new drugs from market, at least for drugs subject
to FDCA (so not for PHSA biologics), was only added with the 1962 amendments, put in at
505(e)(3).

Setting aside, for now, the blanket or general legal exemptions that have existed from the beginning
and still exist now for all PHSA 351 biologic products, from all provisions of FDCA 505 new drug
rules, one specific carve-out the two-track system enabled, for PHSA biologic products, is that,
because biologic product labels are not required to contain any information about the effect it is
supposed to cause in the recipient, there is no statement of effect that could be assessed for whether
the evidence that it will have such an effect is "adequate and well-controlled" or supports "fair and
responsible conclusions" as to the validity of the claims.

Another legalized carveout for PHSA biologic products, appeared in implementing regulations
(circa 1972) that said regulators could accept "partially controlled" "uncontrolled" and other
implicitly insufficient, inadequate and not-well-controlled forms of evidence.

They also circumvented the FDCA effectiveness provisions usually by using some form of saying
that human studies of biologicals, of the kind done for non-biologic drugs, are "not feasible" or
"not ethical."
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For example:

"Where adequate and well-controlled studies are not feasible, and acceptable alternative
scientific methods of demonstrating effectiveness are available, the latter will be
sufficient." (37 FR 16679, Aug. 18, 1972)

Human safety and “efficacy” and effectiveness, could be derived, for “individual active
components” of biological products, for “combinations of the individual active components” of
biological products, and for “finished biological products” from:

o Controlled studies.

o Partially controlled or uncontrolled studies.

o Documented case reports.

o Pertinent marketing experiences that may influence a determination as to the safety of each
individual active component.

o Pertinent marketing experiences that may influence a determination as to the safety of
combinations of the individual active components.

o Pertinent marketing experiences that may influence a determination as to -the safety of the
finished biological product.

o Pertinent marketing experiences that may influence a determination on the efficacy of each
individual active component.

o Pertinent marketing experiences that may influence a determination as to the effectiveness
of combinations of the individual active components.

o Pertinent marketing experiences that may influence a determination as to the effectiveness
of the finished biological product.

o Pertinent medical and scientific literature.

There is useful discussion of the way that these terms created the gap for biologics to be used
without controlled studies in the 1980 GAO report.

e 1980.06.06 - Answers to Questions on Selected FDA Bureau of Biologics Regulation
Activities HRD 80-55, (GAO report for Senators Ribicoff and Kennedy>?

It's tricky reading, but the meat is in the back and forth between GAO inspectors and HEW
officials.

GAO noted that Congress had considered applying the evidence standard to biologics, but the
provisions were repeatedly stripped out of bills in the early 1960s. GAO noted that FDA hadn't
provided detailed criteria about what kind of studies meet the standard for "acceptable alternative
scientific methods." GAO suggested Congress pass legislation requiring controlled studies. GAO
suggested FDA label products to notify doctors and patients that no good evidence of effectiveness
had been collected or existed. GAO suggested a lot of things.

53 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/1980.06.06-gao-answers-to-questions-on-selected-
fda-bureau-of-biologics-regulation-activities-hrd-80-55-ribicoff-kennedy-pagination-corrected.pdf
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HEW replied by saying, paraphrased:
1) the Congressional laws are already good enough, we don't need more laws, and

2) we [manufacturers and regulators] can't do controlled studies because biologics can't be
standardized and we can't figure out which parts of biological materials are the "active
components" or the ones having the effect, or if any effect is caused. And we can't figure
out how to account for the wide variability in response in humans from person to person,
and from time to time within the same person. We can't figure out dosing. We can't figure
out clinical endpoints. We don't really know anything about biologics, what's in them, or
what they do. But we think that partially-controlled, uncontrolled studies, with case reports,
with post-marketing (aka "real world") reports and with "pertinent medical and scientific
literature (aka Enders and other scientific misconduct papers) are good enough to keep
making and using biologics.
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Feb. 10, 2025 - International Criminal Court and International Court of Justice

Email from a reader

I was wondering if you had any thoughts about the Trump EO regarding the International
Criminal Court.

Feb. 6, 2025 - Trump Executive Order 14203, Imposing Sanctions on the International
Criminal Court.>

...there is a lot of bluster in the middle section regarding 'Israel.’ What struck me is that it
really is not about Israel because both the US and Israel ignore the ICC anyway, and the
US is sufficiently powerful to do whatever it wants.

Reading between the lines, I wonder if this could be about covid war crimes, particularly
your work re: 1949 [Fourth] Geneva Convention, Relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War®, [including Common] Article 3 [defining and prohibiting murder,
mutilation, cruel treatment and torture, codified in US domestic law at 18 USC 2441...].

My reply:

I looked it over, and two thoughts came to mind.

One is that there's a New Zealand group with Maori members that filed a complaint to ICC about
Covid issues, attaching American Domestic Bioterrorism Program® information and an affidavit

by Francis A. Boyle, as to Covid vaccines as bioweapons. (Boyle reportedly died on Jan. 30,2025.)

The New Zealand petitioners apparently filed a Complaint of Genocide at the International
Criminal Court in November 2024, and filed a notice to the New Zealand Attorney General on
Feb. 5,2025.

3% https://www .whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/02/imposing-sanctions-on-the-international-criminal-court/
33 https://www .un.org/en/genocideprevention/documents/atrocity-crimes/Doc.33_GC-IV-EN.pdf
56 https://bailiwicknews.substack .com/p/american-domestic-bioterrorism-program
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When asked by organizers if I would do an affidavit or endorsement for the New Zealand ICC
complaint, I declined to do that [see email below], but confirmed that all of the information I've
compiled is publicly available and can be used by anyone to support their cases.

o 2024.11.03 NZ ICC Genocide Complaint DRAFT, acknowledged by ICC Prosecutor per
2024.11.12 email from NZ organizer>’

e 2024.11.18 NZ ICC Complaint, FINAL, as amended and filed*®

e 2025.02.05 Notice to NZ Attorney General Judith Collins, that NZ ICC Genocide
Complaint FILED 2024.11%°

e 2025.02.05 Notice to NZ AG Attachment 1, 2024.05.27 Affidavit Francis Boyle re
biological weapons®

e 2025.02.05 Notice to NZ AG, Attachment 2, 2024.05.06 Notice of Liability to
Ghebreyesus from World Council for Health®!

e 2025.02.05 Notice to NZ AG, Attachment 3, 2023.01 K. Watt Legal Memo Statutes
ADBP*®

Quoting from the Feb. 5, 2025 document:

..I write to formally notify you; Judith Collins, doing business as New Zealand Attorney-
General, with recipients to bear witness, that a Complaint of Genocide has been filed with
the International Criminal Court in response to evidence of biological weapons been used
on the New Zealand population, under fraudulent declarations of a natural occurring virus...

Pursuant to New Zealand’s obligations under the Rome Statute of the ICC, the Genocide
Convention (1948), and customary international law, particularly under Article 6 of the
Genocide Convention, to prevent and punish genocide, and Article 3 of the convention that
states complicity in genocide is also punishable, and Article 25 of the Rome Statute of the
International Criminal Court, states that aiding and abetting or otherwise assisting in crimes
against humanity would be punishable, we request that under New Zealand’s obligations
to International Law, you use your authority to refer this matter to the International Court
of Justice for determination of state responsibility, and that the ICJ consider the need to
support or establish an ad hoc tribunal...

57 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2024.11.03-nz-icc-genocide-complaint-draft-
acknowledged-by-icc-prosecutor-per-2024.11.12-email-from-nz-organizer.pdf

38 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2024.11.18-nz-icc-complaint-as-filed.pdf

59 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2025 .02 .05-notice-to-nz-attorney-general-judith-
collins-that-nz-icc-genocide-complaint-filed-2024.11 .pdf

6 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2025 .02 .05-notice-to-nz-ag-attachment-1-

2024 .05 .27-affidavit-francis-boyle-re-biological-weapons.pdf

81 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2025 .02 .05-notice-to-nz-ag-attachment-2-
2024.05 .06-notice-of-liability-to-ghebreyesus-from-world-council-for-health.pdf

62 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2025 .02 .05-notice-to-nz-ag-attachment-3-2023 .01-
k.-watt-legal-memo-statutes-adbp-attached-to-2025.02.05-nz-icc-case.pdf
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That it is evidenced, individuals and NGO’S have fraudulently used emergency
declarations to enable military action against the global population for reasons of financial
and political gain and resource protectionism,

That the mandated experimental gene therapy C19 drugs have been declared a biological
weapon by expert affidavit...

My other thought is that there's another international court, called the International Court of
Justice, to which US is a signatory.

It was set up in the late 1940s, and several members of Congress understood at the time that it was
a problem for sovereignty. They added something called the Morse Resolution, or Connally
Amendment, reserving to the US government, the authority to determine which matters would be
exclusively within domestic jurisdiction.

As of 2016, legal architects of the US PREP Act system (Lawrence Gostin etc.) argued that the
International Court of Justice could be a venue for prosecuting countries that violated terms of the
WHO International Health Regulations.

The International Court of Justice would therefore be another mechanism to enforce compliance,
at the nation-state level, with US-led, worldwide public-health-military (“pandemic preparedness
and response”) genocide programs.

e 1946.08.02 International Court of Justice Senate ratification Morse Resolution Connally
Amendment®

e 2016 paper Gostin Katz IHR WHO governing framework global health security
International Court of Justice

63 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/1946 .08 .02-international-court-of-justice-senate-
ratification-morse-resolution-connally-amendment.pdf

%4 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2016-paper-gostin-katz-ihr-who-governing-
framework-global-health-security-milbank-international-court-of-justice .pdf
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July 22.2024 email from KW to New Zealand ICC campaign organizers:

In general, all of my work is public, and can be used by readers...ICC complaints [have...] been
tried at least once already, by a UK lawyer named Hannah Rose, filed Dec. 6, 2021.%5 ICC
acknowledged her complaint, and there has been no further action, to my knowledge.

ICC does not have jurisdiction or enforcement authority over the US government military/public
health officials who are conducting the worldwide mass murder, which has been legalized by US
domestic law, domestic law in other countries, and international treaties and contracts.

The crimes that have been committed happened upstream and long before the Covid vaccines, and
were crimes of treason committed by lawmakers, executives, civil administrators and judges in
passing, signing, executing and judicially ratifying the illegal laws that have legalized mass murder
by vaccine.

Further, my work doesn't support and isn't supported by the work of Francis Boyle, Aaron Siri
(testimony to Congressional committee, June 26, 2024) and Thomas Massie (House report, June
24,2024).

Boyle argues that Covid 19 injections violate the Biological Weapons Antiterrorism Act of 1989.

I argue that intentionally lethal injections are legalized as falling under BWA exemptions for
allegedly "prophylactic, protective or bona fide research" products and "select agents."

"Select agents and toxins" is the misleading term used by HHS and the Public Health Service/US
military, to designate vaccine components, which are intentionally harmful biological products,
and legalize their production and use on human and animal targets.

I have not read Siri's testimony in detail, nor have I read Massie's 600+ page report in detail,
because both reports provide false information in the first few paragraphs. Siri and Massie argue
that there is an enforceable regulatory framework governing design, production and use of
vaccines and EUA products and that the clinical trials for Covid vaccines were "robust."

I argue that there is no such enforceable regulatory framework and that the so-called "clinical
trials" were non-valid and were performative only. There is only a pretense or sham regulatory
process, including fraudulent oversight of fraudulent clinical trials.

The only purpose of the multi-layer fraud is to deceive the public into believing the lies that a
regulatory framework exists and has been applied to Covid vaccines, and any/all other vaccines.

There is no substantive relationship between FDA acts and decisions, and the safety and efficacy
of products bearing "vaccine" labels.

%5 https://hannahroselaw .wordpress.com/icc-complaint-uk/
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Feb. 13, 2025 - Notes on public education and litigation strategies based on characterization
of Covid-19 vaccines as biological weapons, legal or illegal.

Questions received by email, paraphrased:

Does it matter whether vaccines are characterized, to the public or in litigation, as legal or
illegal biological weapons? Can any bioweapon be fairly promoted by a government officer
as a safe and effective means of combating a (pretend) pandemic?

KW responses:

I think it’s important to understand the difference between legalized biological weapons, which
includes all vaccines, and illegal biological weapons, under the terms of (and exemptions from)
the main US domestic law criminalizing use of biological weapons (18 USC 175) and laws related

to that one, including the Enhanced control of dangerous biological agents and toxins law or
Biological Select Agents and Toxins/BSAT law (42 USC 262a).

The general public trying to understand what’s been revealed through Covid events, and courts
handling cases, also need to assess the legitimacy of public officials, in the US and abroad, relying
on the de facto HHS-PHS-FDA classification of Covid-19 vaccines as legal biological weapons,
in making their public policy decisions to promote and use the products on the populations of their
countries.

This point — whether Covid vaccines are legal biological weapons or illegal biological weapons
— 1is a point on which my conclusions differ from the late Dr. Francis A. Boyle's conclusions and
several other individuals' conclusions and public education and case strategies.

The issues relate to the inherent (unavoidable, intrinsic) toxicity, heterogeneity and instability of
all biological material introduced into a living organism for whom the introduced biological
material is foreign or non-self, and the intentionality of the legalized poisoning program known as
vaccination campaigns, dating back to the early 20th century.

In other words, all vaccines are biological weapons, and they have all been legal biological
weapons for as long as vaccination campaigns have been conducted...

There are no objective (able to be verified with valid tests, measurements, assays etc.), applicable,
or enforceable scientific or legal standards or definitions for the words or products (more properly
understood as dynamic processes) virus and vaccine or for the descriptor words safe and effective.

There are no objective legal or scientific standards for the words, objects or events communicable
disease, communicable disease pathogen, epidemic or pandemic.

As a result, any biological material can be classified as a communicable disease pathogen, virus
or vaccine, and any biological material can be described as pathogenic, toxic, safe or effective,
without violation of any laws about labeling, dosing, contamination, adulteration, or misbranding.
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If a substance induces an immune response, it can accurately be described as toxic, pathogenic and
effective, because the expected or anticipated effect of introducing foreign biological matter into a
living organism is a process carried out by the body to respond to, dismantle, eliminate or excrete
foreign matter: to detoxify.

That's the effect that has been induced by any poisoning act, whether the exposure has been dilute
or concentrated in time and space; whether the effect is mild, moderate or severe; and whether the
effect occurs at the subvisible, microscopic level, at the observable, symptomatic level (rash,
coughing, fever, dizziness, paralysis, vomiting, diarrhea, organ failure) or at both subvisible and
observable levels.

Biological products are exempt from evidentiary standards or criteria applied to other, non-
biological drugs under drug manufacturing regulation systems.

The decisions about how to classify biological material are arbitrary, and political (i.e., the
classifications are used to advance the goal of inducing public compliance with public policies).

Vaccination proponents, and proponents of communicable disease as caused by pathogenic viruses
use probability-of-harm units derived from population-wide studies (for example, the amount of a
product or series of product administration events that result in death to 50% of the test animals to
whom the product or series is administered within a short time range), rather than mass, weight,
volume, concentration or other objectively measurable physical units.

And they use surrogate endpoints such as antibody titres (another false measure) in animals
(another layer of removal from human studies) as evidence of therapeutic benefit for humans,
rather than objective clinical endpoints such as direct measures of how an individual human patient
feels, functions or survives.

Because poisons and the proposed remedies or shields are the same basic substances — non-self
biological materials that induce detoxification effects — the indicators for harm and benefit are
the same, non-specific, probability-based units of measure.

The trick or crime is mostly in how the poisoners get the targeted victims to perceive the substances
and confuse cause and effect relationships.

They get people to perceive a hypothetical substance, (an allegedly circulating, allegedly
transmissible virus, observable only through the proxy of manipulated test kits) as a threat.

And they get people to perceive the alleged remedy, vaccines, which are actually threats, as a
benefit, shield or treatment.

The Covid-19 pandemic, and all "vaccine-preventable disease" outbreak classifications were and
are pretend, fabricated from manipulated diagnoses and disease classifications.

The products (vaccines) put forward as preventatives or remedies were and are not safe and not
effective, from the point of view of common understanding of what safe and effective mean, which
again, is not defined by objective scientific or legal criteria in biological product and
communicable disease control law.
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But the public presentation of the fake pandemic as real and as dangerous was legal, and the public
presentation of vaccines/biological weapons as safe and effective was also legal, because there are
no objective legal or scientific definitions or standards for those words, products and events.

Good targets for public education and litigation strategies are, in my view, the legal instruments
and the lawmakers who legalize public policies executed through the holes made by intentional
omission (from biological product and communicable disease control law) of legal provisions
establishing objective, enforceable scientific and legal standards of evidence.

Some supporting evidence from US law, about the arbitrary dual legal classification of biological
material/processes/bottled products as simultaneously biological weapons and licensed biological
products: SARS-CoV-2 is listed as a biological select agent or toxin subject to transportation and
use restrictions, having been so classified by US-HHS as of November 2021, under the statute 42
USC 262a, which provides exemptions from 18 USC 175 (the biological weapons criminal law),
through the implementing regulation for 42 USC 262a, which is 42 CFR 73.3. (86 FR 64075, Nov.
17,2021)

And it simultaneously is the biological material, the S-protein of which the mRNA vaccine product
allegedly codes, for which US-FDA has provided a simulation of drug manufacturing regulation
(relied upon by countries around the world through Mutual Recognition Agreements) in the form
of legal EUA "authorizations" under 21 USC 360bbb (86 FR 5200, Dec. 11, 2020) and legal BLA
license "approvals" under 42 USC 262 (BLA Approval, Aug. 23,2021%6), such that it can be legally
introduced into interstate commerce and used on targets.

Related

o June 28, 2022 - “There are treaties that prevent the usage of chemical and biological
weapons to maim and kill.” Unless the weapons are reclassified as public health measures,
and human beings are reclassified as public health threats.

o April 10, 2023 - Design of a Weapon: Targeting the Human Microbiome "Biodefense in
the Age of Synthetic Biology"®” (Sasha Latypova)

e April 13, 2023 - Vaccine production facilities are indistinguishable from bioweapon
production facilities, and vaccines are indistinguishable from bioweapons.

o April 24, 2023 - At-home gain-of-function kits. Biodefense is indistinguishable from
biowarfare; the so-called biodefense industry is, in truth, the biochemical munitions

industry.
o Sept. 14, 2024 - Scientifically unsupported and insupportable Presidential designation of
quarantinable communicable diseases; habeas corpus petitions. “...Reader: What was

unclear for me before was: what makes a "communicable disease" a "quarantinable
communicable disease"? And I learned the answer, which is the disease's [arbitrary,
without scientific or legal evidentiary standards or criteria] inclusion on the list of diseases
in presidential executive orders...."

o Sept. 24,2024 - Biological select agents and toxins.

% https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/2021.08 .23-fda-bla-license-2229-for-biontech-
germany-establishment-approval-letter-for-comirnaty-malarkey-and-gruber-to-patel-11-p-.pdf
57 https://sashalatypova.substack .com/p/design-of-a-weapon-modifying-the
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Feb. 18, 2025 - Note on chickenpox.

Response to a reader asking about how to explain his personal observations of symptomatic
chickenpox-classified rashes in children in his own generation, his childrens’ generation, and his
grandchildren.

I think chickenpox has been renamed as shingles and probably other skin disorders: itchy rash
versions of body's attempt to eliminate introduced toxins, but not caused by a stable toxin that can
be or has been isolated and shown to be the unique cause of the rash response.

The promoters of vaccines just give names to hypothetical stable, transmissible molecules -- like
varicella virus, variola virus -- that do not have stable identity in the material world.

Beyond that, I can't help with a better explanation for your observations.

I know that the people who promote vaccination are lying, and I know some of the ways in which
they get their lies to stick in people's minds and blind people to the fact that the lies are lies.

But knowing that what they're saying is false, does not provide a full accounting for what's true.

What's true about disease, disease classifications/diagnostic criteria and the body's many ways of
healing from assaults, and how many different forms assaults can take, is not fully understood at
this time in history.

This time in history may, God-willing, be the end of a 200+ -year subjection of human minds to
intentionally false and misleading information and suppression of all information that might have
exposed the falsehoods as falsehoods sooner.

If so, it will also be the beginning of a new period of scientific discovery, re-starting at where Ignaz
Semmelweis (findings of cadaveric contamination and its connections to childbed mortality),
Antoine Bechamp, Gunther Enderlein, and a few others were working in the 18th, 19th and early
20th centuries.
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Feb. 28, 2025 - 1944-1972: Law and public policy imbued with scientific misconduct to
better induce irrational fear of disease and irrational trust in vaccination.

Part 5 of series on US federal biological product and quarantine law, 1798 to 1972. Series
compiled into PDF book form, April 2025 .%

By Lydia Hazel and Katherine Watt
Outline
I. Introduction
II. Historical Context; Overview of Four Layers of Scientific-Legal Misconduct
III. Scientific, Medical and Mathematical Misconduct
IV. Infusion of Scientific and Medical Misconduct into Legal Misconduct
A. 1944 Public Health Service Act
B. Quarantinable communicable disease designation by executive order
C. 1944 PHSA, textual analysis
D. 1947 - First post-PHSA regulations published
1. Original structure of biological product regulations, 1902-1944

ii. How biological product regulation changed after Congress passed the 1944
PHSA

E. 1945 - 1959 - DDT pesticide campaigns; DTP combination vaccines; polio vaccination
campaign

F. 1955-1972 - NIH-DBS regulatory simulation acts and omissions; J. Anthony Morris
G. October 1962 - Vaccination Assistance Act and Drug Amendments Act

V. Discussion

VI. Summary

VII. Connections to US military chemical and biological warfare programs, and corroborating
reports published after 1972

8 Legal history of non-regulation of biological products - https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-
content/uploads/2025/04/2025 .04 .02-subject-series-book-1-biological-product-non-regulation-no-identity-no-standards-no-
compliance-no-enforcement.pdf
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1. Introduction

So far in our pilgrimage to understand how perverted legal instruments (statutes, regulations,
executive orders, treaties, trade agreements and contracts) have made possible the legalized,
ongoing, vaccine- and pesticide-driven mass poisoning of the world's people, we have presented
timelines of laws enacted between 1798 and 19431 and between 1972 and the present.2

Our goal is to give readers a scaffolding on which to attach more knowledge. The volume of
available information, and the complexity and moving target character of the deception programs
make it difficult to do anything more than provide a scaffold.

We are confident that our basic conclusions are supported by the evidence from the wording of
legal instruments themselves, and from the written record surrounding the application of the laws,
including government and academic reports, published scientific and medical literature, litigation
records (stipulations and judicial decisions), and historical accounts written by researchers whose
work was not funded by governments, private institutions or universities.

Our conclusions:

Regulation or licensing of biological product and vaccine manufacturing in the United States, by
the Food and Drug Administration and its precursors, establishes and applies alternative, surrogate,
proxy, indirect, uncontrolled, correlative, probability-based standards to manufacturing methods
and product quality assurance methods.

Because the standards are correlative, and therefore not standards at all, the procedures presented
to the public as regulation have instead been a simulation of regulation, a suggestion-to-the-mind
of observers, without substance or materiality.

Regulatory simulation of biological product manufacturing has been going on continuously since
the initial construction of the legal frameworks for biological products in 1902 with Congressional
passage of the Virus-Toxin law, through the present.

The basic reason for the simulation is that the simulators have want the public to believe —
contrary to the truth — that vaccines are a class of products that can be stabilized and standardized
and, in stable, standardized, identifiable and identified forms, can be demonstrated to have stable
properties or attributes such as purity, therapeutic effectiveness and strength.

These properties are denoted using many different terms within legal instruments. Some of the
other terms are sterility, safety, efficacy, specific results, potency, dosage, contaminated,
adulterated, adventitious agents, bioburden, extraneous proteins

Because the contents of vaccine bottles are propagated by living organisms, vaccines are processes,
and not products. And because they are non-self organic matter, injected into the blood of a
recipient organism, they can also be understood as injectable pesticides. They offer a much more
concentrated, effective delivery mechanism than aerial and surface spraying.
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As living organisms or dynamic processes encased in steel or glass, vaccines cannot be fully
identified, defined, characterized, stabilized or standardized, and thus cannot be demonstrated to
have stable properties or attributes such as purity, effectiveness and strength.

Regulation and standardization in a substantive, material form is practically and theoretically
impossible.

Over the past eight decades, those who use vaccines to poison babies, children and adults under
the guise of therapeutic benevolence have made changes to the wording of biological product and
communicable disease control law. In most cases, these wording changes have been driven by an
interest in obscuring or delaying emergence of evidence from advancements in analytical
techniques and equipment, which would expose the intentional harmfulness of vaccination to
public view, and to compensate for growth in public scientific literacy.

Why have legislators, financial officers, military officers, public health officers, scientists, vaccine
manufacturers, doctors and lawyers wanted people to believe the lies that a non-standardizable
process is a standardized product and that harmful products are beneficial products?

We believe the evidence supports the conclusion that these government officials and professionals
seek to induce false trust by suggesting feasible and rigorous quality control oversight where none
occurs, and to ensure product safety and therapeutic benefit, where neither are possible, to induce
compliance with vaccination campaigns.

They want people to take vaccines voluntarily, repeatedly and without resistance, and to vaccinate
their children, so that more people will get sick, be sicker, and die earlier, without the poisoning
crimes being traceable to the killers, and within a legal system incapable of stopping, prosecuting
and punishing the criminal acts.

We believe the evidence supports the conclusion that biological product regulation is a web of
interwoven simulations, and that the evidence demonstrates how and by whom these simulations
are performed.

Some of the performers -- vaccinating doctors, nurses and pharmacists who have trusted the
information provided to them during training and the teachers who provided that information --
have believed they are performing good acts with true therapeutic, disease-prevention effects.
They believed error to be truth, but they believed it sincerely and with good will, out of ignorance
and not malice.

For some of the performers who know the truth about epidemiology, pathology, virology and
vaccines, the motivation is greed and the goal is money: patient visits, drug sales, campaign
contributions, bribes, getting people on the public dole as disabled, and then off the public dole as
dead.

For others who know the truth, and who organize the work of doctors, nurses, pharmacists,
manufacturers, legislators, judges and civil administrators, it's about dominance, control, and
exploitation.

It's war, disguised.
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It's about destruction of life and productive capacity.
It's about orchestration of scarcity.

It's about keeping people sick, weak, disordered, indebted, confused, depressed, anxious,
dependent, infertile, and incapable of producing and distributing goods and services to support
themselves, their families and their neighbors.

Abbreviations -

e BoB - Bureau of Biologics

e CFR - Code of Federal Regulation

o DBS - Division of Biologics Standards

o EO - Executive Order

o FDA - Food and Drug Administration

o FDCA - Food Drug and Cosmetic Act of 1938

o FR - Federal Register

o FSA - Federal Security Agency

o HEW - Department of Health, Education and Welfare
o LBC - NIH Laboratory of Biologics Control

o LVR - NIH Laboratory of Virology and Rickettsiology
o NSDM - National Security Decision Memorandum

o NIH - National Institutes of Health

o PHS - Public Health Service

o PHSA - Public Health Service Act of 1944
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II. Historical Context; Overview of Four Layers of Scientific-Legal Misconduct

Part 5 is the final installment in the series, to fill in the information for the immediate post-World
War II period from 1944 to 1972, which encompasses:

e Congressional enactment of the Public Health Service Act of 1944, including Section 351,
Biological products and Section 361, Control of communicable diseases;

o aerial (by planes) and surface spraying of human, animal, insect and plant populations
using organophosphate and other organic pesticides and herbicides (organic: carbon-based,
derived from living organisms or synthesized to mimic products of living organisms);

o centralized funding of scientific and medical research;

o centralized control of scientific and medical publishing;

e centralized production and distribution of merged news, drama, and advertising content,
through radio, film, television, magazines and newspapers: text, black-and-white and color
photographs, audio soundtracks and moving pictures (video);

o electrification and development of refrigerated storage and transportation systems for food
and drugs;

e US-licensed Japanese encephalitis vaccine, 1945;

o first US-licensed combination vaccine (diphtheria, tetanus and pertussis, DTP), 1948;

e polio epidemic promotional advertising campaign: centralized diagnostic criteria (for
individual cases) and morbidity and mortality classification data reporting and data
distribution (population-scale or epidemiological) for a collection of symptoms of systemic
poisoning known as poliomyelitis, infantile paralysis, flaccid paralysis, polioencephalitis
and other terms, which symptom constellations appeared in medical practice and scientific
and medical literature coincident with the development of industrialized manufacture and
use of organic pesticides in the mid-1800s;

e polio vaccines: "field trials" (1952-1954) followed by nationwide mass vaccination
campaigns starting in 1955;

e Asian influenza epidemic promotional advertising campaign, 1957,

o US-licensed measles vaccine, 1963;

e US-licensed mumps vaccine, 1967,

e US-licensed rubella vaccine, 1969;

e Hong Kong influenza epidemic promotional advertising campaign, 1968; and

o swine influenza epidemic promotional advertising campaign and mass vaccination
campaign, 1976, including first comprehensive liability indemnification scheme for
vaccine manufacturers by Congressional statute.
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Layers of deception

Broken down into broad categories, there are four layers to the legal deception program that made
a legal hole through which injectable organic pesticides (vaccines) have been propagated at
industrial scale, bottled, refrigerated, transported through interstate commerce, and used on people
and animals since 1902.

Layer 1

Mutual general exclusions exist between the 1938 Food Drug and Cosmetics Act (descendant of
the 1906 Pure Food and Drug Act), and the 1944 Public Health Service Act (descendant of the
1902 Virus-Toxin law, as follow:

1938 FDCA, Section 902(c): "Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed as in any way
affecting, modifying, repealing, or superseding the provisions of the virus, serum, and toxin Act
of July 1, 1902"; and

1944 PHSA, Section 351(g): "Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed as in any way
affecting, modifying, repealing, or superseding the provisions of the Federal Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act."

Layer 2

Congress enacted, by statute, different lists of terms or phrases for product standards, laying out
which properties or attributes of production facilities, processing methods, packaging and products
were subject to enforcement under the FDCA, for non-biological products, and under the PHSA,
for biological products.

1938 FDCA, Section 505(d) authorized the Secretary of Agriculture (later Federal Security
Agency Administrator, later Health, Education and Welfare Secretary) to issue orders refusing to
permit new non-biological drugs to enter interstate commerce on several grounds.

The manufacturing-related grounds to deny permission for distribution were:

"upon finding...that the methods used in, and the facilities and controls used for, the
manufacture, processing, and packing of such drug are inadequate to preserve its identity,
strength, quality and purity.”

1944 PHSA, Section 351(d) authorized the Federal Security Agency Administrator (formerly
Treasury Secretary, later HEW Secretary) to issue "licenses for the maintenance of establishments"
to "propagate or manufacture" any biological product designated as a "virus, therapeutic serum,
toxin, antitoxin or analogous product, or arsphenamine or its derivatives (or any other trivalent
organic arsenic compound)."
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The manufacturing-related standards for issuing licenses were:

"upon a showing that the establishment and the products for which a license is desired meet
standards designed to insure the continued safety, purity, and potency of such products..."

The most important word in the FDCA section is identity, and that's the most crucial omission
from the PHSA section.

Biological products are not legally required to be identifiable or identified.

Without an identified, identifiable, stable product, it is not practically or theoretically possible to
insure qualities, properties, characteristics or attributes of propagation materials and methods, or
to insure attributes that could inhere in a product itself, such as safety, purity or potency, in initial
or in continued form.

Layer 3

Administrative agency regulations implemented Congressional intent to maintain two separate
government oversight or product endorsement pathways (permits, authorizations, approvals,
licenses) for two distinct categories of products: FDCA-governed non-biological products and
PHSA-governed biological products, more properly understood as bottled biological processes.

Post-1944 agency regulations exempted all new biological products from regulation as "new
drugs" under the 1938 FDCA. This enabled their legal introduction and delivery through interstate
commerce without proof that manufacturing methods preserved "identity, strength, quality and
purity."

The categorical exemption of biologics (vaccines) from FDCA 505 new drug application
provisions entered into the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) renumbered from 21 CFR 2.109 in
the 1947 printing of the CFR to 21 CFR 1.109 for the 1949 printing of the CFR, as follows:

"21 CFR 1.109. New drugs, exemption from section 505 of the [FDCA] act. A new drug
shall not be deemed to be subject to section 505 of the [FDCA] act if it is a drug which is
licensed under the Public Health Service Act of July 1, 1944 [...], or under the animal virus-
serum-toxin law of March 4, 1913..."

By 1956, the provision was numbered 21 CFR 1.109a. (21 FR 9890). By 1963, the provision was
numbered 21 CFR 130.2 (28 FR 6377). By 1974, the provision was numbered 21 CFR 3104 (39
FR 11680), where it stands today.

A related series of regulations also exempted all "drugs intended solely for investigational use"
from section 505(a) of the FDCA act (which prohibited introduction or delivery into interstate
commerce of new drugs that had not filed new drug applications under FDCA 505.

The phrase "Caution: New Drug - Limited by Federal (or United States) law to investigational use"
appeared on labels of polio vaccine used during field trials between 1952 and 1955, indicating that
campaign organizers sought a double-layer of shielding from FDCA 505 new drug application
standards.
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The "investigational use" exemption is not covered in detail in this report, but it runs from 21 CFR
2.114 (1947) through 21 CFR 1.114 (1949), 21 CFR 130.3 (1963) to 21 CFR 312.1 (1974).

A version of these exemptions, authorizing interstate delivery of "investigational new drugs," now
stands at 21 CFR 312.2.

Layer 4

To give the appearance of substance to vaccine manufacturing regulation, Federal Security Agency
administrators (later HEW secretaries) drafted and published simulations of specific "standards"
and enforcement mechanisms for biological product establishments licensed under the PHSA, for
processing, storage, packaging, labeling and distribution methods or procedures, and for product
characteristics.

These regulations for licensing of biological product establishments mimicked the substantive,
material standards applied to non-biological drugs under the FDCA, enforced by the Food and
Drug Administration in cooperation with the US-Pharmacopeia-National Formulary, but were not
substantive, applicable, applied, enforceable, or enforced.

This is the most complex layer to understand and describe, it is the subject of the rest of this report,
and it has the highest concentration of terms, definitions, exclusions, waivers, exemptions,
suspensions and omissions. Words and phrases are often undefined, ill-defined or only defined in
relative or contingent terms. Words and phrases used at one time are replaced with different words
and phrases a few years later.

When reading through our broad descriptions of how the regulatory simulation system developed
and has been used, please keep in mind the difference between performative simulation -- the
projection of fictional but highly realistic illusions of scientific, medical, legal and publishing
integrity -- and real, observable acts and omissions.
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III. Scientific, Medical and Mathematical Misconduct

We've chosen to begin this timeline of misconduct in 1913, noting that 20th century deceptions
and omissions of material facts were built atop foundations laid in the 18th and 19th centuries by
Edward Jenner, Robert Koch, Paul Ehrlich, Emil von Behring, Louis Pasteur, Rudolph Virchow,
Ernst Heinrich Weber and Gustav Fechner.

We hope our work laying out the history of legal misconduct founded upon scientific misconduct,
supports the work of authors documenting the history of scientific misconduct and suppression of
dissenters' work, and also supports a new period of scientific discovery based on the observations
and research materials and methods of Ignaz Semmelweis (1818-1865); Antoine Bechamp (1816
to 1908) and Gunther Enderlein (1872 to 1968).

Supporting documents are listed below report.
1913 - Anaphylaxis, Charles Richet

In 1913, Charles Richet published a book called Anaphylaxis, describing research investigating
induction of anaphylaxis -- systemic detoxification or allergic responses -- by parenteral (outside
the digestive system) injection of complex non-self biological materials such as bacteria, plant and
animal proteins and lipids, into living mammalian animals.

Richet received a Nobel Prize for his work, also in 1913.

Organisms whose cells and tissues Richet extracted, injected and observed anaphylactic responses,
ranging from mild itching to convulsions and death, included Man-o'-War jellyfish, mice, guinea
pigs, rabbits and dogs, which extracts also contained any bacteria or other microscopic organisms
living in or on the above listed creatures.

Richet demonstrated that injecting blood taken from an animal that had been rendered sensitive
during a first round of injections of non-self biological material, into a healthy, untreated animal,
would cause the healthy, untreated animal to also experience anaphylactic reactions. He called this
process of inducing anaphylaxis in an untreated animal, through injection of the blood of a
previously anaphylactized animal, passive anaphylaxis.

Animals injected with materials that induced such responses were described as "anaphylactized"
and the material in the blood was described as "anaphylactogen."

"An anaphylactic state is produced by taking the blood of an anaphylactized animal and
injecting it into a normal animal subject. The anaphylactogen poison is therefore a chemical
substance contained in the blood."

Richet observed that white mice and some breeds of rats did not experience anaphylaxis.

Other researchers in the same field, cited by Richet included: Milton J. Rosenau and John F.
Anderson of the US-PHS Hygienic Laboratory, Clemens von Pirquet, Charles Mantoux, Bela
Schick, Emil von Behring and Maurice Arthus.
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At the individual level, the harm caused by anaphylaxis has been called serum sickness, allergy
and hypersensitivity syndrome.

It manifests as rashes, itching, and sneezing at the mild end of the spectrum, through chronic
autoimmune disorders, organ failure and death at the severe end.

19th and early 20th century studies of anaphylaxis and serum sickness were developed further
through subdisciplines of biology including pathology, virology, immunology, toxicology and
immunotoxicology. Researchers studied how living organisms respond across time intervals, to
exposure, invasion or overload of foreign biological organisms, including both the organic
(carbon-based) particles which living organisms produce naturally, and those which humans began
producing at industrial scale through synthetic chemistry techniques.

The anaphylaxis studies by Rosenau, Richet and their colleagues also formed the basis for
government-directed vaccination and immunization policies and programs, as components of
disease diagnosis and disease classification systems (epidemiology) and communicable,
transmissible or infectious disease control.

1934 - Probability units or probits, Charles Ittner Bliss

Immunity unit and antitoxin unit were the earliest terms applied by scientists and physicians to give
the impression that specific results or potency for viruses, serums, toxins and antitoxins could be
observed, measured, defined, described and predicted for recipients of a packaged product. Milton
J. Rosenau, director of the US-PHS Hygienic Laboratory from 1899 to 1909, for example, used
the term immunity unit in a 1905 Hygienic Laboratory Bulletin: The immunity unit for
standardizing diphtheria antitoxin.

These "units” were derived by dilution and arbitrary assumptions, from the median minimum lethal
dose of toxic, heterogeneous, unstable mixtures of foreign biological substances, when injected
into a group of living test subjects such as guinea pigs, mice, rabbits and dogs, suggesting a
prediction as to the probability of harm to members of a population or group considered in the
aggregate or collective.

In 1934, Charles Ittner Bliss, trained in biology but with an interest in statistics, introduced another
probability-derived term to describe the functional capacity (strength, potency, effectiveness,
toxicity) of a material substance to cause organ damage, organ failure and death, when dispersed
or administered to living creatures within time and space using different methods of dispersal or
administration.

Bliss published a report — "The method of probits' (Science, 1934) — on how to mathematically
convert data such as the percentage of a pest killed by a pesticide into a "probability unit" or
"probit."

Probit joined biological product potency nomenclature such as immunity unit (in use by 1905);
antitoxin unit (by 1909); international unit (by 1931); and international antitoxic unit (by 1946).

Probability-based pseudo-measurement units are measures of probability that a substance will have
a defined effect on a predictable proportion of a population of living creatures in the aggregate.
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They can be re-formatted to suggest the probability that an exposure or dose will have a defined
effect on an individual, but there is no way to predict the specific effect of a specific dose on a
specific living cell, insect, animal or person at a specific time and place, because the infinite
complexity and variety of the starting condition and dynamic biological processes comprising the
specific cell, insect, animal or person and their relationships to other organisms and experimental
conditions cannot be known.

Other probability-derived measurement terms include median lethal dose or LDs,: dose of a
substance that will kill 50% of the subjects receiving it, expressed as mass of substance
administered per unit mass of test subject); median infective dose or IDs,: dose that has a 50%
probability of producing a specified response to infection, considered as symptoms or signs of
disease or death; tissue culture median infective dose or TCIDs: dilution of a [presumed-present,
stable, isolatable] virus required to infect 50% of a given cell culture; and Cts,: measure of intensity
of exposure as a function of concentration and time.

Other probability units are derived from formulas based on the proportion of particles in a sample
capable of causing a presumed effect and the probability that any one such particle will have that
capacity or function, such as infectious unit (IFU), plaque forming unit (PFU), colony forming unit
(CFU) and transduction or transducing unit (TU).

Probability units are proxy measures from observing a population of living cells, insects, animals
or people during and after exposing them to poisons, counting the ones that have observable
symptoms of detoxification processes (also called disease or infection) as well as the dead ones,
and then expressing those numbers as a proportion of the starting population.

All of these units depend, for their own validity, on the validity of the method that proponents (of
the measurement unit) claim or presume has established the real presence of a named toxic particle
or organism (i.e., sarin nerve gas, or a specific virus such as rabiesvirus or poliovirus) and on a real
causal relationship between the presence of the named particle and observed effects.

To the extent the cited scientific methods do not, in truth, establish a real causal relationship
between the presence of named particles and observed effects such as cell death in a dish or
paralysis or death in a living animal, the units used to measure the amount of matter and the
potency, or capacity of the matter to induce predictable effects, are false units of measure.

1939-1954 studies in inducing tissue damage, brain and spinal cord damage, and death in rats,
white mice, monkeys and dogs through serial passage of bacteria, mouse, rat, horse, cow, dog,
monkey and human tissue mixtures by injection.

In July 1939, the Journal of Experimental Medicine published a paper by Rockefeller Institute
investigator Leslie T. Webster titled 'A mouse test for measuring the immunizing potency of
antirabies vaccines.'

Webster assumed that a material substance he called "rabiesvirus" passaged through dogs was the
active component, within an aliquot of brain tissue and "horse serum," that caused rabies disease
symptoms. He purported to demonstrate the "immunizing potency" of antirabies vaccine by
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injecting serial dilutions into inbred W-Swiss white mice (not subject to anaphylaxis, per research
by Richet and others), followed by observation of the proportion of dead mice in each test group
and measurement of "neutralizing antibodies in the serum" as a surrogate endpoint or proxy.

1939 - Inducing brain and spinal cord damage, paralysis and death in rats and white mice through
serial passage of brain and tissue culture mixtures by injection.

In September and December 1939, Charles Armstrong published two papers in the US Public
Health Service journal Public Health Reports.

In the September 1939 paper, "The experimental transmission of poliomyelitis to the Eastern cotton
rat,’ Armstrong described receiving a sample of brain and spinal cord tissue taken from an 18-year-
old boy who had died with cause of death attributed to polio in August 1937. Armstrong stated: "a
strain of virus was recovered from the material which has now been through 15 monkey passages
and which clinically, and pathologically as reported by Surgeon R. D. Lillie, is apparently a strain
of poliomyelitis."

Armstrong assumed that poliovirus was a stable, transmissible particle of matter, assumed that it
was present in the boy who had died, assumed it had transmitted person-to-person to infect the
boy, and assumed that it had caused the boys' death.

He then claimed to demonstrate that it was solely and specifically the presumed poliovirus particles
within mixtures of human, monkey, and rat brain and spinal cord tissue and bacteria, which he
injected into fresh cell and tissue cultures, that caused the cell death observed in the plates
(cytopathic effect or cytopathogenic effect.

And he claimed to demonstrate that it was solely and specifically the presumed poliovirus material
within the mixtures, which he injected into healthy rats and monkeys intranasally (up the nose),
and, by injection, subcutaneously (under the skin), intramuscularly, and intracerebrally (into the
brain), that caused tremors, paralysis and death observed in the animals.

In the December 1939 paper, 'Successful transfer of the Lansing strain of poliomyelitis virus from
the cotton rat to the white mouse, Armstrong described additional passages and inoculations,
resulting in organ damage, tremors, paralysis and death in healthy white Swiss mice. (See Richet's
work, above, on inbred Swiss mouse lack of susceptibility to anaphylaxis).

Armstrong also described "neutralization" tests involving rats injected with mixtures of "virus"
strains and "poliomyelitis antisera" derived from blood drawn from monkeys that had recovered
from "virus"-induced paralysis attacks. Almost all of the rats subjected to the virus-antisera
injections died.

Jamie Andrews summarized Armstrong's work in 2021:
"No purified/isolated “virus” is ever presented in either paper nor is pathogenicity proven."

In January 1949, John F. Enders, Thomas H. Weller and Frederick C. Robbins published a paper
in Science,'Cultivation of the Lansing Strain of Poliomyelitis Virus in Cultures of Various Human
Embryonic Tissues.'
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Enders subsequently published at least two more papers on similar work on poliomyelitis virus
and measles virus: 'Cultivation of Poliomyelitis Virus in Cultures of Human Foreskin and
Embryonic Tissues' (August 1949), Proceedings of the Society for Experimental Biology and
Medicine) and 'Propagation in Tissue Cultures of Cytopathogenic Agents from Patients with
Measles (June 1954, Proceedings of the Society for Experimental Biology and Medicine).

Enders and his colleagues used the same basic materials and methods as Armstrong, and the
mathematical probability methods for quantification used by Rosenau and Bliss.

They injecting slurries of cells and tissues of bacteria, mice, rats, monkeys, and human beings into
cell and tissue cultures, and into healthy mice, rats and monkeys; observed organ failure, tremors,
paralysis and death of the animals; extracted tissues from the diseased and dead animals; and
repeated the cycle.

The novelty they introduced, which they then reported in the scientific literature, was laboratory
methods for using tissues and cells taken from the arm muscles, leg muscles, intestines, skin and
brains of human embryos and the foreskins of male human children as components of the
biological slurries and cell and tissue cultures.

Enders received the Lasker Prize and Nobel Prize in 1954 for his work.

In 2002, Merck vaccine developer Maurice Hilleman would describe Enders' January 1949 paper
as marking the "beginning of the modern era of vaccines" as a "breakthrough technology for cell
culture propagation of viruses."

Discussion

The 1939 papers by Webster and Armstrong, and the Enders papers published between 1949 and
1954, set the frame for the next 85 years of scientific, medical and legal misconduct and deception
of the public to believe false premises.

In cell biology, observed cell stress, fragmentation and death is known as the cytopathic effect or
cytopathogenic effect.

Some of the terms used in scientific literature to denote cells undergoing stress and death processes,
and fragments of such cells, include viruses, antibodies, spores, toxins, antitoxins, endotoxins,
exotoxins, enzymes, proteins, exosomes, endosomes, lipids, peptides, polypeptides, nucleic acids,
amino acids, alkaloids, rickettsia, antigens, toxigens, pathogens, immunogens, viroids, virions,
prions, cytokines, phages, phagocytes, lymphocytes, macrophages and bacteriophages.

Dying and dead cells and cell fragments, detected by microscopic observation, suggest that a living
organism was enduring an invasion or attack at the time the samples were drawn and observed.

Virologists, immunologists and toxicologists measure the cytopathic or cytopathogenic effect
using probability-based units of measure.
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And they attribute mechanistic meaning to the observed existence of dead cells and cell fragments:
that the host organism was losing to the foreign invaders or overload of commensal organisms
(infection, disease, death) or that the organism was overcoming the challenge (healing or becoming
tolerant or immune).

This is the basis for "antibody titres" as a surrogate marker, biomarker, proxy, or probability-based
measure of current infection status, capacity to transmit or spread infection, and capacity to
respond more quickly, with fewer symptoms, to future destabilizing processes.

Stefan Lanka, Jamie Andrews, Sasha Latypova, the late Tracey Northern and others are
demonstrating the invalidity of foundational scientific methods underlying contagion theory and
genetic theory, because of the inherent time-dependent, uncontrollable changes in form for
products of biological processes in living organisms.

We believe that the same materials and methods (emulsified bacterial and animal cells and tissues
injected into brains and blood of other animals, followed by observation of organ failure and death)
are used as evidence to support many different claims in scientific disciplines other than pathology,
epidemiology, virology and vaccine manufacturing, which claims themselves require conduct of
separate investigations to isolate each variable and demonstrate causal relationships.

The materials and methods used by Bliss, Armstrong, Enders and their colleagues and followers,
are used to support the following premises, none of which are true:

o that a stable, unique, identifiable, isolatable particle of matter (virus) exists outside of a
living organism and is present in a specific place and time in any cell culture undergoing
cell death and in any organism undergoing disease, healing/recovery of equilibrium or
death;

o that the same particle specifically and uniquely causes the observed disease and death;

o that the same particle undergoes reproduction or propagation (cell division and growth) in
a cell or tissue culture or in a living organism;

o that the same particle can be inserted, in isolated or purified form, into a new organism
without being inextricably bound up with the other complex molecules, nutrients and
organisms in the living culture media; or

o that an organism, into which the particle of matter has been inserted, that does not exhibit
cell death, organ failure, or death, has been protected from these events by the prior
insertion of a modified form of the same particle (vaccination), and that this is evidenced
by the detectable presence of another stable, unique, identifiable particle of matter
(antibody).

In other words, the cycle of forcible extraction of biological matter, for forcible insertion into
another organism for whom it is foreign, is interpreted — in the corrupted, disintegrated, perverse
scientific disciplines of pathology, epidemiology, virology and biology and in the corrupted,
disintegrated medical practice of vaccination — as simultaneously evidence of disease and as
correlate of protection against disease.
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IV. Infusion of Scientific and Medical Misconduct into Legal Misconduct

Supporting documents listed below report.

A. 1944 - Public Health Service Act

In July 1944, Congress enacted the Public Health Service Act of 1944. It was a companion act to
the Public Health Service Act of 1943, which had set forth a new organizational structure for the
US Public Health Service.

The 1944 PHSA consolidated and revised federal laws governing Public Health Service
administration; research programs, including selection of projects eligible for federal funding and
publication of reports; federal-state cooperation programs, including funding tied to preparation of
state public health plans and submission of state "vital statistics" records; operation of public
hospitals; care of lepers; care of narcotics addicts; regulation of biological products; designation
(by executive order) of communicable diseases and operation of communicable disease control
programs (quarantine and inspection); cancer research programs; and receipt of gifts.

This series is focused on just two of those subjects: regulation of biological products (PHSA 351-
352) and control of communicable diseases (PHSA 361-366).

B. Quarantinable communicable disease designation by executive order

The 1944 PHSA section on communicable disease control carried forward and revised authorities
that Congress had previously granted the President and the PHS Surgeon General under the
headings "Prevention of Epidemics" and "Quarantine Service."

This sequence of laws set up a system under which Presidents designate communicable diseases
by executive order.

Any collection of non-specific symptoms of illness exhibited by human beings can be classified as
a "communicable disease" without any supporting evidence or evidentiary review process that a
specific material substance caused the symptoms; can be transmitted from person to person, or that
those exhibiting symptoms will not, in most cases, recover without complications after brief
illness.

Communicable disease control law connects to biological product laws by way of
1) false classification of diseases as organism-caused and communicable;

2) false classification of organism-caused communicable diseases as causes of morbidity
and mortality entered into centralized statistical registries (epidemiological surveillance);
and

3) the bottling and labeling of vaccines -- toxic, heterogenous, unstable mixtures of
allegedly transmissible, allegedly disease-causing organisms -- as preventatives for what
are now often described under the non-specific heading "vaccine-preventable diseases."
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On March 26, 1946, President Harry S. Truman issued the first presidential executive order under
Section 361 of the 1944 Public Health Service Act, "specifying communicable diseases for the
purpose of regulations providing for the apprehension, detention, or conditional release of
individuals to prevent the introduction, transmission or spread of communicable diseases."

The list of "communicable diseases" was:

Anthrax, Chancroid, Cholera, Dengue, Diphtheria, Favus, Gonorrhea, Granuloma
Inguinale, Infectious Encephalitis, Leprosy, Lymphogranuloma Venereum,
Meningococcus Meningitis, Plague, Poliomyelitis, Psittacosis, Ringworm of the Scalp,
Scarlet Fever, Smallpox, Streptococcic Sore Throat, Syphilis, Trachoma, Tuberculosis,
Typhoid Fever, Typhus, Yellow Fever.

Many of the "specified" diseases, were not, in fact, communicable or transmissible diseases.

Three of these terms — encephalitis, meningitis and poliomyelitis — were terms developed by
centralized medical and scientific data collection and publishing institutions in the early to mid-
20th century to denote symptoms of inflammation and breakdown of brain and spinal cord tissue,
primarily caused by poisoning carried out through spraying of chemical herbicides, insecticides
and rodenticides (pesticides, biocides) and through vaccines bearing labels alleging their contents
were derived from organisms that allegedly caused diseases denoted as smallpox, diphtheria,
tetanus, pertussis and influenza.

The symptom constellations had previously been described in medical and scientific literature
under names including Heine-Medin disease, Strumpell's disease 1I, infantile paralysis, flaccid
paralysis, polioencephalitis, encephalitis lethargica, and Theiler's encephalomyelitis.

C. 1944 PHSA, textual analysis

Congress enacted three apparent changes to biological product regulation through the 1944 PHSA,
specifically at section 351(d):

PHSA 351(d). Licenses for the maintenance of establishments for the propagation or manufacture
and preparation of products described in sub-section (a) of this section may be issued only upon a
showing that the establishment and the products for which a license is desired meet standards,
designed to insure the continued safety, purity, and potency of such products, prescribed in
regulations made jointly by the Surgeon General, the Surgeon General of the Army, and the
Surgeon General of the Navy, and approved by the Administrator, and licenses for new products
may be issued only upon a showing that they meet such standards.

There is a lot packed into that paragraph.

Congress added what looked like a condition that biological product makers show compliance with
product standards, in order to obtain licenses for specific products, not just for the general activity
of propagating products.
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And Congress added a list of attributes apparently (but not substantively) applicable to products,
compliance with which was an apparent (but not substantive) condition for product license
issuance.

Prior to the 1944 Congress, manufacturers were required to submit applications only for "licenses
for the maintenance of establishments." There was no mention of licenses for individual products.
The Treasury Secretary (later Federal Security Agency Administrator) issued each establishment
a license number, and that number was the number that appeared on labels of all products the
company bottled, labeled and distributed.

This is still the case today: there are no license numbers issued for specific products. The license
number printed on each vaccine bottle label, since 1902, has been the license number assigned to
the manufacturing company when it first applied for an establishment license. The license number
also stays with the company over time, as the company is bought, sold and renamed. Pfizer, for
example, holds US License No. 0001, the number originally assigned to Parke, Davis & Co., which
became Warner-Lambert in 1970, and was bought by Pfizer in 2000.

The wording of 351(d) is what makes it possible for regulators and manufacturers to suggest to the
public that a license number corresponds to a specific, identifiable product, not to the establishment
in which it was bottled, but not be required to "insure" any specific attributes of any product
produced by the company.

"The establishment and the products" are a single legal unit.

Both the establishment and all of its products receive the same (single) license, not several (plural)
licenses corresponding to products in the plural.

As such, the "standards" described in the paragraph also apply to the establishment and its products
existing together, not to individual products distinct from their manufacturer.

In practice, this boils down to the main principle of biological product regulation, which is that if
inspectors find the rooms in a factory to be well-lit, with proper ventilation and plumbing, with
available hot water and working equipment, with written records purporting to document the
propagation history and proper storage and handling of cell and tissue cultures and other materials,
and written records documenting the processing methods purportedly used to make the finished
products, then the "continued safety, purity and potency" of the package contents has been
"insured."

There are no physical standards applicable to the products as things in themselves.

By 1924, an alert reporter had already identified this as a giant problem. Norman Hapgood,
testifying at a Congressional committee, described the system succinctly:

"The law regulating the sale of these serums and toxins for human beings makes but one
requirement, and that is that this stuff, whether dirt or dung, or whatever it is, shall be put
up in a laboratory which is hygienically conducted. An inspector can go in and say that the
methods are clean, and on that basis alone they are regulated...”
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In 1944, Congress added the text of section 351(d) but did not change the way that licensing and
inspection procedures serve as a legal hole through which anything — "dirt, dung, or whatever it
is" — may be bottled and distributed and used with the appearance, but not the substance, of having
been subjected to regulatory enforcement.

Prior to 1944, the list of biological products apparently (but not substantively) regulated by the
Public Health Service included "virus, therapeutic serum, toxin, antitoxin or analogous product."

In the 1944 PHSA, Congress added the phrase "arsphenamine or its derivatives (or any other
trivalent organic arsenic compound)."

Congress did not add the term "vaccine" to the list of biological products in 1944; Congress added
the term in 1970, but did not require the HEW Secretary to define the term vaccine in regulations,
and as of 2025, the term is still not defined in regulations.

In 1944, Congress also left untouched the very short list of required package markings (label
requirements), limited to: "the proper name of the article contained therein; the name, address and
license number of the manufacturer, and the date beyond which the contents cannot be expected
beyond reasonable doubt to yield their specific results."

D. 1947 - First post-PHSA regulations published

i. Original structure of biological product regulations, 1902-1944

For the first four decades of the biological product regulatory simulation scheme (1903-1944),
when most vaccines were propagated and used at the city or state level, there were five broad
sections of agency regulations ostensibly implementing the licensing scheme Congress enacted
through the 1902 Virus-Toxin law.

These basic provisions were written to suggest to the public that quality control system equivalent
to the 1906 Pure Food and Drug Act and USP-NF production recipes and quality control tests for
finished products for plant-derived and synthetic chemical drugs, was in place and operational.

The five broad sections addressed
1. licenses and definitions;
2. procedures for inspection of establishment premises, equipment and methods;

3. standards for establishments (lighting, ventilation, plumbing, ventilation, storage),
equipment and animal care;

4. standards for labeling; and
5. procedures for examination of products.

From 1903 to 1944 the license sections of biological product regulations contained no product
definitions with objective, observable, measurable physical or chemical characteristics, and no
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defined scientific methods for identifying products, and no references to any non-governmental
organization (like the USP-NF) as sources for production recipes or quality control testing
methods.

The 1903 regulations contained no definitions for products at all.

In 1909, the Treasury Secretary and Surgeon Generals' board adopted a list of about 15 products
defined as biological products simply by being listed by name, including "anti-diphtheric serum or
diphtheria antitoxin, antitetanic serum or tetanus antitoxin...bacterial vaccines...and vaccine virus."

The 1919 regulations set forth an early version of the circular, non-material, non-measurable,
indirect or intent-based definitions still in use today.

As of 1919, a virus was defined as
"a product containing the minute living cause of an infectious disease."

As of 1919, a toxin was defined as

"a product containing a soluble substance poisonous to laboratory animals or to man in
doses of one milliliter or less of the product, and having the property, following the
injection of nonfatal doses into an animal, of producing therein another soluble substance
which specifically neutralizes the poisonous substance and which is demonstrable in the
serum of the animal thus immunized."

As of 1919, an analogous product was defined as

"(a) prepared from a virus, including microorganisms actually or potentially virulent, or
(b) prepared from some constituent of the blood, or (c¢) intended for specific immunization
or therapy..."

Those definitions have remained in basically the same relative and contingent (non-objective) form
ever since; current definitions are listed under 21 CFR 600.3(h).

From 1903 to 1944, licenses were issued for establishments, "to engage in the manufacture, barter
and sale" of viruses, serums and toxins. There were no objective rules or licensing procedures
addressing products as pre-existing or as new.

From 1903 to 1944, biological product regulations set forth procedures for inspection of facilities,
equipment and methods. The regulations listed things site inspectors could look at, and authorized
inspectors to obtain samples of finished products to send to the Hygienic Laboratory for
examination but did not require inspectors to obtain samples or the Hygienic Laboratory to test
them or publish test methods or results, and did not authorize on-site inspectors to directly assess
manufacturing methods or the quality of finished products. The subjects of inspection were limited
to "location, construction or administration of establishments which would tend to endanger the
potency or purity of the products."
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These limited inspector duties and authorities were set forth in 1903 and entirely eliminated in
2019. In eliminating inspector duties and authorities in 2019, FDA gave as the reason: "to remove
outdated requirements, accommodate new [risk-based] approaches, and provide flexibility without
diminishing public health protections." (83 FR 3631, Jan. 26, 2018)

From 1903 to 1944, biological product regulations set forth standards for facilities. These covered
subjects such as construction of bleeding rooms and stables for vaccine animals "to permit
thorough hosing down;" stables to be "well lighted and well ventilated;" "hot water supplies to
bleeding rooms and stables; "sterilization and subsequent handling of containers;" "efficient
screening" of laboratories during "fly season;" and animal care and record-keeping.

From 1903 to 1944, biological product regulations set forth standards for contents of product
labels. Labels were required to contain the name of the manufacturer; address of the manufacturer;
license number (assigned to the establishment, not to any specific product prepared within the
establishment); proper name of product; minimum potency of product if any; "No U.S. standard
of potency" if no potency standard established; lot number; and date of manufacture or issue with
period of potency, or expiration date.

Labels were not required to contain any information about the identity of any substances, quantity,
mass, volume, concentration, purity, sterility, or predicted effects. The absence of these
information items on labels rendered it impossible for any product to be deemed adulterated,
contaminated or misbranded through any assessment method analogous to the requirements of the
FDCA for non-biological drugs and rendered it impossible for any recipient to obtain information
necessary to provide informed consent to treatment.

From 1903 to 1944, biological product regulations set forth procedures for examination of products
by PHS NIH laboratory staff, but (as stated above), it was optional for an inspector to collect
samples and forward them to the PHS laboratory. If NIH officers tested the samples at all, they
tested the samples using unpublished, unvalidated test methods, comparing unstable mixtures of
biological material bottled at the commercial facility to unstable mixtures of biological material
bottled at NIH laboratories.

From 1903 to 1944, the only product qualities addressed in the regulations were purity and
potency, and these were not mentioned or defined in the 1902 Congressional act.

PHS required no specific methods to be used to demonstrate purity. For some products, makers
were expected to demonstrate potency similar to reference products provided by Public Health
Service officers. The reference products, if they existed at all, were subject to the same intrinsic
heterogeneity and instability of the commercially-prepared products, and potency standards were
expressed in probability-based, non-objective "immunity units." Further, testing responsibility was
assigned to the commercial manufacturer, with options for on-site inspectors representing PHS to
collect samples and submit them to the PHS Hygienic Laboratory for testing, but no requirement
that the PHS Hygienic Lab test the products or publicly report the results. For other products,
makers were simply directed to print on the label: "No U.S. standard of potency."
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ii. How biological product regulation changed after Congress passed the 1944 PHSA

As the Federal Security Agency Administrator and three-member Surgeon Generals' board began
to implement the provisions of the 1944 Public Health Service Act into regulations published in
the Federal Register, they provided more detailed descriptions of licensing, labeling and inspection
rules and procedures, and general standards for establishments.

They published the first post-PHSA version of the regulations in 1947.
The same broad section headings were carried forward, into the post-1944 period, including:

definitions;

licensing procedure;

establishment inspection;

establishment standards (ventilation, record-keeping, etc.);
standards for product labels; and

general standards for products.

A S e

These basic provisions were still unintelligible, inapplicable and unenforceable, while continuing
to falsely present to the public a quality control system for biological products equivalent to the
1938 FDCA 505 and USP-NF system for non-biological drugs.

For the first time in 1947, biological product regulations included definitions for the standards,
qualities or attributes -- "continued safety, purity and potency" -- that Congress had introduced in
the 1944 PHSA when requiring, for license issuance, compliance with regulations "designed to
insure" those standards.

The 1947 regulations also incorporated, for the first time, a suggestion of new product license
forms and procedures, but without substance; provisions setting forth general standards for safety,
purity and potency; and a section called "Additional Standards" setting forth additional standards
for specific products, starting with Trivalent Organic Arsenicals, to be tested for stability,
solubility, arsenic content, moisture and relative non-toxicity.

Definitions

The 1947 regulations defined dating period as "the period beyond which the product cannot be
expected beyond reasonable doubt to yield its specific results."

Expiration date was defined as "the date of termination of the dating period."

Standards was defined as "specifications and procedures applicable to an establishment or to the
production, content, testing, labeling, or release of products prepared therein."

For the adjectives, however, instead of simply defining the words, they were defined with
specificity-evading phrases: "the word...," "as applied," "is interpreted to apply" and "is interpreted
to mean."

Quoting from the definitions section of the 1947 regulations:
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"The word "continued" as applied to the safety, purity and potency of products, is
interpreted to apply to the dating period.

The word "safety" is interpreted to apply to the relative freedom from harmful effect to the
recipient when a product is prudently administered taking into consideration the character
of the product in relation to the condition of the patient at the time.

The word "purity" is interpreted to mean the degree of freedom from extraneous matter,
whether harmful to the recipient, deleterious to the product or otherwise, in the finished
product.

The word "potency" is interpreted to mean the specific ability or capacity of the product,
as indicated by appropriate laboratory tests or by adequately controlled clinical data
obtained through the administration of the product in the manner intended, to effect a given
result."

Given the intrinsic, insurmountable living nature of biological products, the actual meaning of
these terms is very different from what the above suggests, as follows.

"Continued" actually means "decaying" and "unstable." Therefore a product's assigned "dating
period," "expiration date," and "the period beyond which [it] cannot be expected beyond
reasonable doubt to yield its specific results" are completely arbitrary. The specific outcomes will
vary immeasurably from person to person, contingent upon the original composition of biological
material and non-biological additives, the degree of transformation and decay that has occurred
during the bottling, refrigeration and thawing of the bottled mixture, and the biology of each
recipient.

"Safety" actually means "toxicity" or "specific results" such that the product causes harm by
eliciting a rejection response to a purported "nonfatal dose" of foreign organic matter in the
recipient organism.

"Purity" means "heterogeneity," as an indicator of how many different living organisms and

organic particles of matter produced by organisms may be found in any given container. It is
related to identity, sterility, adulteration, contamination and labeling

"Potency," means the degree, strength or intensity of toxicity or toxic specific result.

When Congress, through the PHSA of 1944, directed the Public Health Service to promulgate
"standards, designed to insure the continued safety, purity, and potency of such products," it
directed the Public Health Service to publish simulations of standards that would insure that
unstable, decaying, toxic mixtures of biological material could be legally bottled, distributed and
used.
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Product license

The 1947 biological product regulations, at 42 CFR 73.5, introduced a simulation of a product-
specific licensing procedure, complying with and also masking the unitary nature of each single
license number encompassing each numbered establishments and all of the products distributed
from its premises, without identifying, defining, or assessing any products in themselves.

Unlike the preceding provision (42 CFR 73.4), which carried forward the "Form of license" text
laying out how Establishment License numbers would be issued, to whom and by whom, the
"product license" provision did not provide a form for the license, an author, or a recipient.

The "product license" was not required to contain any more substantive information about product
identity, ingredients or therapeutic effects than the "establishment license" alone.

42 CFR 73.5 simply stated,

"Each product license shall designate: (a) The manufacturer; (b) the establishment; (c) the
license number of the establishment; (d) the proper name of the product, with additional
specifications, if any, which may be approved or required for additional labeling purposes."

We have never located any document in the historical record purporting to be a "product license."
In available lists of "US-licensed vaccines," such as the list provided in Appendix D of the 2002
NIH-NIAID Jordan Report, all vaccines produced by any one drug company hold the same license
number. For example, Merck vaccines bearing measles, mumps, rubella, hepatitis, and
pneumococcal names are all designated by License No. 0002-001.

Standards for Products: General

The 1947 biological product regulations, at sections 42 CFR 73.70 to 73.79, introduced the early
form of what would later become known as "lot release."

These provisions suggested enforcement mechanisms to insure relative (not objective) qualities
for products that mimicked the standards under the FDCA that authorized removal of drugs from
interstate commerce if "the methods used in, and the facilities and controls used for, the
manufacture, processing, and packing of such drug are inadequate to preserve its identity, strength,
quality and purity.” Recall: these qualities of non-biological drugs were defined by the USP-NF
compendia (now known as Critical Quality Attributes or CQAs), and USP-NF was responsible for
designating quality control testing materials and methods.

The lot release system set up for biological products was riddled with get-around clauses.
Examples include:

"[n]o lot of any licensed product shall be released by the manufacturer prior to the completion of
tests for conformity with the standards applicable to such product" in a context in which there are
no applicable standards;
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"[t]ests for potency shall be made on each lot only after completion of those processes of
manufacture which may affect the potency of the final product" in a context in which none of the
processes of manufacture can be defined with specificity, and potency is an unmeasurable,
infinitely variable factor of the interaction of the biological organisms in the starting materials with
each other and with the animal or human recipient; and

"[t]he contents of a final container of each filling of each lot shall be tested for identity, if such a
test is available, and for safety either after the labels have been affixed to the final container or
affixed, both outside and inside, to the multiple container storage receptacle just prior to its sealing
for storage purposes, except that exceptions to this procedure may be authorized by the Institute
to apply when the volume of the final container is very large and when more than one lot is
processed each day," in a context in which there are no available identity tests, and in a context in
which general safety tests (added in 1960 at 42 CFR 73.72, eliminated in 2015, 80 FR 37971) are
comprised of injecting "maximum volume tolerated" into two mice and two guinea pigs, and
assessing whether or not they sicken or die in the next seven days, and "variations of this test,
either in the volume injected or in the species of test animal used" are authorized.

Lot release testing was to be conducted by manufacturers themselves, with an option, but no
requirement, for manufacturers to send samples to NIH for testing.

"Tests for safety, purity and potency applicable to the product shall be completed for each lot of
any licensed product prior to its release by the manufacturer, and samples of any lot of any licensed
product may at any time be required to be sent to the Institute for examination," again, in a context
in which there are no valid, applicable tests for safety, purity or potency.

"Standard units or samples for comparison made available by the Institute shall be applied in
testing for potency all forms of diphtheria antitoxin, tetanus antitoxin... and other products for
which such units are available," in a context in which reference products are not held by NIH for
products, and if they are held, their potency is expressed in probability-based, non-objective
"iImmunity units."

Labeling

The 1947 biological product regulations, at sections 42 CFR 73.50 to 73.55, expanded upon the
earlier forms of non-identifying label contents.

As reported above, container labels between 1902 and 1944 were required to provide label readers
with the proper name of the product; name, address and license number of manufacturer; lot
number and expiration date.

As of 1947, the outside carton was required to contain:
(a) the preservative used and its concentration;

(b) the volume of the contents, if a liquid, or the weight, if a solid, and the potency or
dosage if more than one strength is dispensed;

(c) the recommended storage temperature;

Bailiwick News - January - September 2025. October 2025 version.
Katherine Watt - PO Box 1142 - State College PA 16804



94 IM]

(d) the words "Shake Well," or equivalent, when indicated by the character of the product,

(e) the dose and route of administration recommended or reference to such directions in an
enclosed circular;

(f) the source of the product when a factor in safe administration; and

(g) minimum potency of product expressed in terms of official standard of potency or, if
potency is a factor and no standard of potency has been prescribed, the words "No U. S.
standard of potency,"

all in a context in which there is no stable potency, strength or dose, because the biological material
is unstable and mixed, and effects vary immeasurably and unpredictably over time and across
recipients, in which the source of the product is an unidentifiable collection of many biological
organisms.

Additional Standards

The 1947 biological product regulations, at sections 42 CFR 73.90 to 73.96, added the first
"Additional Standards" section, purported to require that Trivalent Organic Arsenicals be tested,
by manufacturers and regulators, for "stability, solubility, arsenic content, moisture and relative
non-toxicity."

In 1956, additional standards for poliomyelitis vaccine were added, and in 1957, additional
standards for adenovirus vaccine were added.

The additional standards were inapplicable and ineffective from the day they appeared in the
regulations, because they were based on the fictional scientific methods laid out by Leslie Webster
(1939), Charles Armstrong (1939), and Enders et al (1949-1954), by way of Jonas Salk, Joseph
Smadel and William Workman (more information below).

Mixtures of bacterial, animal and human cells and tissues were to be cultured in nutrient media
(chicken embryos; cow, pig, horse serums; salts, sugars, amino acids), fixed with formalin or other
toxic preservatives, and injected into mouse and monkey brains and muscles. Mouse and monkey
blood was to be tested for non-specific antibodies, which would be reported as specific to alleged
disease-causing agents. Mice and monkeys were to be killed and necropsied. Brain tissue was to
be tested for cytopathic effect/lesions. The sick and dead proportions of mouse and monkey groups
were to be counted. And "equivalent methods" and "alternative demonstrations" would be
permitted as needed.

The conduct of even these pretenses of NIH testing was suspended by internal policy by 1962
(Smadel memo) and the "Additional Standards" sections were eliminated in their entirety in 1996.
(61 FR 40153)
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E. 1945-1959 - DDT pesticide campaigns; DTP combination vaccines; polio vaccination
campaign

In October 1945, the US government authorized general use of aerial and surface spraying of DDT
and other organic pesticides, allegedly to eradicate mosquito and fly populations allegedly carrying
diseases such as typhus and polio. DDT had been authorized for use on US Army soldiers since
1943.

In 1948, the DTP combination vaccine (diphtheria, tetanus and pertussis) entered into use.

Between 1945 and 1953, US production and use of DDT increased, and reported polio cases
increased.

In March 1955, Johannes Ipsen and Harry E. Bowen published a paper titled 'Effects of Routine
Immunization of Children with Triple Vaccine (Diphtheria-Tetanus- Pertussis)' in American
Journal of Public Health.

Ipsen and Bowen worked with the Massachusetts Department of Public Health Biologic
Laboratories and Harvard School of Public Health. In the paper, they described the application of
scientific and mathematical methods (the Bliss-Webster-Armstrong-Enders methods) of vaccine
development, immunity units, and potency testing through blood antibody titers, to a statewide
population, using the term "serologic epidemiology."

These simulations of scientific integrity had already been used for decades in mouse, rat, dog and
monkey populations in government and commercial drug manufacturing laboratories, and on small
human communities such as island populations (1905-1920, Philippines, smallpox products),
soldiers at military bases (bacterial meningitis and other products, 1918, Fort Riley, Kansas), and
schoolchildren (diphtheria products, 1921, New York City).

In 1955, Ipsen and Bowen interpreted the results of serologic epidemiology studies conducted in
a state-sized pool of human subjects: adult and child populations in Massachusetts injected with
the products since 1949. They mentioned the "current poliomyelitis vaccine trials," referring to the
nationwide vaccination of 1st through 3rd-graders by the National Foundation for Infantile
Paralysis using vaccines developed by Jonas Salk and manufactured by commercial drug
manufacturers.

"Evaluation of the effect of an immunizing agent occurs by way of a number of test stages
each with a particular purpose and all contributing to the total evaluation: (1) animal tests,
(2) tests on human volunteers, (3) the field assay and (4) use in public health.

The first two are usually conducted solely by the laboratory that produces the prophylactic.
Antigenicity in animals is evaluated by the measurement of antibody and protection against
the disease produced in animals. Tests on human volunteers (perhaps starting with
enthusiastic staff members) elucidate antibody response in man and evaluate the harmful
side effects of the agent.
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The field trial is a novelty created by modern statistical thought. It is the effort of a team of
specialists, involving a circumscribed population. The measurement of effect is the
incidence of naturally occurring disease in two matched groups, vaccinated and non-
vaccinated.

The fourth stage, general use in public health, lacks the criteria for strict scientific inference
and yet it is the final and severest test for the product.

Diphtheria and tetanus toxoids came into general use without field trials; first, because the
concept had not yet been formed, and second, because antitoxin measurements and Schick
tests were considered unique measurements of immunity to infection..."

With the 1949-1955 DTP campaign, American public health officers further developed the
performative system: manipulating and reporting data to promote vaccination by bolstering the
plausibility of fictional narratives about disease causality and disease agent transmissibility; the
existence of "reservoirs of disease" and agents in human, animal and bacterial hosts, including
asymptomatic carriers; testing and diagnostic criteria based on non-specific antibodies classified
as disease-specific; antibody titer dilutions and arbitrary delineations to interpret results as
indicators of infection or indicators of natural or artificial immunity; and classification of biological
responses to pesticide exposure and vaccine injury as natural infection.

As polio diagnoses rose, Jonas Salk and the National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis began
laboratory production and animal testing of polio vaccines in 1952.

In early 1953, Congress and President Dwight Eisenhower abolished the Federal Security Agency
and transferred the functions of the FSA Administrator to the Secretary of the new Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW). Eisenhower appointed Oveta Culp Hobby as FSA
Administrator in January 1953, and then appointed Hobby as the first HEW Secretary effective
April 11, 1953.

In December 1953, Joseph Smadel (Army Medical Services Graduate School) and William G.
Workman (chief of PHS Laboratory of Biologics Control) prepared "provisional standards" for
manufacture of polio vaccine, derived from Jonas Salk’s laboratory methods, which were derived
from Enders' methods, derived from Armstrong's, derived from Bliss's "probability unit"
quantification of toxic exposure and Webster's false mouse antibody basis for demonstrating
immunizing potency.

Those production protocols were distributed, with cell lines, tissue cultures and other starter
materials, from government and university laboratories to six selected drug, pesticide and chemical
companies including Parke Davis, Eli Lilly, Cutter, Wyeth, Pitman-Moore, and Sharp and Dohme,
to make and supply product for the field trials organized by the National Foundation for Infantile
Paralysis (now called March of Dimes) and Salk.

The manufacturers assembled and bottled the materials, labeled the contents as "Poliomyelitis
Vaccine," and shipped them to Salk and the field trial locations.
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On April 12, 1955, Thomas Francis Jr. of the University of Michigan announced that the Salk-
NFIP field trials had been successful, starting his Ann Arbor press conference by stating: "The
vaccine works. It is safe, effective, and potent.”

The same day, HEW Secretary Oveta Culp Hobby licensed the six companies to manufacture
millions of doses and distribute the doses through interstate commerce, while US-PHS NIH
Laboratory of Biologics Control (LBC) officials provided updated production protocols to the
manufacturers.

The updated protocols, still based on the Bliss-Webster-Armstrong-Enders-Salk scientific and
mathematical methods for demonstrating disease causality, virus isolation, virus propagation and
vaccine potency, would form the basis for production method and potency reports submitted back
to LBC to reinforce the illusion of manufacturing standards and quality assurance for the general
public.

In late April and May 1955, public health officials claimed to detect harmful lots of vaccine
produced by Cutter Laboratories in California, attributing polio diagnoses among children and
adults to "infectious virus" in the Cutter vaccines. The investigators had available to them the same
unvalidated scientific methods for diagnosing disease and classifying cases by cause, to facilitate
statistical fraud, pin vaccine harms on one manufacturer, and generate momentum for the
construction of a more elaborate, more centrally-controlled false-front federal quality control and
product testing system. Cutter recalled doses remaining on shelves, took a financial hit, but quickly
recovered the lost income, expanded its facilities and moved on.

In June 1955, the NIH National Microbiological Institute Laboratory of Biologics Control was
elevated to become the Division of Biologics Standards, firmly positioning DBS as a federal
quality control institution analogous to the USP-NF for non-biological drugs, to provide
government endorsement of vaccine products and control of national vaccine supply chains.

In August 1955, Congress passed the Polio Vaccination Act (PL 84-377) providing federal funding
for state vaccination campaigns targeting children and pregnant women: "any individual who has
not attained the age of twenty years and any expectant mother."

In August, the US Public Health Service published an account of PHS polio epidemic surveillance
and polio vaccine development programs in PHS Public Health Reports.

In February 1956, Congress passed an act to extend the duration of the Polio Vaccination Act,
through June 30, 1957. (PL 84-411) In September 1958, Congress relieved the Army and Navy
Surgeon Generals of their duties to serve on the three-member Surgeon Generals' board assigned,
through the 1902 Virus-Toxin law to draft and promulgate biological product regulations. The
move left regulation drafting authority with the PHS Surgeon General alone and approval authority
with the HEW Secretary. (PL 85-881)

By the 1958 print edition of the Code of Federal Regulations, HEW Secretary Marion B. Folsom
had added to biological product regulations "additional standards" at 21 CFR 73.100 to 105, based
on the Webster-Armstrong-Enders-Salk methods, for Poliomyelitis Vaccine (21 FR 9890, Dec. 12,
1956) and Adenovirus Vaccine (22 FR 7560, Sept. 24, 1957).
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F. 1955-1972 NIH-DBS regulatory simulation acts and omissions; J. Anthony Morris

Roderick Murray earned a medical degree from Harvard Medical School in 1941. He served for
five years as an infectious disease control specialist in an Army medical laboratory in the South
Pacific. Murray joined NIH in 1947 as a commissioned PHS officer in the Laboratory of
Biologics Control (LBC). He then served as Director of the NIH Division of Biologics Standards
(DBS) after the LBC was elevated to division status in June 1955 until the biological product
regulation program transferred to the FDA and was renamed Bureau of Biologics in 1972.

Harry M. Meyer earned a degree from the University of Arkansas School of Medicine and took a
research position with the Army Medical Corps. He was recruited in 1959 to direct the NIH-DBS
Laboratory of Virology and Rickettsiology, and served as the first director of the FDA Bureau of
Biologics when the biological product regulation program transferred in 1972.

When Meyer took over the FDA Bureau of Biologics in 1972, Murray was appointed as special
assistant to the director of the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases and then
retired in 1973.

Joseph Smadel earned a medical degree from the Washington University School of Medicine in
St. Louis in 1931 and in 1933 was a part of the team that claimed to recognize an outbreak of St.
Louis encephalitis virus. Smadel then worked in virology at the Rockefeller Institute under
Homer Swift and Thomas M. Rivers.

In 1940, he joined the U.S. Naval Reserve, and in August 1942, joined the U.S. Army Medical
Department Professional Service School (MDPSS), known by 1953 as the Walter Reed Army
Institute of Research (WRAIR). Smadel served as Chief Virologist with the First Medical
General Laboratory in the European Theater, assigned to control typhus outbreaks in the
Mediterranean in May 1943, and then became director of the WRAIR Department of Virus and
Rickettsial Diseases. In 1956, Smadel transferred from WRAIR to serve as NIH Associate
Director. In 1962, he received the Lasker Clinical Medical Research Award, and in 1963 became
Chief of the NIH-DBS Laboratory of Virology and Rickettsiology, dying later that year.

In 1959, J. Anthony Morris was recruited to NIH by Smadel to conduct vaccine research and
serve as the "influenza control officer" under Smadel, DBS Director Roderick Murray and HEW
Secretary Abraham Ribicoff. Ribicoff served as HEW Secretary from 1961 to 1962, was later
elected to the Senate and oversaw Congressional handling of Morris's 1971 employment
complaints.

In 1971, Morris filed an employment grievance against NIH leaders. Reporting on the grievance
proceedings in 1972, Nicholas Wade wrote that Morris alleged "that he had been harassed and
pressured to leave the DBS because of his doubts about the potency and efficacy of commercial
influenza vaccine." Morris transferred to the FDA Bureau of Biologics when it was established in
1972, and was fired in 1976. His firing was attributed, by the officials who fired him, to
insubordination.

Morris's complaints led to NIH internal investigations, a GAO investigation commissioned by
Senator Ribicoff, and a series of reports in Science magazine written by Nicholas Wade.

Bailiwick News - January - September 2025. October 2025 version.
Katherine Watt - PO Box 1142 - State College PA 16804



IM] 99

Morris's duties as influenza control officer included receipt of manufacturer reports about the
production and potency of vaccines, and testing of submitted product samples against NIH
reference products to confirm or refute manufacturer claims as to potency as part of the lot
release process.

Manufacturer claims were based on the "additional standards" protocols inserted into federal
biological product regulations by NIH officers, first published in the Federal Register in
December 1956. The NIH-DBS protocols were based on Smadel's protocols developed between
1952 and 1955 during the Salk/NFIP polio vaccine field trials and mass vaccination campaigns.
Smadel's protocols were based on the scientific and mathematical papers published by Bliss in
1934, Webster and Armstrong in 1939, and Enders in 1949 and 1954.

During the 1971-1972 investigations, as reported by Wade, Morris testified that after taking over
duties of influenza control in 1960, he had frequently opposed the release of subpotent vaccines
but was overruled by his supervisor, Joseph Smadel. For a time, Morris refused to sign the
documents to authorize lot release, and Smadel signed them instead.

Morris testified that, on Sept. 18, 1962, Smadel drafted an internal memo ordering Motris to pass
vaccines on the basis of the manufacturers' tests alone. The memo stated:

"The manufacturer will provide full data on the potency assay of his lots which are
submitted for release. Furthermore, release by the DBS will be on the basis of data
submitted by the manufacturer and not on the basis of results obtained in this institution."

Morris testified that, three days later, Smadel gave Morris a written order instructing Morris not
to test specific vaccine lots that were going to be released, and ordering Morris to destroy the test
animals (about 2,000 mice) that had been vaccinated with two lots of the influenza vaccine.

Morris testified that he continued to protest the release of subpotent vaccines.

Roderick Murray testified that the internal Smadel policy ordering regulators to sign lot release
documents based solely on manufacturer claims about potency continued in force after Smadel's
death in 1963.

Wade reported:

"Under the terms of Smadel's directive...Morris's job...was simply to check that the
vaccine lots were potent according to test results provided by the manufacturers."
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G. October 1962 - Vaccination Assistance Act and Drug Amendments Act

In October 1962, Congress passed two relevant acts.

One was the "Vaccination Assistance Act" (PL 87-868), which provided $36 million to the
Surgeon General to make grants to states, targeting all children under the age of 5 for "intensive
vaccination programs" using vaccines that manufacturers and federal public health officers
claimed offered protection against polio, diphtheria, whooping cough (pertussis) and tetanus.

The other was the "Drug Amendments of 1962" (PL 87-781), also called the Kefauver-Harris Act,
after its sponsors, Senator Estes Kefauver and Representative Oren Harris.

Passage was ostensibly driven by the thalidomide scandal: thousands of miscarriages and birth
defects among women who took thalidomide during pregnancy, mostly in the UK, Spain,
Australia, New Zealand, Germany and Canada.

The Drug Amendments act amended FDCA 505, pertaining to premarket efficacy and safety
demonstrations for new drugs that manufacturers sought to deliver through interstate commerce.

To repeat: its provisions were not applicable to vaccines because of the blanket exemptions
between PHSA-governed biological products and FDCA-governed non-biological drug products
and other exemptions for "investigational drugs" subject to the PHSA.

In the original 1938 FDCA, the term new drugs was defined as

"any drug the composition of which is such that such drug is not generally recognized,
among experts qualified by scientific training and experience to evaluate the safety of
drugs, as safe for use..." (1938 FDCA 201)

In 1962, Congress added effectiveness terms so that new drug was defined as

"any drug the composition of which is such that such drug is not generally recognized,
among experts qualified by scientific training and experience to evaluate the safety and
effectiveness of drugs, as safe and effective for use..."

The 1962 amendments also added in "effective" language in several parts of FDCA 505 addressing
conditions under which a regulator could withdraw or suspend approval for a non-biological new
drug. Without such suspension or withdrawal action, the application is deemed approved and the
drug can be marketed.

In 1962, through the Drug Amendments act, Congress added a third condition under which
approval could be suspended: "on the basis of new information...that there is a lack of substantial
evidence that the drug will have the effect it purports or is represented to have...in the labeling..."
(FDCA 505(e)(3))
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The 1962 amendments defined substantial evidence as

"consisting of adequate and well-controlled investigations, including clinical
investigations, by experts qualified by scientific training and experience to evaluate the
effectiveness of the drug involved, on the basis of which it could fairly and responsibly be
concluded by such experts that the drug will have the effect it purports or is represented to
have under the conditions of use prescribed, recommended, or suggested in the labeling or
proposed labeling thereof."

Prior to 1962, even if a manufacturer presented no substantial evidence of effectiveness for a new
drug, the FDA could not, on that basis, prevent the new drug from entering interstate commerce.

To repeat: the provisions of the 1962 Drug Amendments Act were not applicable to vaccines
because of the blanket exemptions between PHSA-governed biological products and FDCA-
governed non-biological drug products and other exemptions for "investigational drugs" subject
to the PHSA.

*

By the 1967 print edition of the CFR, HEW secretaries had added "additional standards" for live,
oral polio vaccine and live and inactivated measles vaccines. "Additional standards" were later
added for live mumps vaccine (1969); pertussis vaccine (1969); diphtheria toxin for Schick test
(1969); live rubella vaccine (1970); typhoid vaccine (1970); tuberculin (1970); smallpox vaccine
(1972); and combination vaccines.

All of them were based on the Bliss-Webster-Armstrong-Enders-Salk-Smadel protocols:
unworkable and invalid simulations of standards for production and quality control testing of
bottled heterogeneous, dynamic biological processes, falsely presented as purified, stabilized,
immune-stimulating preventatives for diseases that are not caused by transmissible infectious
agents.

All of them were removed from the regulations in 1996, [61 FR 40153, Aug. 1, 1996] replaced by
non-binding Guidance for Industry documents prepared by the FDA, and manufacturer-generated
reports about Chemistry, Manufacturing and Controls, potency testing, and cGMP compliance
submitted with Biologics License Application packages.

In November 1969, Congress and President Nixon passed the Defense Authorization Act, funding
and setting up a reporting system for "research, development, test and evaluation and procurement
of all lethal and nonlethal chemical and biological agents."

A week later, on Nov. 25, 1969, Nixon gave a speech announcing US renunciation of first use of
lethal chemical weapons, incapacitating chemicals, and lethal biological agents and weapons
together with a plan to "confine its biological research to defensive measures such as immunization
and safety measures.

The same day Henry Kissinger, Chair, Joint Chiefs of Staff, issued National Security Decision
Memorandum 35, exempting from the renunciation of chemical weapons "the use of riot control
agents or herbicides," and exempting from the renunciation of bacteriological weapons, "research
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into those offensive aspects of bacteriological/biological agents necessary to determine what
defensive measures are required."

On Feb. 20, 1970, Kissinger issued NSDM 44, renouncing "the production for operational
purposes, stockpiling and use in retaliation of toxins produced either by bacteriological or
biological processes or by chemical synthesis," with the provision: "The United States military
program for toxins will be confined to research and development for defensive purposes only."

In 1970, Congress and President Nixon passed an act to establish a Commission on Population
Growth (PL 91-213) and the Heart Disease, Cancer, Stroke, and Kidney Disease Amendments to
the 1944 Public Health Service Act (PL 91-515) adding the word 'vaccine' to the list of regulated
biological products but not defining the term.

In 1971, US Army biological weapon production and testing facilities at Pine Bluff Arsenal,
Arkansas, were transferred to the FDA and renamed the National Center for Toxicological
Research.

By Federal Register notice published Feb. 25, 1972, Assistant HEW Secretary for Health and
Scientific Affairs Merlin K. DuVal, "concurrently re-delegated" the non-regulation of biological
products from the NIH Division of Biologics Standards to the FDA Bureau of Biologics and
published a memorandum of understanding signed by NIH Director Robert Q. Marston and FDA
Commissioner Charles Edward. (38 FR 4004) The HEW Secretary at the time was Elliot
Richardson, former Secretary of Defense, Attorney General, Secretary of Commerce and
Undersecretary of State.

By Federal Register notice published June 29, 1972, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Management (HEW) Wayne M. Wilson transferred the Division of Biologics Standards from the
National Institutes of Health to the Food and Drug Administration and renamed it the Bureau of
Biologics. (38 FR 12865)
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V. DISCUSSION

Public confidence in, and use of, vaccines and biological products is promoted through a shell
game in which there is no actual pea (regulatory functions or enforceable product standards) under
any of the shells, and the names of the fake-regulatory divisions are changed as the divisions move
across government departments along with their fake-regulatory or regulatory-simulation
functions.

In Section IV we described in more detail how imaginary or fictional peas are presented as real
peas, and how the shells are moved around to maintain the illusion that fictional peas are real.

As readers begin to absorb the information presented so far, and interpret the history of vaccination
campaigns and federal vaccine regulation acts and omissions, in light of the fundamental infirmity
of biological product regulation, there are two mechanisms we want to highlight.

Labeling acts and omissions are important because they occur at the point at which manufacturer
claims about a product, regulator endorsement of those claims, and consumer knowledge meet.

Lot release acts and omissions, under "Additional Standards" provisions, are important because
they occur at the point at which product manufacturer claims and regulator assessments and
endorsements meet.

The basic principle of product manufacturing regulation is that if starting materials and equipment,
human workers, processing methods and quality control testing of finished products are sound,
then finished products will also be sound, and those who buy and use the finished products can
trust that the products will work properly.

The drug manufacturing quality control system set up for non-biological drugs, in 1906, under the
Pure Food and Drug Act, is now operated under systems referred to as current Good Manufacturing
Practice rules (cGMP) drafted by national and international regulatory bodies; Chemistry,
Manufacturing and Controls (CMC) reports submitted by drug makers to regulators; and Critical
Quality Attributes (CQAs) established by the US Pharmacopeia-National Formulary and similar
organizations in other countries.

Again, the basic premise is that if a product maker starts with high quality raw materials and uses
a sound method for refining and shaping the materials into finished products, then the finished
products will also be of good quality, and that if the makers and regulators have developed valid
tests to check whether the finished product contains what it's supposed to contain, doesn't have
flaws or impurities, and does what it was designed to do, and those tests are properly conducted,
then the finished products will be of good quality and fit for human use.

This system works well for making good quality inanimate objects such as doorknobs, automobiles
and planes.

This system also works well for synthetic chemical drugs and drugs extracted from plants,
especially drugs consumed through the digestive tract and lungs. The identity and purity of the
starting materials of for synthetic chemical drugs and plant extracts are known and stable. The
process steps are knowable, controllable, and predictably reproducible. It is possible to make tests
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to check the identity and purity of the finished product, and it's possible to measure the metabolism
of the drug as it passes through a living creature, by measuring distinct, stable chemical metabolites
isolated from samples of saliva, exhaled breath, urine, feces and blood.

But for biological products propagated by higher biological organisms — bacteria, mammals and
human beings which only exist in living, communal, relational, dynamic and teleological forms —
the identity and purity of starting materials (living cells, tissues and organisms) is not known and
is not stable.

Process steps for biological product production include propagation of living organisms in nutrient
media, followed by steps purported to "inactivate" or "kill" the organisms while retaining active
biological function, followed by refrigeration to slow the biological processes still underway,
followed by thawing to speed up the biological processes, followed by injection of the material
into a living body to interact with ongoing biological processes inside the animal or human.

The precise character of these steps is not known, controllable or reproducible.

There exist no valid tests to assess or ensure the quality of finished products, or measure effects
through identifiable metabolites, for the same reason there exist no pure, stable starting materials
and no sound processing methods: higher biological organisms don't exist in isolation but in
community, and they don't exist in stable and determinate form but in living, indeterminate,
dynamic and teleological form.

The men and women who wanted people to trust biological products and vaccines, as if vaccines
had been made and regulated like doorknobs, bicycles and non-biological drugs, needed to set up
what looked like a standardized manufacturing and a quality control system, without actually being
substantive. They needed something that looked like the USP-NF drug recipes and quality control
system.

The "as-if" system they developed works through a handful of ways.

Regulations include the word "standards." But because starting materials don't have stable identity
or purity and the methods don't yield the products manufacturers and regulators claim they do,
biological products have no predictable, measurable effects. And because there exist no physical
measurement methods but only probability-based pretend "units" there can be no standards.

They're imaginary standards, or fictions.

Regulations then include words and phrases to render the fake standards inapplicable to products,
and other words or phrases to waive the applicability of the fake standards.

For example, by the 1958 printing of the Code of Federal Regulations, NIH Division of Biologics
Standards had added a section called "Additional Standards: Poliomyelitis Vaccine." Subsections
addressed methods of production, cultivation of virus, filtration, virus titer methods, inactivation
methods, tests for safety, potency tests involving inoculation and subsequent blood tests of
monkeys, interpretation of the titer test results, extraneous protein tests, as well as dosing, labeling,
dating, and samples and reports to be sent to DBS.
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The last section, "equivalent methods," stated that

"modification of any particular manufacturing method or process or the conditions under
which it is conducted as set forth in the additional standards...shall be permitted whenever
the manufacturer presents evidence to demonstrate that such modification will provide
equal or greater assurances of the safety, purity and potency of the vaccine as the assurances
provided by such standards, and the Surgeon General so finds and makes such finding a
matter of official record."

The "equivalent methods" were to be permitted in a context in which the baseline methods for
assurance of "safety, purity and potency" were, themselves, insubstantial and false.

The regulations authorized the substitution of new methods of performing the illusion of precise
product manufacturing and testing, for the original methods of performing the illusion of precise
manufacturing and testing.

Between 1947 and 1996, biological product regulations included "Additional Standards" sections
for trivalent organic arsenicals, and for vaccines purported to prevent polio, diphtheria, tetanus,
pertussis, measles, mumps, rubella, typhoid, smallpox and several other named, allegedly
communicable and allegedly vaccine-preventable diseases.

Then in 1996, FDA removed the "Additional Standards" sections from the biological product
regulations entirely, for both bacterial products (21 CFR 620 at the time) and for viral vaccines
(21 CFR 630 at the time). (61 FR 40153, Aug. 1, 1996) In their place, the FDA substituted dozens
of its own Guidance for Industry documents for drug manufacturers containing explicitly "non-
binding recommendations," and the Chemistry, Manufacturing and Controls (CMC) sections of
Biologics License Application forms submitted by manufacturers to FDA, thus authorizing
manufacturers to set their own product standards and set forth the quality control tests they (the
drug companies) claimed they (the drug companies) would use to assess final products for
compliance with the product standards they'd set for themselves.

What reasons did FDA give for the removal of "additional standards?"

“Regulations in this part are more appropriately specified in the product license. As
currently written, these regulations can be too restrictive for certain products because they
specify particular methodologies or standards when alternatives may be available that
provide the same level of assurance of safety, purity and potency. Allowing the product
standards to be specified in the product license will give manufacturers the flexibility to
improve their products and make appropriate changes to their methods of manufacture.
Therefore, these regulations may be unduly restrictive and are duplicative and
unnecessary.” (60 FR 53480, Oct. 13, 1995)

As of 2025, regulations authorizing drug makers to make post-approval changes to manufacturing
and quality control methods are located at 21 CFR 601.12.
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VI. SUMMARY

The research disciplines of virology and communicable disease epidemiology and the medical
practice of vaccination are fictions. Viruses, presented as unique, stable, transmissible organisms,
are fictional. Potency expressed as probability of inducing observable symptoms in exposed, living
organisms is fictional. Reference standard products, presented as suspensions containing unique,
stable, transmissible organisms, in whole or in part, as viable, inactivated or killed, are fictional.
Antibody titres as measures of infection status and immunity status are fictional.

For the first four decades of the biological product regulation scheme (1902-1944), most vaccines
were prepared and used at the city or state level.

By the end of World War II, cell and tissue culture methods; electrification and refrigerated storage
and transportation systems; synthetic chemical manufacturing methods; aerial and surface
chemical dispersion methods; mass-market magazine, film and television media; and data
centralization had been developed, mostly by American and German military and public health
officers, far enough to make possible national and international communicable-disease outbreak
simulations and vaccination campaigns.

Starting in 1947, fictional American product quality and quality control standards for biological
product manufacturing were published in the Code of Federal Regulations and reflected in license
applications submitted by manufacturers to federal regulators and in letters of approval and lot-
release documents issued by federal regulators to manufacturers.

Public Health Service and NIH officials in the early years, and FDA officials since 1972, have
played the role of performance directors: leading the cast and crew; supervising costumes, props,
advertising and promotional events; rewriting scripts and stage directions (changing terms and
definitions, adding, revising and deleting provisions), and shielding backstage areas from public
view.
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VII. Connections to US military chemical and biological warfare programs, and corroborating
reports published after 1972

Although not addressed in this series, records of American chemical and biological weapons
research and development programs, especially since the putative end of World War II, are also
relevant.

Diseases classified as communicable by executive declaration have, historically and at present,
been characterized as national security, public health and biological threats, whereby vaccine
development, manufacturing and deployment become "biodefense" programs conducted by and
within federal public health agencies, and by and within federal military institutions. Individuals
have moved between, and sometimes served simultaneously in military and public health offices.

Biodefense programs have been directed and conducted by individuals such as George W. Merck,
Henry L. Stimson, Ira Baldwin, Sidney Gottlieb, Paul Vories McNutt, Allen Dulles, Abram S.
Benenson, Robert McNamara, Abraham Ribicoff, Elliot Richardson, William D. Tiggert, Frank
Olson and Joseph Smadel.

Institutions involved include the Walter Reed Army Institute of Research, Department of Biologics
Research (now called Pilot Bioproduction Facility); National Defense Research Committee; Office
of Scientific Research and Development; War Bureau of Consultants; War Research Service
(embedded in the Federal Security Agency); Chemical Warfare Service; U.S. Army Biological
Warfare Laboratories at Camp (later Fort) Detrick (Maryland), including Special Operations
Division (SOD), founded in 1949 to conduct research on covert ways to use chemical weapons;
US Army Chemical Corps; Army Medical Department; Army Medical Unit; US Army Medical
Research Institute of Infectious Diseases (US-AMRIID); US Army Medical Research and
Development Command Unit (US-AMRDU); Pine Bluff (Arkansas) Arsenal; National Center for
Toxicological Research at Pine Bluff Arsenal; Vigo, (Indiana) Ordnance Plant; Dugway (Utah)
Proving Ground; Plum Island (New York) Animal Disease Center; National Bio and Agro-Defense
Facility (Manhattan, Kansas).
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Some corroborating reports published after 1972:

1980, Answers to Questions on Selected FDA Bureau of Biologics' Regulation Activities
(US General Accounting Office/GAO, Comptroller General

1985 to present, FDA Points to Consider and Guidance for Industry documents, which are
non-binding suggestions to manufacturers regarding materials and methods substituted for
inapplicable, unenforced non-standards of 21 CFR 620 and 630 and their precursors
("additional standards" for bacterial products and viral vaccines were removed by Federal
Register Notice, Revocation of Certain Regulations, Biological Products, 60 FR 53480; 61
FR 40153, effective Aug. 12, 1996)

2002, Jordan Report 20th Anniversary Accelerated Development of Vaccine 1982 to 2002
(NIH-NIAID, named for William S. Jordan)

2008, The dangerous impurities of vaccines, from the 2008 book Fear of the Invisible by
Janine Roberts, wherein she writes — "...It was thus a shock to discover from this top-level
scientific workshop that the viruses in our current vaccines are not in a sterile fluid as I had
presumed, but in a soup of unknown bits and pieces, a veritable witches’ brew of DNA
fragments, added chemicals, proteins and, even possibly prions and oncogenes, all of which
would easily pass through the filters used, to be injected into our children. Our vaccines, I
thus learnt, are not filtered clean but are suspensions from the manufacturers’ “incubation
tanks” in which the viruses are produced from “substrates” of mashed bird embryo, minced
monkey kidneys or cloned human cells. These suspensions are filtered before use but only
to remove particles larger than viruses. The point of the vaccine is that it contains viruses,
thus these must not be filtered out. This means there remains in the vaccine everything of
the same size or smaller, including what the manufacturers call “degradation products” —
parts of decayed viruses or cells. I also learnt that the only official checks made for
contaminants in vaccines are for a few known pathogens, thus ignoring a vast host of
unknown, unstudied, small particles and chemicals. These eminent doctors reported at
these vaccine safety meetings that it is simply impossible to remove these from our
common vaccines — and this would of course also apply to vaccines for pets, farm animals
and birds..."

2011, WHO manual for the establishment of national and other secondary standards for
vaccines, wherein it is written --"Biologicals are substances which cannot be fully
characterized by physico-chemical means alone, and which therefore require the use of
some form of bioassay...a laboratory procedure for the estimation of the nature or potency
of a material by means of the reaction that follows its application to some elements of a
living system (examples include animals, tissues, cells, receptors and enzymes). The
potency of the material being measured is often defined in International Units or, in some
circumstances, may be defined in terms of International System of Units (SI), by
comparison with the reaction of the system to a biological reference preparation..."

2011, US Supreme Court decision: Bruesewitz v. Wyeth, 562 U.S. 223 , wherein it is written
— "...the FDA has never even spelled out in regulations the criteria it uses to decide
whether a vaccine is safe and effective for its intended use..."

2016, Early Developments in the Regulation of Biologics (Food and Drug Law Journal,
Terry S. Coleman
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e 2017, New quality-control investigations on vaccines: micro- and nanocontamination,
International Journal of Vaccines and Vaccination, Antonietta Gatti and Stefano
Montanari

e 2018, Informed Consent Action Network (ICAN) v. US-HHS, stipulation, USDC, Southern
District New York, 18-cv-03215, wherein it is written “The [Department]'s searches for
records did not locate any records responsive to your request” for records of safety
monitoring for the national childhood vaccination program, under the 1986 NCVIA law,
between 1986 and 2018.

Supporting Documents for Section III - Scientific, Mathematical, Medical Misconduct

e 1913 - Anaphylaxis (Charles Richet)

e January 1934 - The method of probits, (Science, Charles Ittner Bliss)

e July 1939 - A mouse test for measuring the immunizing potency of antirabies vaccines
(Rockefeller Institute, Leslie T. Webster)

o September 1939 - The experimental transmission of poliomyelitis to the Eastern cotton rat
(US-PHS Public Health Report, Charles Armstrong)

o December 1939 - Successful transfer of the Lansing strain of poliomyelitis virus from the
cotton rat to the white mouse (US-PHS Public Health Reports, Charles Armstrong)

e 1970 - Health Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons (World Health Organization)

e January 1949 - Cultivation of the Lansing Strain of Poliomyelitis Virus in Cultures of
Various Human Embryonic Tissue (Science, John F. Enders, Thomas H. Weller and
Frederick C. Robbins, paywalled by AAAS)

o August 1949 - Cultivation of Poliomyelitis Virus in Cultures of Human Foreskin and
Embryonic Tissues (Proceedings of Society for Experimental Biology and Medicine,
Thomas H. Weller, Frederick C. Robbins and John F. Enders, paywalled by SagePub)

e Nov. 1953 - Public Health Aspects of the New Insecticides, American Journal of Digestive
Diseases, Morton Biskind. References include DDT Poisoning and X Disease in Cattle, J.
Am. Vet. Med. Assoc. (Biskind, 1949) and DDT Poisoning and the Elusive "Virus X,"
American Journal of Digestive Diseases (Biskind, 1949)

e 1954.06.01 — Propagation in Tissue Cultures of Cytopathogenic Agents from Patients with
Measles (Nature, John F. Enders and Thomas C. Peebles, paywalled by SagePub)

e March 1955 - Effects of Routine Immunization of Children and Triple Vaccine
(Diphtheria-Tetanus-Pertussis), American Journal of Public Health, Johannes Ipsen and
Harry E. Bowen

e Aug. 1955 - Technical Report on Poliomyelitis Vaccine (US-PHS Public Health Reports)

e 1957 - The Poisoned Needle (Eleanor McBean)

e June 2015 - Dismantling the Virus Theory (Stefan Lanka)

e Jan. 2020 - The Misconception Called Virus Part 1 (Stefan Lanka)

e Feb. 2020 - The Virus Misconception Part 2 (Stefan Lanka)

e March 2020 - The Virus Misconception Part 3 (Stefan Lanka)

e April 2020 - Initiators of Corona Crisis: Virologists Who Claim the Existence of Disease-
Causing Viruses are Committing Scientific Fraud and Must Be Prosecuted (Stefan Lanka)

e Nov. 2020 - The Misinterpretation of Antibodies (Tracey Northern translation of July 2020
German report)

e May 2021 - The Germ Theory, an Idiots Guide; PDF (Tracey Northern)
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e May 2021 - Contagion, Fact Checked; PDF (Tracey Northern)

e May 2021 - Going Viral, A Recipe for Disaster; PDF (Tracey Northern)

e June 2021 - The Amino Age and The New abNormal Doctors; PDF (Tracey Northern)

e Oct. 2021 - The Lansing Strain of Polio Jamie Andrews ViroLIEgy; PDF (Jamie Andrews)

e Sept. 2024 - The second shot, or what do vaccinators and sewer rats have in common?
Reviewing Charles Richet's work on anaphylaxis, awarded the Nobel Prize in 1913. (Sasha
Latypova)

e Sept. 2024 - On vaccination as intentional induction of chronic and acute anaphylaxis.
(Katherine Watt, condensed transcript of Latypova-Ruby discussion).

o Sept. 2024 - Vaccine-induced food allergies: turning [even organic and healthy] food into
poison (Sasha Latypova)

o Sept. 2024 - Antibodies and surrogate endpoints: more pieces of the scientific and
regulatory fraud puzzle. Translation of July 12, 2020 German report: Misinterpretation of
Antibodies, republished November 2020 by Northern Tracey. (Katherine Watt)

e Oct. 2024 - Anaphylaxis, Alpha-gal, Pasteur, Richet, Voltaire... and the Queen of England.
(Sasha Latypova)

e Nov. 2024 - The Spanish Flu Hoax & The Rosenau Contagion Study (Jamie Andrews)

e Nov. 2024 - Methods of deceit underlying pathology, virology and genetics Jamie Andrews
of the Virology Control Studies Project, interviewed by Sasha Latypova, condensed
transcript; PDF (Katherine Watt)

o Jan. 2025 - Probit, probability unit as related to public deception campaigns, vaccines and
other biological and chemical weapons. (Katherine Watt)

e Feb. 2025 - The Polio Hoax (Aldhissla)

o Feb. 2025 - Rabies Recipes: How sane doctors were defeated by the insane scientists 140
years ago. (Sasha Latypova)

Supporting Documents for Section IV - Legal Misconduct

e July 1944 - Public Health Service Act of 1944 (PL 78-410)

e Smallpox Vaccination in the Philippines 1905-1920

o Dec. 2020 - The Spanish Flu, a blueprint for 2020; Fort Riley, KS (Tracey Northern)

e July 2022 - Toxicology vs Virology: The Rockefeller Institute and the Criminal Polio Fraud
(William Engdahl)

e Aug. 2018 - Human Experimentation in Public Schools: How Schools Served as Sites of
Vaccine Trials in the 20th Century (Will D. Schupmann)

e March 1946 - Executive Order 9708 (Harry S. Truman)

e 1947 version, federal Biologic Products regulations (Code of Federal Regulation)

o 1949 version, federal Biologic Product regulations (Code of Federal Regulations)

e Oct. 1998 - A calculated risk: the Salk polio vaccine field trials of 1954 (Marcia Meldrum)

o Aug. 1955 - Polio Vaccination Assistance Act - PL 84-377

e Aug. 1955 - Technical Report on Poliomyelitis Vaccine (US-PHS Public Health Reports)

o Feb. 1956 - Act to extend the Polio Vaccination Assistance Act - PL 84-411

o 1958 version Biologic Products regulations (Code of Federal Regulations)

e 1960 version Biologic Products regulations

e Oct. 1962 - Kefauver-Harris Drug Amendments of 1962 (PL 87-781)

e Oct. 1962 - Vaccination Assistance Act (PL 87-868)
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1967 version Biological Products regulations

1968 version Biological Products regulations

1969 version Biological Products regulations

Nov. 1969 - US Policy on Chemical Warfare and Bacteriological/Biological Research
Programs (National Security Decision Memorandum 35, Henry Kissinger)

Feb. 1970 - US Policy on Toxins (National Security Decision Memorandum 44, Henry
Kissinger)

1970 version Biological Products regulations

1971 version Biological Products regulations

1972 version Biological Products regulations

Feb. 25, 1972 - Division of Biologics Standards: In the Matter of J. Anthony Morris
(Nicholas Wade, Science, paywalled by JSTOR)

March 3, 1972 - Division of Biologics Standards: Scientific Management Questioned
(Nicholas Wade, Science, paywalled by JSTOR)

March 10, 1972 - DBS: Officials Confused over Powers (Nicholas Wade, Science,
paywalled by JSTOR)

March 17, 1972 - Division of Biologics Standards: The Boat That Never Rocked (Nicholas
Wade, Science, paywalled by JSTOR)

March 28, 1972 - GAO report: Problems Involving the Effectiveness of Vaccines

April 7, 1972 - DBS: Agency Contravenes Its Own Regulations (Nicholas Wade, Science,
paywalled by JSTOR)

June 30, 1972 - DBS Scientist to Head New [FDA] Vaccine Bureau (Nicholas Wade,
Science, paywalled by JSTOR)

Feb. 25,1972 - 1972.02.25 37 FR 4004 HEW Notice redelegation biologics NIH 42 CFR
73 adding FDA concurrent redelegation

June 29, 1972 - 1972.06.29 37 FR 12865 HEW Notice transfer NIH-DBS to FDA and
upgrade to Bureau biologic regulation effective 1972.07.01

July 13,1972 - 1972.07.13 37 FR 13724 HEW FDA Statement of Organization, Functions,
Delegation, Bureau of Biologics

Aug. 9, 1972 - 1972.08.09 37 FR 15993 HEW Notice transfer regulation biologic from
NIH 42 CFR 73 (later select agent toxin program) to FDA as 21 CFR 273 (later 21 CFR
600-680)
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March 2025

St. Joseph. Jusepe de Ribera
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March 4, 2025 - On state bills to deny state and local jurisdiction to World Health
Organization and United Nations.

Email from reader

Subject line: Keep the WHO out of Georgia - HB 5709 ...I am wondering if it’s possible
to know whether a bill is what they are saying it is without knowing legalese...I am sure
there are several other states trying to pass similar bills...Before I pass this on to family
and friends, I want to make sure it’s not embedded with other codes that actually imprison
us even more. Could you give me your opinion?

My reply

Thank you for sending this email. I can say a few things about it. Very briefly, I think these bills
are symbolic gestures, but not aimed at substantive reform.

The problem is that all of the things the WHO and UN want, as far as control, are exercised by
means of public health emergency laws in each state. WHO and UN don't need to have direct
jurisdiction over a state or local government, so long as the state and local governments have
themselves enacted state and local laws that require their agents (state and local health officials)
to implement specific quarantine and treatment policies and programs in the event that a state or
local executive (i.e. a governor or a state health department secretary) declares a public health
emergency and triggers the deployment of all the public health emergency powers and legal
immunities.

The enemys, so to speak, is much closer to home than in the UN or WHO. I've written a handful of
posts on these issues, most of them linked at the bottom of these two, which are overviews of
where I think bills like Georgia HB570 go off-target.

o April 17,2024 - Globalist misleaders focus public attention on WHO International Health
Regulations to distract people from understanding and repealing federal and state public
health emergency law.

o Sept. 20,2024 - Federal and state poison-legalizing laws and quarantine laws matter more
than the UN, WHO and the THR.

The approach I think is better targeted, is to try to get state legislatures to repeal the public health
emergency laws they themselves (the state legislatures) put in place. There was a first round of
state adoption of these laws around 1976, after the Three-Mile Island incident, and then another
round starting roughly in 2001, after 9/11. (It’s also useful to try to get Congress to repeal the
federal public health emergency laws).

e March 28, 2024 - Repeal state public health emergency, emergency management, and
communicable disease control laws. PDF version.”

% https://www legis.ga.gov/legislation/70653
0 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/2024 .03-repeal-state-public-health-emergency-
emergency-management-communicable-disease-control-laws.pdf
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In the last two years or so, I've participated in a handful of orientation meetings for people who
thought they might be interested in working at this level in several states, but have not seen much
follow-up.

So, to the extent that you are interested in trying to build public understanding, I think you can use
HBS570 as a conversation starter, and you can say that it may be a good symbolic move, but that
those kinds of bills are also a bit misleading, because they suggest that the enemy is outside the
US government (which passed and uses the federal enabling laws) and the state and local
governments (which passed and use the state and local enabling laws), when in fact, the enemy
and his enabling laws are embedded inside the US and state governments. ..

*

April 17, 2024 - Globalist misleaders focus public attention on WHO International Health

Regulations to distract people from understanding and repealing federal and state public health
emergency law.

A few weeks ago, I got an email asking for my views on international and US domestic law, as
related to state bills attempting to protect state citizens from forced communicable disease
surveillance, reporting, quarantine (apprehension and detention), and treatment, including
vaccinations.

The email writer referred, as an example, to Louisiana Senate Bill 1337 “to disallow the exercise
of jurisdiction by certain international organizations” including the World Health Organization,
and similar proposed bills.”

I think it’s a good idea for state lawmakers to draft, introduce and vote for bills that help each state
lawmaker go on public record as denying that officials representing the United Nations, World
Health Organization, and other supranational entities have legal jurisdiction over American
citizens living in American states.

However, such laws are not enough to protect Americans from officials representing American
state governments, and the US federal government, exercising domestic legal jurisdiction, under
American federal and state law, to surveil, report, apprehend, detain and poison Americans under
‘public health emergency’ pretexts.

Louisiana citizens, for example, are currently subject to communicable disease surveillance,
reporting, quarantine, and treatment, including vaccination, within their own state and country,
under federal communicable disease control law (42 USC 264,42 CFR 70,42 CFR 71, and related
statutes, regulations and executive orders”) and under Louisiana state communicable disease
control law and policy, enforceable by Louisiana public health and law enforcement officers.

" https://legiscan.com/LA/text/SB133/2024
72 https://standforhealthfreedom.com/state-sovereignty-v-the-who/
73 https://bailiwicknews.substack .com/p/on-the-historical-development-and
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See, for example: 29 LRS 764A(2)(e) and A(4)(c)’ and related laws and communicable disease
control program guidelines.”

Louisiana citizens are also currently subject to surveillance, reporting, quarantine and vaccination
under existing law if they choose to travel abroad, under the federal laws as implemented by other
countries' governments to execute the terms of the WHO International Health Regulations treaty.

In my view, fights around the WHO pandemic treaty and WHO IHR amendments are distraction
maneuvers to occupy the time and energy of people who might otherwise work on repealing or
nullifying federal and state public health emergency and communicable disease control law.

Seven federal public health emergency, communicable disease control, biological product
licensing and vaccination laws that should be repealed by Congress, and nullified by state
legislatures:

Quarantine and Inspection, 42 USC §264 to 272 (in effect since 1944)

Chemical and Biological Warfare Program, 50 USC §1511 to 1528 (since 1969)
Licensing of Biological Products, 42 USC §262 to 263 (since 1944)

Public health emergencies, 42 USC § 247d to 247d-12 (since 1983)

National Vaccine Program and National Vaccine Injury Compensation Program, 42 USC
§300aa-1 to 300aa-34 (since 1986)

Expanded access to unapproved therapies and diagnostics program, 21 USC §360bbb to
360bbb-8d (since 1997)

7. National All-Hazards Preparedness for Public Health Emergencies, 42 USC §300hh-1 to
300hh-37 (since 2002)

SNE L=

o

Tools Congress members and state lawmakers can use to repeal and nullify the federal laws, and
the state versions of same:

e Ending National Suicide Act’®; Notes’’
o Repeal state public health emergency, emergency management, communicable disease
control laws”®; Notes”

™ https://www legis.la.gov/legis/Law .aspx ?p=y &d=207680

75 https://1dh.la.gov/assets/oph/Center-PHCH/Center-PH/immunizations/sanitarycode.pdf

76 https://bailiwicknewsarchives files.wordpress.com/2023/12/ending-national-suicide-act-without-links-formatted.pdf

7 https://bailiwicknews.substack.com/p/ending-national-suicide-act

"8 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/2024 .03-repeal-state-public-health-emergency-
emergency-management-communicable-disease-control-laws.pdf

7 https://bailiwicknews.substack .com/p/repeal-state-public-health-emergency
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Sept. 20, 2024 - Federal and state poison-legalizing laws and quarantine laws matter more than the
UN. WHO and the ITHR. Congress and state legislatures have the political authority to repeal

poison-legalizing laws and quarantine laws. Lawmakers choose not to acknowledge their authority
and choose not to use it.

Reader questions received a few days ago, about efforts to get Congress to withdraw US from
United Nations.

I’ve addressed this in several posts, linked below.

Whether the US government in 1945 validly ratified and signed the UN charter as a treaty, and
whether or not Congress repeals one or more of the presumed ratification acts, my view is that the
UN and UN-WHO directors (and their non-public handlers) have always been interested in
creating redundancy by using international agreements — whether validly ratified or not — as the
political basis for obtaining compliance from national lawmakers, and state-level lawmakers
within each nation, to install enforceable versions of the terms of the international agreements.

The one-world atheist technocratic bankers’ government has no visible law enforcement
mechanisms, although they do use the US military through its personnel, weapons and bases all
around the world; the Bank for International Settlements and national central banks, through their
control of financial transactions and currencies; and the World Trade Organization, through its
control of commercial contracts. Those three banker-controlled supranational entities (with a
handful of others) enforce the terms of specific commercial contracts such as the Pfizer vaccine
supply contracts with national governments around the world.

In other words, it doesn't matter what the UN, WHO or IHR texts say in themselves. They have
already been used to generate military and economic momentum (see previous paragraph) and also
political momentum for getting Congress and all 50 US states (and other countries’ governments)
to adopt federal and state laws that are enforceable, including all of the "public health emergency'
preparedness and response laws.

This is the main point on which my work differs from the social, political and economic organizing
work of those who refuse to discuss the federal and state laws already on the books.

Their silence on the existing federal and state laws is the basis on which I assess their work as non-
credible.

They want to keep public attention on largely irrelevant, unenforceable international legal
instruments, to keep it away from extremely relevant, enforceable, deceit-, mutilation- and murder-
legalizing federal and state kill box statutes, fake-regulations, and case law.
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Related

e Nov. 13,2023 - Opportunities for US state lawmakers to shield their populations from the
next 'public health emergency'-predicated federal assaults.

e Jan. 10, 2024 - On international and US legal instruments governing "adjustment of
domestic legislative and administrative arrangements" and exercise of political authority
during declared public health emergencies.

e Jan. 20, 2024 - On the historical development and current list of 'quarantinable
communicable diseases.'

e Jan. 22,2024 - On the omission of the July 28, 1945 Senate ratification vote, from a draft
Congressional repeal bill purporting to withdraw the US from the United Nations.

o April 2,2024 - Help state and federal lawmakers understand the legal predicaments created
and maintained by international and domestic public health emergency law.

o April 5,2024 - Congressional acts passed between 1990 and 2022, implementing the World
Health Organization, International Health Regulations (2005)

e April 19,2024 - Current Congress members have legal authority and moral agency to stop
vaccine-mediated mutilation and killing programs worldwide. That's why so many people
work so hard to make it difficult for Congress members to understand the authority they
hold in their hands, and to use it.

e May 7,2024 - Pandemics are fake. Federal and state public health emergency kill box laws
can be repealed and nullified.

e June 13,2024 - Parsing "Yay, we did it!" informational misdirection campaigns.
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March 7, 2025 - Why I read the Summa Simplified
Response to some reader questions about why I read aloud from the Summa Simplified book®’:

As a non-Catholic, how does this all pertain to me? Why should I look at it? Why is this
writing of St. Thomas so important? As with much of the canon, it is simply too long to
wade into hoping to be able to eventually figure out whether it holds anything for me. A
distillation or summary would be helpful, if you have a link.

As with all of what I publish at Bailiwick, no reader is obligated to read it, look at it or listen to it.
I offer it for anyone for whom it is of interest.

Catholic teaching pertains to you because you have a soul, the eternal salvation of which is of
interest to me, and should be of interest to you.

The things I'm reading aren't St. Thomas himself. The Summa Simplified®! is an abridged or
condensed version, written in English by two priests and published in 1952, of the full Summa
Theologica written in Latin by St. Thomas Aquinas between 1265 and 1274.

The reason I'm reading that out loud, and not something else, is because I came across it in the
collection of my late father's Catholic books when I was struggling last November with the
magnitude of the deception I was reading about in the biological product law.

When I began reading the English translation of St. Thomas's main work, I found opportunities for
intellectual rest because it's words about what is true, and thus the opposite of, or balm for, the
reams of painful false words (better known as lies) that ['ve been immersed in for most of the last
four years.

It may not be as useful or as comforting for others, as it has been for me. But to the extent I'm
asking Bailiwick readers to also immerse themselves in a lot of very painful, very false, very
deliberately misleading information as I write about the vaccination deception campaign, I wanted
to also offer one possible resting place for readers to also rest.

Readers of course can find comfort and rest in many other things that they read and do.

As far as even more brief summaries of the Summa Theologica, the Wikipedia entry®? offers a very
brief overview.

I've heard good things about Peter Kreeft's Summa of the Summa®. I bought a copy a few years
ago, but have not been able to do more than look at a few specific chapters so far.

8 https://bailiwicknews.substack .com/p/read-aloud-the-summa-simplified-pages

81 https://tanbooks.com/products/books/my-way-of-life/?srsltid=AfmBOor9uL 1 utAJd-
ou26mzHOXJdfvOMVyW 1pLITNfpZU8fde30jziHP

82 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Summa_Theologica

83 https://archive.org/details/peter-kreeft-summa-of-the-summa
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I also have a copy of the full English translation of the Summa, but again, have only been able to
use it for looking up specific topics that I wanted to know how St. Thomas treated.

St. Thomas's work is important for my work overall, because of his importance in the history of
the Catholic faith, and his explanations of Catholic doctrine. My work is done against that all-
encompassing backdrop, because the deception campaign surrounding vaccination is one part of
the ancient war of Satan against Christ and against mankind as God's creation.

For more information about St. Thomas's importance for Catholic moral teaching and formation
of conscience, I found the papal encyclical Studorium Ducum?®* very helpful.

8 https://www .papalencyclicals.net/pius11/p1 Istudi.htm
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March 15, 2025 - Congressional elimination of judicial review and preemption of state law
to enable interstate trafficking in intentionally harmful 'covered countermeasures.'

42 USC 247d-6d(b)(7) and 42 USC 247d-6d(b)(8)

Response I gave to a reader who sent me a link to Ray Flores' recent piece: Legal Opinion - PREP
Allows for Two Different Causes of Action.%

I think Flores’ interpretations of the text of 42 USC 247d-6d and suggested legal strategies are
incorrect, false and misleading in several different ways. My views are based on my reading of the
federal PREP Act law and my reading of federal and state court decisions in cases interpreting and
applying the PREP Act to covered countermeasure products and to acts of manufacture and use or
non-use of such products as committed by manufacturers and health care workers.

For the time being, I’m limiting my comments to pointing again to 42 USC 247d-6d(b)(7) and
(b)(8), which preempt all access to state and federal courts for review and overturning of HHS
Secretary actions, and preempt all access to state law for review and overturning of any HHS
Secretary action pertaining to a covered countermeasure.

42 USC 247d-6d(b)(7) - Judicial review. No court of the United States, or of any State,
shall have subject matter jurisdiction to review, whether by mandamus or otherwise, any
action by the [HHS] Secretary under this subsection.

42 USC 247d-6d(b)(8) - Preemption of State law. During the effective period of a
declaration under subsection (b) [unilateral, unreviewable HHS determination that a
disease constitutes a ‘public health emergency’ combined with declaration recommending
manufacture, testing, development, distribution, administration, or use of ‘covered
countermeasures’], or at any time with respect to conduct undertaken in accordance with
such declaration, no State or political subdivision of a State may establish, enforce, or
continue in effect with respect to a covered countermeasure any provision of law or legal
requirement that—

(A) is different from, or is in conflict with, any requirement applicable under this
section; and

(B) relates to the design, development, clinical testing or investigation, formulation,
manufacture, distribution, sale, donation, purchase, marketing, promotion,
packaging, labeling, licensing, use, any other aspect of safety or efficacy, or the
prescribing, dispensing, or administration by qualified persons of the covered
countermeasure, or to any matter included in a requirement applicable to the
covered countermeasure under this section or any other provision of this chapter,
or under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act...

85 https://rayfloreslaw .substack.com/p/legal-opinion-prep-allows-for-two
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Under these conditions, which have been in place without interruption since January 2020 for
Covid-19 countermeasures and remain in place (current amendment extends these conditions
through Dec. 31, 2029%), the only inquiries any state or federal court will make, upon receiving a
civil or criminal case involving a covered countermeasure and manufacture or use of it by a
covered person or qualified person or program planner, all classified as such by unilateral HHS
Secretary action without any requirement for evidence or any opportunity for evidentiary review
or overturning, are whether the item is or is not classified as a covered countermeasure; whether
the person did or did not make or use the product; and whether the person is or is not classified as
a covered person, qualified person or program planner, or reasonably believed him or herself to be
a covered person or qualified person or program planner.

If the product is classified as a covered countermeasure and was made or used by a covered person,
qualified person or program planner, then the inquiry stops there and the case is dismissed, because
the state or federal court has no jurisdiction, because Congress stripped jurisdiction by statute.

There is no further evidentiary review as to the product’s development, production and use, the
harmfulness of its contents, or the knowledge, intent or culpability of the covered person or
qualified person who made or used it.

It's just a legally-authorized kill product, used by a legally-authorized killer.

If it's not a covered countermeasure, then the case might proceed to further discovery or evidentiary
review.

Under HHS Secretary PREP Act actions, all Covid products are covered countermeasures, and all
the people who make and use them are qualified persons or covered persons.

The PREP Act and related laws are written to make a legal box in which legalized mutilation and
killing can take place, by precluding all possibility of authentic, rigorous, adversarial, public
evidentiary review in scientific and judicial venues, because the scientific and legal evidence
supporting covered countermeasures, vaccines and vaccination programs cannot withstand any
scrutiny at all without collapsing.

Upon scrutiny, the products are instantly exposed as intentionally harmful, their development and
promotion instantly exposed as intentionally fraudulent, and the laws enabling their manufacture,
trafficking and use are instantly exposed as immoral, treasonous and void from the beginning.

For as long as Congress, US Presidents, HHS secretaries, drug manufacturers, drug regulators,
judges, lawyers, physicians, pharmacists and nurses can forestall evidentiary review, they can and
will continue legally lying to legally induce homicidal and suicidal behavior, including acts of
vaccine administration, and acts of submission to vaccination.

8 https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2024-12-11/pdf/2024-29108 .pdf
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Related

March 24, 2022 - Project Bioshield Act of 2004 and PREP Act of 2005. Legal immunity
for Pfizer, Moderna, hospitals, nursing homes, pharmacies, clinics, nurses, doctors,
pharmacists.

April 7,2022 - Re: “judicially-unreviewable.”

April 8, 2022 - Note to Attorney Aaron Siri re: US statutes nullifying US Constitution. -
“...A commenter...asked about “willful malfeasance” as a way for plaintiffs to get around
the liability protections for the products (vaxxes) and the people involved in developing,
manufacturing, distributing and administering them. I wrote back: “My understanding is
that the people who wrote the statutes — probably pharma lobbyists and WHO technocrats
on behalf of financial elites — wrote them carefully to split apart the people who knew
how deadly the shots are (the corporate executives, attorneys and researchers) from the
people who would actually administer them (the nurses, pharmacists and doctors). So they
wrote in two prongs plaintiffs must prove for defendants to be culpable: “willful
misconduct” (knowingly engaging in bad behavior like clinical trial fraud or adding toxic
ingredients to vials) and “proximate” to injury and death (being near in time and space to
the victim). The corporate executives and researchers knew but weren’t proximate, because
they didn’t personally inject victims. The nurses and pharmacists were proximate to the
injuries (delivered the injections) but didn’t know about the clinical trial fraud and
adulterated contents of the vials...”

Dec. 6, 2023 - More on the workings of the war machine running on public health
emergency determinations, PREP Act license-to-kill declarations, and EUA
countermeasures.
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March 17,2025 - Erwin Chemerinsky letter to Senate, Dec. 20, 2005, on unconstitutional
PREP Act.

Erwin Chemerinsky®’ submitted a letter, dated Dec. 20, 2005, to Senator Patrick Leahy, which was
entered into the Congressional Record dated Dec. 21, 2005.

2005.12.21 Congressional Record PREP Act discussion S14233 to 142408
2005.12.21 Congressional Record PREP Act discussion S14241 to 14254 Chemerinsky®’
2005.12.21 PREP Act Senate Roll Call*®

2005.12.30 Department of Defense, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations to Address
Hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act - PL 109-148, 119 Stat.
2818. Synopsis from Bailiwick American Domestic Bioterrorism Program timeline:
“...Division C at last 14 pages: Public Readiness and Emergency Preparedness (PREP)
Act. Amended Public Health Service Act. Established power of Secretary of Health and
Human Services, during self-declared public health emergency under Section 319, to
unilaterally issue declarations recommending “manufacture, testing, development,
distribution, administration, or use of one or more covered countermeasures.” Codified at
42 USC 247d-6d(b). Added more detail on liability shields for pandemic and epidemic
products and security countermeasures. Set pre-suit hurdle requiring HHS to first bring
claims against defendants, and bar private claims until after HHS claims resolved...Set
liability standard at willful misconduct, “establishing a standard...more stringent than
negligence in any form or recklessness,” requiring proof defendant 1) intentionally
engaged in misconduct 2) proximate to victim’s injury or death. Established just-following-
orders defense for vaccinators and others in the chain of distribution...”

Sen. Leahy voted later the same day (Dec. 21, 2005) with 92 other senators to commit treason and
pass the military funding and hurricane recovery bill to which the PREP Act had been attached.

87 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Erwin_Chemerinsky

88 hittps://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/2005.12.2 1-congressional-record-prep-act-
discussion-s14233-to-14240 .pdf

8 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/2005.12.21-congressional-record-prep-act-
discussion-s14241-to-14254-chemerinsky .pdf

% https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/2005.12.21-prep-act-senate-roll-call.pdf
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Leahy introduced Chemerinsky’s letter.

Mr. LEAHY. Late Sunday night [Dec. 18, 2005] , Republican leadership slipped language
[PREP Act] into a lengthy appropriations conference report that will immunize drug
companies against reckless misconduct and will impede our ability to protect our citizens
from the threatened avian flu pandemic. This provision is a gift to the drug manufacturers
and will likely have a devastating effect on our ability to protect our constituents.

Under the guise of a threatened pandemic, this legislation goes far beyond the scope of
vaccine preparedness and includes language that is far more sweeping than any language
previously passed by the House or the Senate. Instead of focusing on protecting American
families from avian flu or ensuring that victims of any untested vaccine will be
compensated for their injuries, the provision simply shields drug companies from any
culpability for injuries caused by its actions. The scope of this immunity is so expansive
that once the Secretary of Health and Human Services has declared a public health
emergency even for a future threat, drug companies would not be held accountable for any
injuries or deaths caused by the drugs they manufacture, including drugs that are not
specifically used in a pandemic context. This is disgraceful and will deter Americans from
taking vaccines and drugs if we ever experience a health crisis.

The only exception to the broad immunity given to drug companies in this proposal is the
possibility that a victim could prove that the company acted with *‘willful misconduct.”’
Knowingly committing health violations would not even suffice to state a claim. Knowing
violations as well as gross negligence would be immunized from accountability. Even if
the drug company acted with the intent to harm people, it would nevertheless be immune
from criminal conduct unless the Attorney General or Secretary of Health and Human
Services initiates an enforcement action against a drug company that is still pending at the
time a personal claim is filed. That is unbelievable.

I question whether such a role for the Secretary of HHS is even constitutional. Since when
do we in Congress allow a political appointee of the administration to determine when, and
if, someone injured by willful misconduct can be compensated for their injuries?

Professor Erwin Chemerinsky sent a letter yesterday that outlines his concerns regarding
the constitutionality of the provision and I ask that his letter be made part of the
[Congressional] Record.
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Chemerinsky’s letter, recorded at S. 14247°!:

I understand that the Congress is considering legislation that has been denominated as the
‘‘Public Readiness and Emergency Preparedness Act.”” This legislation would give the
Secretary of Health and Human Services extraordinary authority to designate a threat or
potential threat to health as constituting a public health emergency and authorizing the
design, development, and implementation of countermeasures, while providing total
immunity for liability to all those involved in its development and administration.

In addition to according unfettered discretion to the Secretary to grant complete immunity
from liability, the bill also deprives all courts of jurisdiction to review those decisions. Sec.
[(b)(7).] I write to alert the Congress to the serious constitutional issues that the legislation
raises.

First, the bill is of questionable constitutionality because of its broad, unfettered delegation
of legislative power by Congress to the executive branch of government. Under the
nondelegation doctrine, Congress may provide another branch of government with
authority over a subject matter, but ‘‘cannot delegate any part of its legislative power
except under the limitation of a prescribed standard.”” United States v. Chicago, M., St. P.
& P.R.Co.,282U.S.311, 324 (1931).

Recently, the Supreme Court endorsed Chief Justice Taft’s description of the doctrine: ‘the
Constitution permits only those delegations where Congress ‘shall lay down by legislative
act an intelligible principle to which the person or body authorized to [act] is directed to
conform.””” Clinton v. City of New York, 524 U.S. 417, 484 (1998)(emphasis in original),
quoting J.W. Hampton, Jr., & Co.v. United States, 276 U.S. 394,409 (1928).

The breadth of authority granted the Secretary without workable guidelines from Congress
appears to be the type of ‘‘delegation running riot’’ that grants the Secretary a ‘‘roving
commission to inquire into evils and upon discovery correct them’’ of the type condemned
by Justice Cardozo in A.L.A. Schechter Poultry Corp. v. United States, 295 U.S. 495, 553
(1935)(Cardozo, J., concurring).

Second, the bill raises important federalism issues because it sets up an odd form of federal
preemption of state law. All relevant state laws are preempted. Sec. [(b)(8)]. However, for
the extremely narrow instance of willful (knowing) misconduct by someone in the stream
of commerce for a countermeasure, the bill establishes that the substantive law is the law
of the state where the injury occurred, unless preempted. Sec. (e)(2).

The sponsors appear to be trying to have it both ways, which may not be constitutionally
possible. The bill anticipates what is called express preemption, because the scope of any
permissible lawsuits is changed from a state-based to a federally based cause of action. See
Beneficial Nat’l Bank v. Anderson, 539 U.S. 1, 8 (2003).

o1 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/2005.12.21-congressional-record-prep-act-
discussion-s14241-to-14254-chemerinsky .pdf
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Usually, that type of ‘‘unusually ‘powerful’’” preemptive statute provides a remedy for any
plaintiff’s claim to the exclusion of state remedies. Id. at 7 (citation omitted). Here, rather
than displace state law in such instances, the bill adopts the different individual laws of the
various states, but amends them to include a willful misconduct standard that can only be
invoked if the Secretary or Attorney General initiates an enforcement action against those
involved in the countermeasure and that action is either pending at the time a claim is filed
or concluded with some form of punishment ordered.

Such a provision raises two important constitutional concerns. One problem is that this
hybrid form of preemption looks less like an attempt to create a federal cause of action than
an direct attempt by Congress to amend state law in violation of Erie Railroad Co. v.
Tompkins, 304 U.S. 64 (1938) and basic principles of federalism. Although Congress may
preempt state law under the Supremacy Clause by creating a different and separate federal
rule, see Crosby v. Nat’l Foreign Trade Counc., 530 U.S. 363, 372 (2000), it may not
directly alter, amend, or negate the content of state law as state law. That power, the Erie
Court declared, ‘‘reserved by the Constitution to the several States.”” 304 U.S. at 80.

It becomes clear that the bill attempts to amend state law, rather than preempt it with a
federal alternative, when one realizes that States will retain the power to enact new
applicable laws or amend existing ones with a federal overlay that such an action may only
be commenced in light of a federal enforcement action and can only succeed when willful
misconduct exists. The type of back and forth authority between the federal and state
governments authorized by the bill fails to constitute a form of constitutionally authorized
preemption.

The other problem with this provision is that the unfettered and unreviewable discretion
accorded the Secretary or Attorney General to prosecute an enforcement action as a
prerequisite for any action for willful misconduct violates the constitutional guarantee of
access to justice, secured under both the First Amendment’s Petition Clause and the Fifth
Amendment’s Due Process Clause. See Christopher v. Harbury, 536 U.S. 403, 415 n.12
(2002).

In fact, the Court has repeatedly recognized that ‘‘the right of access to the courts is an
aspect of the First Amendment right to petition the Government for redress of grievances.’’
Bill Johnson’s Restaurants v. NLRB, 461 U.S. 731, 741 (1983), citing California Motor
Transport Co. v. Trucking Unlimited, 404 U.S. 508, 510 (1972).

First Amendment rights, the Supreme Court has said in a long line of precedent, cannot be
dependent on the ‘‘unbridled discretion’” of government officials or agencies. See, e.g.,
City of Lakewood v. Plain Dealer Pub. Co.,486 U.S. 750, 757 (1988). At the same time,
the Due Process Clause guarantees a claimant an opportunity to be heard ‘‘at a meaningful
time and in a meaningful manner.”” Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U.S. 545,552 (1965).

The obstacles placed before a claimant, including the insuperable one of inaction by the
Secretary or Attorney General, raise significant due process issues. The Supreme Court has
recognized that official inaction cannot prevent a claimant from being able to go forth with
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a legitimate lawsuit. See Logan v. Zimmerman Brush Co., 455 U.S. 422 (1982). The
proposed bill seems to reverse that constitutional imperative.

Third, the complete preclusion of judicial review raises serious constitutional issues. The
Act, through Sec. 319F-3(b)(7), expressly abolishes judicial review of the Secretary’s
actions, ordaining that ‘‘[n]o court of the United States, or of any State, shall have subject
matter jurisdiction,”’ i.e., the power, ‘‘to review . . . any action of the Secretary regarding’’
the declaration of emergencies, as well as the determination of which diseases or threats to
health are covered, which individual citizens are protected, which geographic areas are
covered, when an emergency begins, how long it lasts, which state laws shall be preempted,
and when or if he shall report to Congress .

The United States Supreme Court has repeatedly stressed that the preclusion of all judicial
review raises ‘‘serious questions’’ concerning separation of powers and due process of law.
See, e.g., Johnson v. Robison, 415 U.S. 361 (1974); see also, Oestereich v. Selective
Service System Local Board No. 14, 393 U.S. 233 (1968); McNary v. Haitian Refugee
Center, Inc.,498 U.S. 479 (1991); Reno v. Catholic Social Services, 509 U.S. 43 (1993).

Judicial review of government actions has long regarded as ‘‘an important part of our
constitutional tradition’’ and an indispensable feature of that system, Lehnhausen v. Lake
Shore Auto Parts Co.,410 U.S. 356, 365 (1973).

The serious constitutional issues raised by this legislation deserve a full airing and counsels
against any rush to judgment by the Congress. Whatever the merits of the bill’s purposes,
they may only be accomplished by consideration that assures its constitutionality.
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March 17,2025 - Senators Kennedy, Biden, Clinton, Byrd, denouncing PREP Act on Dec.
21, 2005, and then committing treason by voting for it the same day.

Senator Edward Kennedy:

...Over these last several months in the Senate we have addressed the issue of a potential
epidemic, the pandemic flu. There have been two areas of leadership. One has been in our
[Health, Education, Labor and Pensions] HELP Committee under the chairmanship of
Senator Enzi and Senator Burr, where we have tried to work out a whole approach to deal
with the area of epidemics and bioterrorist attacks, and another with the leadership of
Senator Harkin, who had asked that we commit some $8 billion to be able to purchase
vaccines and also antiviral drugs for influenza.

I attended the NIH announcement by the President of the United States when he actually
requested $7.1 billion to prepare for a flu pandemic. Those funds were going to be used for
public health, first of all, to be able to detect flu outbreaks overseas; secondly, to be able
to detect them here at home; then to be able to build containment capacities, what we call
‘‘surge’’ capacity; and, also to have a generously funded vaccine program, and also an
antiviral program.

That is really where we were before the Defense appropriations bill.

A number of us on the HELP Committee had a series of negotiations to try to make a
bipartisan recommendation to the Senate. We did so on pensions, on higher education, on
work-force, and on Head Start. We were able to do so in a number of different areas. And
we were moving ahead toward making a recommendation in issues related to the purchase
of vaccines and antivirals. There are two important issues to consider with the purchase of
pandemic influenza vaccine and antivirals. One is the danger to an individual that is going
to take those vaccines or antivirals; and the other is the risk those dangers raise for the
companies that produce them. One is the compensation issue, and the other is the liability
issue.

We have dealt with these issues on several occasions. We dealt with them with respect to
the swine flu. We dealt with these issues with smallpox. We dealt with these issues for
childhood vaccines.

One thing we know from experience is, if you do not have an adequate compensation
program, no matter how much money you put in for the purchase of vaccines or of
antivirals, the program is not going to work. There has to be an assurance that, if first
responders and others are going to go out there and take their chance with these new
vaccines or other drugs, that if they become grievously ill or sick or even die there will be
some compensation for them and for their families for lost wages and medical costs and
the like. And there has to be the assurance to the first responders and others that those
vaccines are not going to be produced negligently. Otherwise, they will not take the risk of
using the vaccines or drugs. That is the framework.
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We have to ask ourselves, for the liability and compensation provisions that have been put
in the Defense appropriations bill, how do they line up with what has been successful in
the past, with bipartisan efforts? These provisions fail in every respect of the word.

First, there is a compensation program that is not funded. It is not funded. It will depend
upon future appropriations. If you want to buy a pig in a poke, buy that particular provision.
All you have to do is ask my friend from Utah, Senator Hatch, how we have funded the
compensation program for the downwinders. Over a long period of time, we did not have
the required payments for them, when we know, as a direct result of governmental action,
we adversely affected tens, even hundreds, of thousands of downwinders in the State of
Utah and in the West more broadly. We have not measured up to our responsibilities to
them, and the compensation program before us now is no more adequate. And as a
consequence, this compensation program is not going to work.

Not only that, what have we done with regard to the manufacturers? What kind of immunity
have we given to them? It’s really extraordinarily broad, effectively complete. What they
call the ‘‘bad actor’” provision describes the circumstances in which the immunity from
liability fails. And it’s really very narrow, because a company’s actions have to meet a very
narrow definition of willful misconduct.

Page 12 of this 40-page liability section says in order to have any kind of liability, you have
to have willful misconduct. This is an act or omission that is taken intentionally to achieve
a wrongful purpose; knowingly without legal or factual justification; and in disregard of a
known or obvious risk that is so great as to make it highly probable that the harm will
outweigh the benefit.

As if that isn’t clear, and narrow, enough, on the same page, underneath this language, is a
rule of construction. This rule says that this language establishes a standard for liability
more stringent than a standard of negligence in any form or recklessness. So companies
are not deterred from acting recklessly, or with gross negligence.

Now that is pretty narrow, but apparently it isn’t narrow enough. Right here on page 12, it
says that the Secretary of Health and Human Services, in consultation with the Attorney
General, must issue regulations that further restrict the scope of actions or omissions that
may qualify as willful misconduct.

So “‘willful misconduct,”” which should just mean intentional, isn’t good enough.

Well, at least we have solved that, right, to make it as narrow as possible? Wrong. Go down
to the standard of evidence. The bill changes the standard of evidence in the various trials,
to ‘‘clear and convincing evidence.”’ That is at the bottom of page 13.

The bill defines a very narrow standard of willful misconduct, and it sets a very high
standard of evidence. Shouldn’t that be enough? Wrong. You don’t have a case against a
company under these provisions unless the FDA begins an enforcement case against that
company. So if FDA goes ahead and begins the case, you have a chance, right? Wrong
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again. FDA has to bring it and conclude it successfully before you have any right to proceed
with your case.

A person might think, I am not very satisfied with how this liability provision has worked,
maybe I will appeal to the courts of this country, right? Wrong. There is absolutely no, no,
no, no judicial review when the Secretary of Health and Human Services grants a company
immunity by issuing a declaration. No judicial review of that. And there is no judicial
review of FDA’s decision not to bring an enforcement action. So it is whatever the
administration says, whatever the Secretary says, whatever the head of the FDA says, with
changed and gimmick rules. This is a sham. There is no possibility of liability here.

Now, we would say, OK, this is bad, but this liability protection is limited to just a few
products, right, products that few of us will ever have to use? It actually applies to
products — vaccines, drugs, diagnostic tests — for epidemics. We rarely have to worry about
epidemics, right? Well, who defines ‘‘epidemics’’? It is rather interesting who defines
epidemics. Senator Domenici says diabetes is an epidemic. Senator Frist himself says meth
abuse is an epidemic. Bill Frist himself said obesity is an epidemic. Senator Bond says
arthritis is an epidemic.

This week in Newsweek Magazine, the Secretary of Health and Human Services, who is
going to enforce this provision, says this: “We’re seeing an epidemic of chronic diseases.
Obesity is just one example.”

So how many diseases are going to be considered epidemics? A lot, perhaps, but at least
we say that is all right, because it is just going to apply to drugs for that particular epidemic
disease, right? Wrong again. This provides the same kind of liability protections for any of
the drugs or anything else that deals with the side effects of the products for that epidemic
disease.

My goodness. Generally around here we measure who the winners are and who the losers
are. And we have seen over the last year and a half how the drug companies come out on
top, time and time and time and time again. But never, never, never, ever, ever like they
have with this sweetheart deal that was stuck into this conference report after the assurances
had been given to the conferees that there were no provisions in it with regard to liability.

The Medicare drug law made it illegal for the Government to negotiate prescription drug
discounts for seniors. They do it in the VA system, and drug prices for the VA are lower.
But we weren’t able to permit the government to negotiate drug prices for seniors. The
Republican Congress blocked legislation to allow importation of safe and less expensive
drugs.

And now we find in this biodefense and pandemic flu provision liability shields for
companies that make dangerous drugs, with no compensation for injured patients.

That is a scandal. It has no business being in this bill. The Judiciary Committee requested
an opportunity to examine it. It was rejected. We have had no hearings on this particular
provision. It is the wrong thing to include in this legislation.
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Let me share what one of our colleagues has said about childhood obesity:

The responsibility for this growing epidemic rests with us—the American consumer. We
need to get serious about fighting fat.

Let me cite you the language of the provision, the broad definition on page 31 of what gets
liability protections under this bill. It says: ‘‘Qualified pandemic or epidemic product’
means any drug, biological product, any device to diagnose, mitigate, prevent, treat, or cure
a pandemic or epidemic or limit harm from the pandemic or epidemic. And the term
includes not only those products, but any other product, any other product that is produced
to deal with the side effects of those products.

This is a scandal. It is a giveaway. It is outrageous. It is rare, if ever, that we give this kind
of privileged status to any industry in the country, and give this kind of authority and power
solely to one branch of the Government. There is no second guessing. There is no judicial
review. There is no further involvement of the Congress. That is basically and
fundamentally wrong and we are asking and committing $3.7 billion to go down this road.
It is outrageous and it is wrong.

I am sure that as soon as the Secretary of Health and Human Services issues what is called
a declaration for a pandemic or epidemic to give immunity from liability to vaccines or
other products, there is going to be a charge to the courts. The constitutionality of this
provision is going to go into the Federal district courts and the circuit courts of appeal.

Included in the [Congressional] Record is legal authority that I believe shows that this
provision, the way it is drafted, is absolutely unconstitutional because of the indefiniteness
of the criteria under which the executive branch makes decisions and because there is the
real possibility and likelihood of serious in- jury to individuals without any right to go to
court or for judicial review of declarations.

This provision is going to be challenged along the way. We want to tell those in the bio
industry —and they are healthy in my State and I have worked with them—if you want to
work with us to get an effective compensation program, as we did in the past with smallpox
or childhood vaccines, if you want to get an effective provision to deal with liability, one
that is responsible and that responsible drug manufacturers will welcome, then we are more
than willing to welcome you and to work with you.

But I think we can be certain that this provision will not be effective, and it is misleading
the American people to say we are making a downpayment in the development of vaccines
for the reasons I have mentioned this evening.

Slipping a provision into a major spending bill late at night at the end of Congressional
session is a trick to shield from public debate a provision that is so wrongheaded that it
would never stand public scrutiny.

The Republican congressional leadership has snuck yet another special favor to drug
companies into the defense appropriations bill.
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It is an outrageous provision that has nothing to do with protecting our troops, and it should
be dropped from the bill.

This provision allows drug companies to flagrantly disregard basic safety measures in
making a broad range of drugs or vaccines, while giving patients who are injured by shoddy
products only an empty promise of compensation.

It is cynical to claim that this is what is needed to deal with avian flu.

Drug industry advocates will say that this debate is about trial lawyers, and we have heard
phrases like ‘‘jack- pot justice’” and ‘‘runaway juries,”” and tales of endless lawsuits
against the firms that make the vaccines. But that couldn’t be further from the truth: Senator
Dodd and I offered a plan that included important legal protections for drug companies that
make experimental flu vaccines and other drugs needed to respond to a pandemic or a
bioterrorism attack as well as a compensation program modeled after the Vaccine Injury
Compensation Program that already works well for childhood vaccines.

Our proposal follows the successful examples of the past. For swine flu, for the smallpox
vaccine and for childhood vaccines, the Government has set up a way to compensate the
injured. Whenever Congress has provided an alternative to liability in the past, there has
always been an assured means for patients to receive compensation.

The current proposal violates that past practice.

It twists and turns the law to stack the deck against patients, and abrogates basic principles
of judicial review. It is no wonder the provision’s authors hid it from public debate and
didn’t let the Senate Judiciary Committee even look at the proposal before it was jammed
into the massive conference report.

If they had allowed our Judiciary Committee to examine this proposal, we would have
quickly seen its constitutional flaws. I received a detailed analysis of this provision from
Professor Erwin Chemerinsky, who is the Alston and Bird Professor of Law and Political
Science at the Duke University School of Law.

According to his analysis, the provision gives the Secretary of HHS ‘‘unfettered discretion
. . to grant complete immunity from liability’’ while also ‘‘depriving all courts of
jurisdiction to review those decisions...”’
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Senator Joseph Biden:

Mr. BIDEN. ...I rise to express my surprise and deep-seated opposition to the so-called
Public Readiness and Emergency Preparedness Act, which is included in the Defense
Department Appropriations bill.

This provision would give the Secretary of Health and Human Services authority to provide
almost total immunity from liability to the makers of almost any drug, and to those who
administer it.

While the measure’s proponents portray it as a simple tool to make sure we have sufficient
vaccine available in the case of an avian flu pandemic, the actual language of the provision
is far broader than that, and it therefore poses a danger to all Americans.

The actual provision permits immunity for the makers of virtually any drug or medical
treatment. All the secretary need do is declare that it is a ‘‘countermeasure’’ used to fight
an epidemic. One solitary person gets to decide what is a countermeasure and what is an
epidemic. There is nothing to prevent the declaration of immunity for, say, Tylenol. There
is nothing to prevent a declaration that, say, arthritis is an epidemic.

What’s more, this is no typical grant of immunity. No, the breadth of this provision is
staggering. A drug maker can be grossly negligent in making or distributing a drug, and
still escape liability. It can even make that drug with wanton recklessness and escape scott-
free after harming thousands of people.

In fact, under this provision, the only way a victim could still recover compensation from
a drug maker for a dangerous drug or vaccine would be to prove ‘‘willful misconduct,’”
and then only by ‘‘clear and convincing evidence.”” What this means is that, for a victim
to be able to be compensated by the company that harmed him, he must prove that they
committed a crime...

Is this the sort of justice system that Americans desire?

The answer to this question seems clear from the way this provision was inserted in the
larger bill. No hearings were held on this language; no Committee vote was taken; no bill
passed the House or the Senate. Not even the House and Senate conferees had a chance to
give input on this provision. Indeed, I'm told it was inserted in the dead of night, after
conferees had al- ready signed the conference report!

Perhaps the folks who secretly inserted this provision in the dead of night knew that it was
overly broad, as I’ve discussed; perhaps they knew that it was constitutionally suspect, as
has been noted by at least one prominent law professor; or perhaps they just knew that, if
this provision ever saw the light of day, the American people would not stand for such
secrecy and injustice.

This should not be how we conduct the business of the American people, and we will all
suffer if this provision is permitted to go forward.
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Senator Hillary Clinton:

I would like to take this opportunity to object to insertion of a provision in the Department
of Defense appropriations bill that would provide sweeping immunity protections to
pharmaceutical manufacturers. I know that this provision is being billed as a simple
liability protection to help those who would manufacture avian flu vaccine, but it is nothing
of the sort. I support limited liability protections for manufacturers to help cover their risks
in developing products that our Nation will need in case of emergency. However, this
provision would grant immunity to all claims of loss, including death and disability, for a
broad range of products, including any drug that the Secretary designated as one that would
limit the harm caused by a pandemic—a definition so broad as to encompass nearly any
drug.

This immunity is not subject to judicial review. It preempts any State laws that provide
different liability protections or that may provide stronger consumer safety protections for
pharmaceutical products. In fact, the only exception to this immunity is for actions of
““willful misconduct,”” which is so narrowly defined that it would only apply to cases where
a company intentionally set out ‘‘to achieve a wrongful purpose . . . in disregard of a known
or obvious risk that is so great as to make it highly probable that the harm will outweigh
the benefit.”’

The provision requires the Secretary and the Attorney General to narrow the scope of
willful misconduct even further and states that for any FDA-approved product, willful
misconduct will not apply unless the Government is already taking action against the
manufacturer for such misconduct.

If the Government is providing complete immunity to manufacturers, how are those who
may be injured to seek compensation in case of injury? This provision sets up a ‘‘Covered
Countermeasure Process Fund,’” but fails to provide any money for this fund. We all
recognize that in a public health emergency, we may need to seek whatever protections we
can find to prevent widespread death and disease —but those who are asked to take these
products are told that if they are injured, their only recourse is to seek compensation from
a fund which currently has no money to award.

I am also gravely concerned by the fact that this provision was included in the
appropriations bill without following the process for passing legislation used by this
Chamber. This authorizing — authorizing, not appropriating — language was never
considered, let alone agreed to by the Senate. It was never agreed to by the HELP or
Judiciary Committees, which have jurisdiction over this matter. It is a mockery of the
legislative process. I believe that the American people are ill-served by Congress when
controversial and potentially harmful provisions can simply be inserted without undergoing
the open deliberations and debate that are fundamental to the democratic process and are
designed to protect our citizens from special interests and back-room dealings. This
provision should be stripped from the bill.
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Senator Robert Byrd:

...I continue to have serious concerns about the avian flu-related liability provisions that
were slipped into the conference report without debate. These liability provisions did not
appear in either the House- or the Senate-passed bill. These provisions were not in the
materials presented to the conference committee during its deliberations. It was not until
the dead of night on this past Sunday, after signatures had already been collected on the
conference re- port, that the Republican majority slipped these provisions into the bill
before the Senate today. What an insult to the legislative process.

It makes sense for Congress to take steps to encourage companies to develop and
manufacture lifesaving flu vaccines. Manufacturers and health professionals acting in good
faith to protect the public health, by developing and distributing critical vaccines, should
not be unfairly penalized for their efforts to protect the American people from the horrors
of a pandemic disease.

However, our country has a moral obligation to look out for those who may become
seriously ill as a result of these vaccines. We are talking about the lives of real American
people. There ought to be compensation available to those persons who may suffer adverse
effects from these kinds of vaccines.

But the liability amendment slipped into the bill does not contain any meaningful
provisions establishing a fair compensation system to protect vaccine recipients.
Americans who pull up their sleeves to receive an emergency flu vaccine must be provided
with some assurance that they would not face economic catastrophe should they be harmed.
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March 19, 2025 - On the absence of legal and scientific standards of evidence for public
health emergency and emergency countermeasure determinations and declarations by
HHS Secretary.

Jessica Hockett responding to Erwin Chemerinsky letter to Senate, Dec. 20, 2005, on
unconstitutional PREP Act

I find the timing of this and connection to hurricane (Katrina) recovery incredibly
interesting and not-insignificant. There are numerous connections between Katrina (2005)
and the initial COVID event (2020).

Needless to say, Hurricanes “hit.”
Viruses do not.

KW: To some extent hurricanes “hit.” But also, apparently natural disasters are also manipulated
to make them more disastrous. For example, by demolishing levees. Orchestrated, unilaterally-
declared “Public health emergencies” of all sorts — hurricanes, pandemics, others — are
facilitated by the same sets of laws. And each event is used to drive the Congressional passage of
the next legal instruments to concentrate power and wealth even more.

JH: Yes, I agree 100%. TPTB ‘need’ these disasters and emergencies for many evil reasons and
they are, indeed, orchestrated and coordinated - including between countries.

Tangent - I know you are very busy, but I am curious about how you would characterize the “15
Days to Slow the Spread” decree from a legal standpoint. I hold certain views about it as an
instrument of propaganda but, as I said here,”” “The legality of such a decree—how it falls within
the bounds of executive power—and the federal government’s ability to declare a threat without
demonstrating its existence before taking emergency action have never been fully explained.”

KW: Very briefly, my understanding is that the legality is based in the absence of any legal
requirement to demonstrate, with material evidence, the existence of anything.

The wording of the PHE laws is such that simple statements, by the HHS Secretary, that a threat
“exists,” or might exist in future, made without any testable factual claims, are legally sufficient.
There is no evidence required. It’s just emergency-by-unilateral-declarations and determinations.
And that’s also why the laws are specifically written to preclude evidentiary testing by courts or
Congress, and to make it so that the only way that a threat can stop existing, is if the HHS secretary
says it doesn’t exist anymore.

There’s no legal requirement to produce any evidence to support the declaration that something
exists, so there’s no evidentiary standard that an HHS secretary can be challenged for not having
met. HHS secretary could say that unicorns exist, and pose a threat, and that would be enough.

%2 https://www.woodhouse76.com/p/16-march-2020-15-days-to-slow-the
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It’s very difficult to convey that the non-presence of provisions in the laws and the presence of
provisions blocking judicial review and Congressional oversight, are more important than the
provisions that are in the laws.

It’s a shell game con or illusion in which there’s nothing under the cups at all, and no requirement
that there be anything under the cups, and no opportunity for anyone to lift up the cups and see
that there’s nothing under them.

LUE AAYL, WIEIE A€ AUUIVIILEU W UE APPIUPLIALEU W UIE DECLELALY
(acting through the Director of the Centers for Disease Control and Sec. 319F-3
Prevention) such sums as may be necessary for each of the fiscal
years 2001 through 2005. Such authorization of appropriations is
in addition to other authorizations of appropriations that are avail-
able for such purpose.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 166

tered or used in accordance with the conditions described
in paragraph (3)(C).
(5) EFFECT OF DISTRIBUTION METHOD.—The provisions of

SEC. 319. [247d] PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCIES.
(a) EMERGENCIES.—If the Secretary determines, after consulta-
tion with such public health officials as may be necessary, that—
1) a di or disord a public health emer-
gency; or
(2) a public health emergency, including significant out-
reaks of infectious diseases or bioterrorist attacks, otherwise

P

exists,
the Secretary may take such action as may be appropriate to re-
spond to the public health emergency, including maﬁing grants,
srovidi.ng awards for expenses, and entering into contracts and con-
lucting and supporting investigations into the cause, treatment, or
prevention of a disease or diso: as described in paragraphs (1)
and (2). Any such determination of a &l;blic health emergency ter-
minates upon the Secretary declaring that the emergency no long](:r
exists, or upon the expiration of the 90-day period beginning on the
date on which the determination is made by the Secretary, which-
ever occurs first. Determinations that terminate under the pre-
ing may be r y the S y (on the basis of
the same or additional facts), and the preceding sentence applies
to each such renewal. Not later than 48 hours after making a de-
termination under this subsection of a public health emergency (in-
cluding a renewal), the Secretary shall submit to the Congress

this section apply to a covered countermeasure regardless of
whether such countermeasure is obtained by donation, com-
mercial sale, or any other means of distribution, except to the
extent that, under paragraph (2)(E) of subsection (b), the dec-
laration under such subsection provides that subsection (a) ap-
plies only to covered countermeasures obtained through a par-
ticular means of distribution.

(6) REBUTTABLE PRESUMPTION.—For purposes of paragraph
(1), there shall be a rebuttable presumption that any adminis-
tration or use, during the effective period of the emergency dec-
laration by the Secretary under subsection (b), of a covered
countermeasure shall have been for the category or categories
of diseases, health conditions, or threats to health with respect
to which such declaration was issued.

(b) DECLARATION BY SECRETARY.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO ISSUE DECLARATION.—Subject to para-
graph (2), if the Secret: makes a determination that a dis-
ease or other health condition or other threat to health con-
stitutes a public health emergency, or that there is a credible
risk that the disease, condition, or threat may in the future
constitute such an emergency, the Secretary may make a dec-
laration, through publication in the Federal Register, recom-

mending, under conditions as the Secretary may specify, the

facture, testing, devel distribution, administra-
tion, or use of one or more covered countermeasures, and stat-
ing that subsection (a) is in effect with respect to the activities
s0 recommended.

written notification of the determination.
(b) PuBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY FUND.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in the Treasury a
fund to be designated as the “Public Health Emergency Fund”
to be made available to the Secretary without fiscal year limi-
tation to carrv out subsection (a) onlv if a public health emer- P2 TG o~y G W R Y S S Tl [t

Related

e Sept. 27, 2022 - On why Biden’s comment that ‘the pandemic is over’ doesn’t lift the
bioterrorist police state jackboot off our necks.

e March 22, 2023 - On the utility, for inducing peaceful compliance with violent globalist
control-and-kill programs, of presenting fake threats as real. Plus war criminal Xavier
Becerra extends the public health emergency, effective March 15, 2023, using slightly-
different wording.

e April 11, 2023 - Biden rescinding Trump-Biden Proclamation 9994 under 1976 National
Emergencies Act does not terminate Azar-Becerra’s Public Health Emergency authorities
under 1983 PHE amendment to the 1944 PHSA. Becerra and his successors will extend
the PHE until they no longer need it to kill people with pseudo-legal impunity. Or until
Congress, federal judges or states repeal or nullify the enabling acts.

e Aug.28,2023 - March 15,2023 and May 11,2023 HHS Dictator-Secretary determinations
and declarations.

e Dec. 6, 2023 - More on the workings of the war machine running on public health
emergency determinations, PREP Act license-to-kill declarations, and EUA
countermeasures.
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March 19, 2025 - History of Public Health Laws as a Method of Control - Interview with
Mike Dakkak (Transcript)

Video at Rumble®?

Mike Dakkak: ...We were just talking before we hit the record button here. You and your work are
kind of a person and work after my own heart because I am constantly searching for context. I
think it's a very, very important part of explaining the situation that we find ourselves in writ large.
You have just written a five-part series on the history of public health laws in the country®* and it's
so thought-provoking, so congratulations my friend. That's really, really good. Tell us about what
the impetus was for writing it. What led you down this path?

Katherine Watt: A couple different things. I think, even before heading down this path, when I was
still mostly focused on emergency use authorization pathways and the Covid vaccines specifically,
I realized, because of the way the legal research was going, that the stuff I was finding covered
more kinds of vaccines and more kinds of biological products than just the ones that had come out
since 2020.

Then the specific impetus was, I think, in December of 2023, I found a Federal Register notice that
had basically shut down inspections by FDA officials of biological product factories effective May
of 2019. The way that that regulation was done was something called a direct final rule, or, they
tried to do it as a direct final rule. So as soon as I started trying to understand what that was, I
realized more things about how the pre-2020 biological product regulation system was just as
nonsense as the post-2020.

MD: This is what intrigues me about this. Because we love to ask as a nation, and I put myself
squarely in this category, Well, geez, how did we get here? How did we get to this place where
someone like Fauci can come out and tell us that we can't see our loved ones or you can't go to
funerals or you can't celebrate thanksgiving any longer?" And then when we have discussions like
this, we call that getting into the weeds. But getting into the weeds is how we got here. I think it's
important to connect those dots because you know who cares about the weeds? Communists.
People who are trying to overthrow the country. Those are the people in the weeds. So we better
get ourselves in the weeds, because we may not care about the weeds, but boy, our enemies do,
don't they?

KW: They certainly do. Yes. Yeah.

MBD: So again, the work kind of speaks for itself. You mentioned vaccines and viruses. I was taken
with this. How about the fact that there is no legal definition anywhere on the books for a vaccine
or a virus? And you kind of had to come up with your own, which I thought was stellar, by the
way.

%3 https://rumble.com/v6qgsnti-in-the-news-with-mike-dakkak .html

% Legal history of non-regulation of biological products (Katherine Watt and Lydia Hazel)
https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/2025 .04 .02-subject-series-book- 1-biological-product-
non-regulation-no-identity-no-standards-no-compliance-no-enforcement.pdf
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KW: Yeah, those were working definitions at the beginning. I would probably modify them a little
bit. And I should say, too, the series was co-written with a woman named Lydia Hazel. She also
was very interested in the topics. And so if she had not been co-writing it with me, I could not have
done it at all because it was so difficult to spend so much time with such disgusting laws.

There is a definition of vaccine that's in the tax code. And it's a non-specific definition. It just says
a vaccine is a product that is intended to prevent one or more diseases. It's based on the intent of
the person that's using it. It has no corresponding material reality or characteristics that you can
assess in any way. And virus also has the same kind of circular, self-referential definitions, but
nothing that you can pin down.

MD: Isn't that kind of a blaring oversight? That's something that dominates so much of our lives
these days. There's no, we can't, as a society, have not agreed to a specific definition for --. You
know what that reminds me of? That reminds me of years and years ago when the United Nations
slowly started changing the definition of the word pandemic. And now it just basically means
whatever they decide it is. I kind of feel like a similar phenomenon is happening there. I kind of
feel like these terms are left um deliberately ambiguous and those are things that are exploited by
people who are bad actors.

KW: I would just say they're deliberately ambiguous from the beginning. It's not an oversight. It's
intentional. They're written that way because the people who are going to use the words and going
to use the documents written with the words are engaging in the projection of an illusion and they
need the words to be flexible enough that they can project any illusion that's useful to them at any
given time. And they can change the definitions to make the illusion more realistic as people start
to figure out different pieces of it. So it's not an oversight. It's intentional and that's why I think
it's, I would anticipate or speculate or whatever, that it's never going to change. They're never
going to put a specific definition of vaccine into the law, and they're never going to put a specific
definition of virus because they can't. Those things are not specific material objects.

MD: I think that is so smart, and I think that you just hit upon a really, really important point From
the beginning. I mean, they have this design from the very beginning. I imagine as you were going,
because there's a lot of material that you had to cover. I'm not surprised at all. You and I have been
talking for months about this appearance. And now that I see the finished product, I'm not surprised
at all that it took you this long. This was really, really rigorous. Was this information readily
available? How far did you have to dig to get all this stuff?

KW: It's all public information, but it is not easy to find. Lydia did the earliest work going through
the National Archives websites and the Library of Congress websites to track down the, she started
early on looking at the funding bills. When did Congress give money for different types of things?
Because early on she was -- and I think a lot of people are -- like, follow the money is the way to
track things down. I think that's true to a certain extent. But it's also follow the definitions, follow
the changing definitions, follow the people who are assigned the pretend task of pretend regulating,
because that also moved across different departments and different agencies. We learned a lot
about what is available online through the Library of Congress websites. Then as time goes on, it
gets a little bit easier because the closer you get to now, the more things are digitized and digitized
in searchable formats and stuff like that. But then at that point it gets more difficult because there's
such a volume of information.
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MD: You know, I tell myself every day I'm not going to be shocked by what I find or what I hear.
And every day, somehow, by this time of the day, I manage to be shocked by what I find and what
I'hear. I imagine that that must have been kind of true for you almost on a daily basis going through
a project like this.

KW: Yes. And especially at the beginning, like I said, December 2023, when it first hit me that
they had shut down the inspection process and that even when the inspection process had been in
place, it was also fake then. And so they were, they were deregulating a thing that was a pretense
of regulation. So there were all these layers and layers and layers. And the most difficult part is
the emotional processing of how much hatred the people who put the whole thing together have
for the people that were their targets. But that's the thing I have the most trouble with. That's the
thing that makes it hard to look at the stuff, makes it hard to think about the stuff, makes it hard to
write about the stuff. Because their hatred is so all-encompassing and it comes through so clearly
in everything that they did and are still doing. So, yeah.

MD: I think that's spot on. I heard the phrase recently, someone on the show called it generational
evil. Because this has been going on for decades, centuries, as you lay out. And it's really hard to
believe. I like to tell myself that I've gotten rid of my normalcy bias and I don't ask the question,
well, they couldn't be doing that. No, they can. But still, you come across something like this and
you're like, my gosh, how could it? Do you know how difficult it is? I mean, I can't sustain a lie
for more than three days. These people have been doing it for 300 years. I struggle to explain it. I
really do.

KW: Yeah. And I think that's a protective mechanism in some way, too. You can't function as a
human being without some level of trust, but I have the same thing where it's like I think that I've
got my head around it, and then I lose it again because it's so upsetting.

MD: I want to talk about, there's a couple of quotes that I really got my wheels turning here. And
again, the whole thing, the whole series is really thought provoking, but you write right here in
part one, you say, "the scientific disciplines of microbiology, bacteriology, virology, immunology,
and epidemiology developed in a mutually reinforcing way with the development of
communicable disease, quarantine, and biological product law." And then you go on to write,
"lawmakers have relied on authoritatively delivered but false claims made by scientists and
statisticians to build public support for and compliance with federal public health programs and
products from the roots in the late 1700s and early 1800s through modern global pandemic
preparedness and response programs, COVID-19 and the current avian influenza fraud."

I think that's important because it's important to point out that right from the very beginning, as
you mentioned a moment ago, these folks understood the power that viruses and vaccines and
pandemics have to control a society.

I think it clicked right from the very beginning. Is that where your research led you to as well?

KW: Yes, and with a number of other pieces, but the third most significant one that struck me as I
worked on it was their understanding of media. Their understanding of how to use telegraph in the
mid 1800s because they could get allegations of disease outbreaks across the Atlantic before the
ships arrived at the ports in the United States or the ports in Europe so that the quarantine officers
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on either end could be prepared to not let the people and the goods off of the ships based only on
what somebody at the other end had said with the telegraph. And then that moved on into mass
market newspapers, mass market magazines, then it moved into radio, then it moved into film, and
then it moved into television.

And that's why I think the 1955 polio campaign was the first simultaneous nationwide fraud of,
there is this, what they call the communicable pathogen of polio, there is this treatment or
preventative that they called the polio vaccine, and they could project that simultaneously into the
majority of American homes through television, which they had not had in the majority of homes
until the mid-1950s.

And then I connect that now to the reason why they could do what they did internationally to the
fact that they have the Internet now and they can project the same images, the same backdrops, the
same actors, the same scripts, the same lines, the same props, everything into the smartphone that's
in everybody's pocket all around the world. So I would say it's the three things, the science fraud,
the mass media projection ability and the laws.

Then there's others I put that in the series too, but the media one was the one that really clicked
somewhere in the process of this.

MD: Well, I think that's a very interesting point. I don't know if any of this is possible without the
media, without mass media.

KW: It's not, because prior to the 1950s, the most they could do was citywide and statewide, or
like in a small country, because they had to get the people in the community to believe that there
was an outbreak and to be able to see that with their own eyes and people getting sick and whatever.

It wasn't until World War II and then as film and television and the film strips that they could put
in at the beginning of films, like the news, blah, blah, blah. That made it possible to make it a
national campaign instead of just a state or a city public health department.

MD: Let's talk a little bit about the role that propaganda plays, because this quote kind of jumped
off the screen and hit me square between the eyes. You quote Dr. Richard Day, who in 1969 says,
"everything has two purposes. One is the ostensible purpose, which will make it acceptable to
people. And second is the real purpose, which would further the goals of establishing the new
system and having it." Is that as evil as it sounds?

KW: Yes. I don't talk about Richard Day's stuff as much as Sage Hana, the Substack person, but I
have read the transcripts of those video, or I guess they were audio recordings of, I think he was a
pediatrician. He was at a pediatrician's conference in Pittsburgh, and [Richard Day[ the person
who was giving the presentation basically told the pediatricians there [including Lawrence
Dunegan], like, we've got everything in place. We're going to be able to control people's
perceptions of what's happening. We're going to be able to control all of these different elements
of their lives and how they live their lives. And there's nothing anyone can do about it because
we've got all the pieces in place. And a key piece of that is giving them a reason they will believe
that is not the real reason why we're doing what we're doing, but is good enough or plausible
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enough that they will go along with the policies and the programs that we're going to do, which
are actually being done for a real reason, which is totally separate from that ostensible reason.

The real reason being, well, killing and making people sick and getting people into this surveillance
grid and all of that.

MD: That's an excellent point. What do you think, after all this research, what do you think the
goal is? I've had people, I mean, I think we all kind of went through stages in the beginning of
Covid where it was kind of like, oh, you know, the big pharma companies, they want to make a
lot of money and that's why we're in Covid. Okay, I don't doubt that pharma companies have
nefarious motives and that they do want to make a lot of money. But could Pfizer force 120
countries all over the world to shut down? I don't think so. I think there were other more powerful
players at work here. And then so that leads you to the next question is, what are they really after?
If it's not about money, is it literally just killing us? Is it control? What is it? What do you think it
1s?

KW: There are a lot of different pieces of it. I think it's mostly about control. It's mostly about
making people sick enough that they can't get on with their lives because they're disabled. Some
of it is about budgetary things like long term. I think Catherine Austin Fitts talks about this
sometimes, that they need to get people to die earlier so that the pensions and things like that are
not on their liability sheets anymore. When I think about it at the sort of broadest level, I think
about -- have you heard about the Iron Mountain Report? You've probably talked about that with
other people.

MD: No, I have not.

KW: It's another thing from, I think the late 60s. And they talk about, it's basically alternatives to
war that will eat up enough of a society's surplus that the centralized control of goods and services
is still possible because you don't have enough of a surplus that -- if people are not at war, then all
of the energies of the productive labor and the resources of the country can go to meeting the needs
of the people who live in the country.

And war is a good way, I think they call it a flywheel, for the centralized controllers to eat up a ton
of that by putting it into like making bombs, making planes, like maybe something after World
War II that would not be as obvious, but would still eat up all of that surplus.

MBD: 'Cause heaven forbid those energies go towards the common good. We can't have that.
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KW: Right. And so I think what they came up with and probably had planned a long time before,
because I think this stuff is really just an extension of the kinetic part of World War II. What they
came up with was make people sick so they can't work as effectively, make people scared, make
them mistrusting, make them emotionally damaged, neurologically damaged, so that they're not as
productive. A lot of the country's resources end up getting eaten up into healthcare expenses, which
we've seen is what has happened.

So there is not the surplus for what you said, for just meeting basic human needs in basic dignity
of food and good shelter and good education and stuff like that. I think that's what is underneath
that, at least the form that this particular phase of their war against people takes.

MD: Do you know that all during Covid, I don't think I've spoken about this a whole lot, but all
during Covid, something that played on my mind was, "You know what we really need here? We
need a," forgive the phrase, I don't mean it the way that it's going to come out, but "a ministry of
truth" right? Not for nefarious reasons. We need someone to tell us because we don't know. We
no longer know who's telling the truth and who isn't. And we need some kind of body in society
to tell us, okay, this person is credible. This person is not credible.

Because otherwise we're just kind of, if you notice, it's like a betting line, right? The point of a
betting line is to get half of all people taking the under and half of the other people taking the over.
This is kind of one of, this is the game that they play. They put something out there that really kind
of splits society asunder right down the line, right, so half people half of the people support it and
half of the people are against it. How do we figure out? How do we break out of this, I guess, is
my is my question. How do we make sense? How do we know who to believe and who not to
believe?

Because you write, there's a couple of questions that you pose to the reader. And you say, for
example, "If the government is not defining problems or measuring results truthfully, what are the
actual true goals the government is using laws and programs to advance?" That's an excellent
question. My gosh. And then you also ask, "What observational and analytical measures can the
governed public use to distinguish true, real goals from false, ostensible goals?"

These are the questions. Those are the two questions that we are faced with as a society.

KW: Right. I think the... I think that's really hard. I have to remind myself, so I'll remind other
people, I have to remind myself that the level of shock that has been put onto people's cognitive
function in the last five years is enormous.

I get frustrated with myself. I'm like, "Why have you not assimilated all this? Why are you not just
totally cool now with looking at everything you thought you believed until 2020 and thinking,
well, that's probably a lie about everything."

MD: It's no easy thing.

KW: It's not easy at all. So I think you keep digging. You keep thinking. You keep watching. And
I think also you watch what the results are. Like you can tell, a lot of things about what someone's
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real goals are by what they say they want to do and what they actually do and what you can see
happens after they do the things they said they were doing.

So that's kind of how I look at, looking around, they did actually make everybody stay home. They
did actually make our kids do stupid online school. They did actually get people to be suspicious
of everyone else. They made us stand six feet apart. And the result now really is that it's very hard
to come back again and say, "Okay, sure. I'll be friends with you, even though you were wearing
a mask everywhere you went and I wasn't, and you were yelling at me" and whatever. All of that
stuff really happened and we really have been very badly damaged by it.

MD: I don't think in many ways we've made it back as a society.

KW: No, I don't think so. I know in my personal life, I haven't made it back. I'm still much more
of like a cramped, suspicious, kind of. I do things with friends that I would have done before, but
I'm super cautious not to talk about anything. And just, I know that we have not recovered. And
they don't want us to recover. They want to keep doing the same things to keep us continually off
balance, continually suspicious of each other, continually unable to focus on who's pulling the
strings, what the strings are, and where they're headed.

MD: The disorientation is the goal in many ways. What maddened you the most during this
research, do you think? It's probably going to be hard to pin one thing down, but maybe a couple.

KW: I was really intrigued to start understanding a little bit more about the Antoine Béchamp
versus Louis Pasteur stuff. I don't know if you followed that at all because that's probably the most
maddening thing is how much like good stuff had to be suppressed so, so hard and how good they
were at suppressing it.

Like a woman named Eleanor McBean in the mid 1950s figured out most of the stuff that--. The
only piece that I think she did not have was the legal piece. She didn't understand that it was
intentional. She totally thought it was just about the American Medical Association and the doctors
in cahoots with the drug companies. And they were the ones who were pushing vaccines because
they wanted more sick people so that more sick people go to the doctor and they would eat, take
more medicine. And she had almost all of it figured out. She published a book. She published
another book with someone else in 1977, right after the swine flu stuff.

But her stuff was successfully suppressed. And a lot of what she had done was collect up all the
doctor testimonies she could find of doctors who had figured it all out in the early 1900s and the
late 1800s.

And so the thing that made me most mad was how many times the same cycle goes around and
how good the people who are running the illusion are, at making that stuff hard to find and hard
for people to believe and hard for people to share and process.

MD: Do you think, do you think any of that's changed? Do you think it's going to change this time
around? I feel like, and obviously I wasn't around in the early 1900s, but I feel like we have maybe
our best shot at bringing it all down right now.
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KW: Well, we have to take it. Whatever the shot is, it's, now is the one that we get to be involved
in. So we just have to keep trying. But yeah, to see how good they are at suppressing it is
maddening.

MD: Because in a way, right, these tools, we just spoke about the mass media and how it's integral
to something like this. Well, we have access to that now. We still don't control the major networks.
But again, not a lot of people are watching them. Not as many people are watching those as they
were 20, 30, 40, 50 years ago. So I think that kind of gives us at least a fighting chance.

KW: It does. It's a dual-use technology.
MD: Yes it is.

KW: for them they need to keep it because they need to keep projecting the same illusions and the
new illusions into everybody's smartphone but they so they can't like completely shut it down so
that's why what they try to do is like narrow the reach of the people who are using the thing to try
to get accurate information out and to try to get people more confident to say, "I'm never taking
another vaccine in my life. I'm never going to advocate that anyone else take a vaccine. I'm never
going to vaccinate another kid that I have. I'm never going to tell anybody who, other people who
have kids."

They need to keep the technology for the media for their own purposes. And that does give us a
tiny little opening.

MD: I think it's sweet, sweet justice that we can use some of these tools right against them and
kind of, you know, turn the laser beam right back on them. I think that would be delicious...
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March 22, 2025 - Illusion that 'something is spreading' as one foundational pillar for the lie
that vaccines are medical products intended for prevention of disease infection and
transmission.

Sharing a useful cautionary essay by Jessica Hockett and Jonathan Engler.

e March 21,2025 - On dividing a resistance, the existence of viruses, 'the COVID response',
& spreading-non-deadly threats. Preventing pandemic re-runs® (Jessica Hockett and
Jonathan Engler) - *...The virus/origins of the virus don’t matter, some say, what matters
is the RESPONSE. This position may appear well-meaning, yet it is flawed. It absolutely
matters whether a novel coronavirus was "spreading," because this was the terminology
used to scare the populace, shut down schools and places of worship, hurt industries, and
justify deployment of a dedicated shot. For both of us, the biggest lie told by governing
authorities wasn’t there is a virus or there is a novel virus. It was something is spreading...”

This morning (in a different email thread) I had an opportunity to summarize my views on the
“roots” of what happened under SARS-CoV-2/Covid pretenses and will continue to happen under
any other pretense presented by HHS Secretaries and their colleagues in the whole-of-government
system.

On the legal and military side, the roots lie in the 1902 virus-toxin law and the 1944 PHSA.

On the science and medicine side, the roots lie in the falsification of bench science, medical
diagnosis and statistical data starting with Louis Pasteur, Robert Koch, Paul Ehrlich and Rudolph
Virchow, to enable the projection of illusions of communicable diseases as threats, which enable
the projection of undefined and indefinable viruses, toxins, serums and vaccines as prophylactics
and treatments for the illusory communicable diseases, and enable the projection of legal and
military preparedness and responses as justifiable.

Mike Yeadon comment®® on Hockett-Engler essay:

I don’t know of anyone who has looked at a lot of evidence used to underwrite claims for
a new virus, which they called “SARS-Cov-2” says “viruses don’t exist”.

The scientific method is NOT able to yield evidence of non-existence of anything.

A more precise and more correct statement, which the scientific method can yield
information on the basis of which to express an opinion, is “There is no scientific evidence
for the existence of viruses”.

That’s the position I’ve reached. Initially, it seemed an absurd notion, because of the
horrifying implications (which include organised fraud over several decades on “viruses”
themselves as well as meaning many diseases were misattributed, that contagion must also

% https://www.woodhouse76.com/p/on-dividing-a-resistance-the-existence
% https://www.woodhouse76.com/p/on-dividing-a-resistance-the-existence/comment/102335597
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be fraudulent and have alternative explanations & finally that all vaccines with the possible
exception of those against bacterial toxins, such as Tetanus, are also wholly fraudulent.

It’s not necessary to be a scientist in order to understand the evidence that led me to my
current opinion.

The claim for their existence rests upon several techniques which could be termed “pillars”.

These are routinely used & have become widely accepted as “the kind of information that’s
needed to validate the existence of a new virus”.

Pillars include “isolation” in which oddly enough, no separation whatsoever is involved.
On the contrary, isolation in virology involves adding a sample purporting to contain the
claimed pathogen to cells in culture and watching these calls die, described as a “cytopathic
effect” (CPE).

What you’re never told is that the cells have had their culture conditions altered in several
ways, such as starvation of essential nutrients and addition of drugs, claimed to be required
to prevent bacterial infection of the culture, which however are directly toxic to the starving
cells. We know this because control experiments are never conducted, in which all steps
except adding the claimed virus are done. The results of such control experiments are
simply missing from every paper, or its stated they were done yet nothing happened to the
cells, so it MUST be die to the new virus!

The scientific method has been breached since 1956 in the fake discipline called Virology.
The key journals must be controlled by those in on the fraud, because everyone I know
who had ever been a peer reviewer would decline to consider the manuscript on the basis
of failings of the most serious kind.

There are a handful of other pillars, such as claimed visual identification using a special
kind of microscopy, called “Electron Microscopy” (EM).

The objects, if they existed, are claimed to be so tiny that they remain invisible to the human
eye, even magnified to the optical limits inherent in “Light Microscopy”, the kind you
might have peered down at college. The most important thing to know about the results of
EM, which are images assembled by computers from beams of electrons fired at the
prepared sample, which has been distorted beyond recognition by being coated with
platinum, gold or other materials, are simply declared as “a virus” by the investigator.

There is no evidence linking the objects visualised by EM and a disease, or a genetic
sequence or anything at all. Some call this “the point and declare” school of virology.
Because nobody has ever really “isolated a virus”, using techniques that pass muster using
the scientific method, there is simply no basis to claim that anything seen on an EM images
is a particular thing.

Genomic methods make up at least two other “pillars”, and in here we find PCR, a method
for amplifying the amount of a gene sequence (the method originally invented by Kary
Mullis). It is not valid to use this method to then declare that a sample “contains virus X”.
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It’s circular logic. Recognise we cannot know what the genetic sequence of a novel thing
is. Yet “probes” are designed in order to amplify particular sequences on the grounds that
“the new virus is thought to be related to a previous family of viruses called “virus A”,
“virus B” and “virus C”. Since neither A, nor B, nor C have ever been isolated, I hope you
can immediately see the circularity of this.

The PCR method in any case picks out only 2 or 3 tiny pieces of the claimed “full length
genetic sequence” of the purported virus. Further sequencing is done on all the other pieces
sitting, it is claimed, between the pieces that were claimed to have been identified by the
PCR method.

What you end up with are hundreds of thousands or short pieces which could have derived
from anything including the animal or human from which the original sample was taken,
or from bacteria or fungi present in that sample.

It’s impossible to assemble this molecular jigsaw & what is now introduced is computer
trickery called Next Generation Sequencing, which assembles all the huge number of short
pieces in every conceivable manner by means of common ends to the short pieces, a
technique of assembling “Contigs” (potentially overlapping or contiguous endings).

The permutations & combinations that this software can yield are nonsensical unless you
constrain the “full length sequence” in some ways.

As soon as you apply limiters (such as conditions, requirements and exclusions) you’re not
discovering anything, you’re MAKING it up.

Contagion or transmission is another “pillar”. Clinical symptomatic transmission has never
been demonstrated for any claimed “viral illness”. Not one.

I could go on but here’s the key point:

Anyone familiar with the absolute minimal requirements of the discipline of the scientific
method for examining the physical world soon realises that EVERY single one of the
evidential “pillars” is not only invalid nonsense but it’s knowing fakery.

The person doing it knows key controls are missing.

The reviewer knows that none of the lodged genetic sequences have valid connections to
anything in the real world & the journal editors must be in on this long lived, systematic
fraud.

I will have missed some “pillars” but I hope you’ve at least understood my realisation that
these are not of stone but pretend supports of papier mache, assembled to create an illusory
world.

I don’t want anyone to “believe me.” Science doesn’t care about my or your beliefs. You
can however verify any or all of what I’ve said here.

Bailiwick News - January - September 2025. October 2025 version.
Katherine Watt - PO Box 1142 - State College PA 16804



JM]J 149

I recommend anyone who understands the scientific method well enough to review the
evidence for themselves.

I put it to you that, having done so, you realise that the answers to many other questions
become completely obvious: all claims made by the authorities about viruses, illnesses
claimed to be caused by them, their transmission, their treatment and all vaccines are
definitely, unambiguously, deliberately lies.

Related

e March 19, 2024 - On the absence of legal and scientific standards of evidence for public
health emergency and emergency countermeasure determinations and declarations by HHS
Secretary.
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March 25, 2025 - Writing intentions.”
[October 2025 Note - Some of these goals were accomplished and some were not.]

Lydia Hazel and I wrote a series of reports about American biological product and quarantine law.
We published the first installment in August 2024 and the fifth and last installment on February
28,2025. We're currently assembling collections of reports into printable format.

The first volume contains the 1798-1972 series, some posts about scientific and mathematical
frauds (virus 'isolation, antibodies, probability units) and posts from a series about FDA-directed
biological product non-regulation acts and omissions that occurred after 1972.

We plan to also collect posts published between 2022 and 2025, organized by legal subject matter,
including federal PREP Act and EUA countermeasure law (42 USC 247d; 21 USC 360bbb);
federal quarantine and communicable disease control law (42 USC 264, 42 CFR 70,42 CFR 71);
US state public health emergency law (i.e. Model State Emergency Health Powers Act); Other
Transaction Authority law (10 USC 2371b, renumbered to 10 USC 4022); biological agents,
biological select agents and toxins (BSAT), chemical and biological weapon law (42 USC 262a,
18 USC 175, 18 USC 229, 22 USC 6701-6771, 50 USC 1511-1528, 42 CFR 73); "informed
consent" and “option to accept or refuse” law; and international law: product sale/supply contracts,
European Union regulations, trade agreements (Mutual Recognition Agreements) and treaties.

I hope to make some tutorial-type videos about these subjects, and have been outlining those and
preparing slide decks. I hope to continue contributing information, when asked to contribute, to
those who are pursuing court challenges (in the US and abroad) to some of the laws and abusive
government acts and omissions legalized by the laws, and I hope to contribute information to those
who are pushing for state and federal legislative responses such as nullification and repeal. I also
hope to draft and submit a formal petition under 5 USC 553(e) seeking immediate termination, by
the US Health and Human Services Secretary, of all active PREP Act declarations.

Court cases

I've been praying and thinking about subjects to focus on next, and God-willing, I’'ll be able to
devote attention to writing about American court cases interpreting some of the statutes,
regulations and government acts and omissions I've been studying for the last several years.

Such court decisions are part of the body of law that set up and now maintains the legal and law
enforcement conditions for government-sponsored poisoning by means of vaccines and medical
countermeasures that's been happening on a nationwide and worldwide scale since the polio
campaigns in the 1950s and the childhood immunization schedules established in the early 1960s.

%7 Between March and September 2025, I assembled and published four subject-matter books and a reference collection, made
one tutorial video, and supported litigation by documenting development of relevant US federal law and international legal
instruments (published Sept. 10, 2025 titled St. Benedict Memo).
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I've described some court cases in my past work, usually as sections of reports that were more
focused on statutes, regulations, executive orders, contracts, treaties, trade agreements, and
observable government acts and omissions committed under the terms of those legal instruments.

I hope to now devote time to more thorough reporting on court cases in stand-alone posts: one case
per post.

Catholic Christianity and the Mystical Body of Christ as agents in human history

In Fall 2023 I read a collection of essays — Christianity ad European Culture — written by
Catholic historian Christopher Dawson, about the historical liveliness of the Catholic Christian
religion and other Christian denominations in human cultures and civilizations, especially Western
Civilization. I had hoped, at that time, to write more about Dawson's work.

Instead, as I found more evidence of systematic, structural corruption in biological product law, I
prioritized studying and writing about that history, partly because I think knowledge of the long
history of government-run poisoning programs supports personal and family resistance to current
government-run poisoning campaigns, and partly because I think the subset of corrupt biological
product law provides a useful example or lens that makes it easier to see and understand other
forms of systematic, structural corruption of government, law, science and medicine.

I'm hoping to now devote more time to writing about Dawson's work, the work of St. Augustine
(City of God) and St. Thomas Aquinas, and the work of some 19th and 20th century writers who
addressed similar and related topics, such as Pope Leo XIII, Pope Pius X, Cardinal Pie, Fr.
Heinrich Pesch, Fr. Denis Fahey, Archbishop Fulton J. Sheen and Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre.

For readers interested in reading Dawson's work, Christianity and European Culture: Selections
from the Work of Christopher Dawson (edited by Gerald J. Russello) is available in hard copy
from Catholic University of America Press®® and at Anna's Archive in PDF form.*

Recently I've re-read three essays from the book: The Modern Dilemma (1932), The Secularization
of Western Culture (1943) and The Christian View of History (1951).

%8 https://www .cuapress.org/9780813209142/christianity-and-european-culture/
% https://annas-archive.org/md5/74d376e1d0986ab3202c980e065b4ef1

Bailiwick News - January - September 2025. October 2025 version.
Katherine Watt - PO Box 1142 - State College PA 16804



152 IM]

Dec. 2023 - Reflections on Christian history and Christian hope. (Katherine Watt)

...Dawson’s work provides a sweeping view of Christianity’s role in the development of
European culture, including a cyclical analysis.

Dawson writes, in The Six Ages of the Church (1960):

In spite of the unity and continuity of the Christian tradition, each of the successive
ages of the Church’s history possesses its own distinctive character, and in each of
them we can study a different facet of Christian life and culture.

I reckon that there are six of these ages, each lasting for three or four centuries and
each following a somewhat similar course. Each of them begin, and end, in crisis;
and all of them, except perhaps the first, pass through three phases of growth and
decay.

First there is a period of intense spiritual activity when the Church is faced with a
new historical situation and begins a new apostolate.

Secondly there is a period of achievement when the Church seems to have
conquered the world and is able to create a new Christian culture and new forms of
life and art and thought.

Thirdly there is a period of retreat when the Church is attacked by new enemies
from within or without, and the achievements of the second phase are lost or
depreciated...” (Christianity and European Culture, 1998, at p. 34)...
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March 26, 2025 - Microzymas, Semmelweis, Bechamp, Pasteur, Lister

The work of Antoine Bechamp has crossed my field of vision mostly through the work of Tracey
Northern.! Last week, Bechamp's name appeared in a chapter of Fr. Denis Fahey's 1953 book,
The Church and Farming, at pp. 98-101.

Chemical Fertilizers and Microzymas

An important point stressed by Lord Geddes in the English House of Lords, in February,
1944, must be mentioned here. In the course of a very interesting debate on the soil in
relation to the health of man, animal and plant, Lord Geddes said:

"There is no doubt whatever that you can produce from the fields a great quantity of food
by the use of chemical fertilizers. You can boost production, and that is what I think has
blinded a great many people to the real problem. The food that we eat and the foodstuffs
which we absorb into our body fluids, and through them into our body tissues, are divided
sharply into two parts, possibly more, but certainly sharply into two parts — the part which
is required as fuel to provide the energy for movement...and the part which is required to
repair and replace and recreate our actual bodies themselves.

The German school — Virchow, Schwann, Liebig — laid the emphasis upon the cell out
of which in their millions our bodies are created and they regarded food for the cell as all
that was required....

Obliterated and eclipsed by the German school...there was a French school, of which
Professor Bechamp was the leader, working at Montpelier in the fifties of the last century.
This school had quite a different idea about the structure of the body and the vitality and
vigor of the body, and I think that it was a great pity...that a great deal of the work of
Professor Bechamp was entirely ignored and overlooked.

One of the great contributions he made, a contribution with which I have been familiar now
for over thirty years, to the whole idea of life, was that the cell was not the unit of life, but
that there was a much smaller, more minute unit of life which he called in his later reports
to the Academy of Science the microzymas, but which in his earlier reports he had always
referred to as the 'little bodies."...

These little living bodies, which exist in organic matter even long after it has been dead as
an organism, have the power quite definitely of organizing life, because they are
themselves alive...

These little living bodies are not present in the artificial chemical manures, and it may be
that the German school, which we in this country largely followed in biology for many
years, overlooked something of great importance, and it may be that it is necessary for our
human bodies, if they are to maintain their full vitality, to be receiving in their food a
continuous supply of these little living bodies.

100 https://northerntracey2 13875959 .wordpress.com/
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We all get a certain number of these every day, but it may well be — and this is the point
that is really at issue between the schools of thought — that, because these little living
bodies are not present in sufficient quantities in a man's or woman's food, he or she begins
to lose the physical capacity for vitality. And that is the point at issue. There is a real
divergence of opinion between two schools which have existed for a long time, one of
which has become dominant and out of whose practice and beliefs the whole of the
chemical fertilizer industry has arisen. This school has been able to show results of the
most remarkable kind in boosting production in the plant's growth and those portions of
the food which are required as fuels.

I do not know how many of your Lordships are accustomed to handle a microscope, but if
you are and you can get in a dark field of illumination a drop of your own blood you can
see them. They shine like stars. In the course of this week I have seen a great many drops
of blood under the microscope, and the difference between people fed in different ways
and in different states of health is really quite extraordinary. That is where this controversy
really leads...

It leads straight to one point, and one point only. Is the supply of these little living bodies
in the food essential to continued vitality of human beings or is it not?...

A great many things have happened recently to shake the predominance of the German
school. It no longer carries the full conviction which it did when I was a student forty-five
years ago...I trust that nothing I have said will be taken as meaning that this thing is true;
but there is undoubtedly the possibility, many think the extreme probability, that the
presence of these little living bodies — microzymas, as Professor Bechamp called them —
in the food is essential to vitality in health. The cannot come into the food grown on the
fields unless there are a great many little living bodies of that sort in the soil, because they
come from the soil. They cannot apparently get into the soil unless they come from living
matter before...That, as I see it is the problem."

As Professor Bechamp's life work is comparatively unknown, it may be useful to quote
here a few sentences from a philosophical treatise by Pere de Bonniot, S.J., of which the
second edition appeared in 1879. It is entitled Les Malheurs de la Philosophie [The
Misfortunes of Philosophy], and consists of a series of studies of contemporary positivity
and materialism. In the course of these studies, the learned Jesuit utilizes the conclusions
of Professor Bechamp against certain materialists, and speaks of his work as follows:

"Mr. Bechamp concludes: 'The role of the microzymas is immense: They are at the
beginning and the end of every living being!" A word is missing.. He should have said: "The
microzymas are at the beginning, the middle, and the end of all organic life." Those
microscopic beings, the smallest known, seem in very truth to be one of the foundations of
the animal world. By their discoveries in this department, the work of the illustrious
professor and his learned assistants deserves to take rank amongst the outstanding
achievements of this century."
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Ignaz Semmelweis and cadaveric contamination

A couple of months ago I noticed some things about Ignaz Semmelweis!'?! and his work.

Semmelweis noticed differences in morbidity and mortality (childbed fever or puerperal sepsis)
between women in childbirth attended by physicians who had come directly from autopsy work
on dead bodies, and women attended by midwives who did not conduct autopsies, which suggested
that the harmful agents were in the blood and tissues of the dead bodies undergoing putrefaction
and transferred on the hands of the physicians, not floating around in the air generally.

Louis Pasteur and Joseph Lister later twisted Semmelweis' work to make it seem to support the
"germ theory" of airborne, air-transmissible pathogens as causative agents of disease, by
suppressing the link to cadavers, autopsies, and the carrying of blood and tissue on physicians’
hands directly to women giving birth.

Prompted by a footnote to the passage published in Fr. Fahey's 1953 book (above), I downloaded
Bechamp or Pasteur'®?, a book published in 1923 by Ethel Douglas Hume, and The Blood and Its
Third Anatomical Element,'® a book by Antoine Bechamp published in French in 1908 and
translated/published in English in 1912 by Montague Levenson. (Alternate version!%4)

Today I had a look at the table of contents for the Hume book and noticed "The Origin of
Preventative Medicine" chapter at p. 189, which includes a mention of Semmelweis.

It was at the commencement of the year 1873 that Pasteur was elected by a majority of one
vote to a place among the Free Associates of the Academy of Medicine. His ambition had
indeed spurred him to open "a new era in medical physiology and pathology," but it would
seem to have been unfortunate for the world that instead of putting forward the fuller
teaching of Bechamp, he fell back upon the cruder ideas now popularly known as the germ-
theory of disease.

It is astonishing to find that he even used his powerful influence with the Academy of
Science to anathematize the very name of "microzyma," so much so that M. Fremy, the
friend of Bechamp, declared that he dared not utter the word before that august assemblage.

As a name was, however, required for air-borne micro-organisms, Pasteur accepted the
nomenclature "microbe" suggested by the surgeon, Sedillot, a former Director of the Army
Medical School at Strasbourg.

The criticism might be passed that this term is an etymological solecism. The Greeks used
the word Macrobiorus to denote races of long-lived people, and now a name, concocted

101 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ignaz_Semmelweis

192 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/1923-book-hume-bechamp-or-pasteur.pdf

103 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/1908-bechamp-book-the-blood-and-its-third-
anatomical-element-antoine-bechamp-montague-levenson.pdf

104 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/1908-bechamp-book-blood-third-anatomical-
component-whale.to-version.pdf
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from Greek words for short-lived, was conferred upon micro-organisms, whose parent-
stem, the microzyma, Bechamp had described as "physiologically imperishable."

Man, who so seldom lasts a century, might better be called a microbe, and the microzyma
a macrobe!

It was not till 1878 that Sedillot put forward his suggestion; but before this, Pasteur had
been busy nominating micro-organisms as direct agents of varying troubles, and in 1874
he was gratified by an appreciative letter from Lister.

The latter wrote that the Pasteurian germ-theory of putrefaction had furnished him "with
the principle upon which alone the antiseptic system can be carried out."

However, let us turn to that verdict of time, which, according to Pasteur's own dictum, must
pronounce judgment on a scientist. Before the last Royal Commission on Vivisection,
which sat from 1906 to 1908, Sir Henry Morris, President of the Royal College of
Surgeons, wishing to make out the best case that was possible for Pasteur, had, all the same,
to acknowledge:—"In consequence of further researches and experience some
modification of the technique first introduced by Lord Lister occurred, and the evolution
of the aseptic method resulted."

Dr. Wilson points out 3 in his Reservation Memorandum of the Royal Commission, that
"the basis of aseptic surgery, which in essence is clean surgery, was laid, as stated in the
Report and in reply to a question by Sir William Collins, by Semmelweiss before 1850,
who attributed the blood-poisoning which devastated his lying-in wards in a Viennese
hospital to putrid infection and strongly urged cleanliness as a means of preventing it."

Dr. Wilson shows how Lord Lister brought about the application of this advice as to
cleanliness considerably before his ideas were moulded by Pasteur. This latter influence,
this Pasteurian "Theory that the causa causans of septicism in wounds rested on micro-
organisms in the air was an altogether mistaken theory."

It was on this "mistaken theory," this "principle," provided for him by Pasteur, that Lord
Lister based his use of the carbolic spray, of which, before the Medical Congress in Berlin,
in 1891, he made the honest recantation: — "I feel ashamed that I should ever have
recommended it for the purpose of destroying the microbes in the air."

Thus pronounces the verdict of time against the theories of Pasteur; while, as regards the
teaching of Bechamp, what do we find?

Dr. Wilson continues: — "The real source of all the mischief was the unclean or putrefying
matter which might be conveyed by hands, dressings, or other means, to freshly made
wounds."

Such contamination is exactly explained by the microzymian doctrine, which teaches that
this putrefying matter with its morbid microzymas might affect the normal condition of the
inherent microzymas of the body, with which it comes into contact. Thus the verdict of
time corroborates Bechamp.
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Pasteur declared danger to arise from atmospheric microbes. He talked of "invaded
patients," and triumphantly chalked upon a blackboard the chain-like organism that he
called the germ of puerperal fever.

Bechamp maintained that in free air even morbid microzymas and bacteria soon lose their
morbidity, and that inherent organisms are the starting points of septic and other troubles.

What was Lord Lister's final judgment after having abandoned the method into which he
was misled by Pasteur?

We give it in his own words as quoted by Dr. George Wilson: "The floating particles of the
air may be disregarded in our surgical work, and if so, we may dispense with anti-septic
washing and irrigation, provided always that we can trust ourselves and our assistants to
avoid the introduction into the wound of septic defilement from other than atmospheric
sources.

Disease causality through blood- and tissue-borne organisms transferred from decomposing
humans and animals into breaks in the skin of recipients — not through airborne "germs" —
supports and is supported by observed induction of anaphylaxis, disease and death by forcible
introduction/injection of biological matter (collected from animal wounds, and/or propagated from
bacteria and other organisms) into the bloodstream of humans and animals, as published by Charles
Richet, Milton J. Rosenau of the US-Public Health Service and others in the 1890s and 1900s, and
now being described by Sasha Latypova in her written work and video interviews.

e Sept. 9, 2024 - Anaphylaxis by vaccines - discussion with Dr. Jane Ruby!'® (Sasha
Latypova)

Microzymas theory of health and disease also supports and finds support in the work of Sabine
Hazan on gut microbiota.

e March 24,2023 - Conversation with Dr. Sabine Hazan'* (Sasha Latypova) - “...Once you
start thinking in terms of microbiome, the virus-no-virus debate turns into a false binary,
as it should. That’s because, as typical of these angry debates, they are not based on asking
the right questions. Health as absence of illness, and presence of vitality, stability and
longevity can be attributed to a vibrant, resilient microbiome which is to your body as good
soil is to a well tended garden...”

105 https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/anaphylaxis-by-vaccines-discussion
196 https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/conversation-with-dr-sabine-hazan
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March 31, 2025 - 'Poisoning by direct injections into the blood stream of proteins, metals,
chemicals, aborted fetal cells, animal cells and other components...'

1925 letter to the National Tuberculosis Association, by Nell Foster Rogers, reprinted in
Vaccination Condemned by All Competent Doctors,'°” (1981) by Eleanor McBean.

Mrs. Nell Foster Rogers — researcher and writer — is one who took a step in the direction
of speaking out against this racket. The following is her (1925) letter to the “Tuberculosis
Association" which had sent her one of their fund-raising form letters pressuring her for
donations:

To the National Tuberculosis Association, “Why I shall buy no tuberculosis Christmas
seals:”

I have your advertising letter of Dec. 1925, in which you tell a tragic story of a mother
dying of tuberculosis in a tar paper shack.

For the past two years I have been investigating tragedies similar to the one you mention,
and I find that tuberculosis, syphilis, cancer, and other terrible and incurable diseases are
spread by the medical profession with their vaccines, drugs and other filth, which the
medical doctors inject directly into the living blood stream of the people.

“Tuberculosis is not contagious. No disease is contagious. Contagion is a witch story used
by medical doctors to scare people into becoming patients. A new book, Bechamp or
Pasteur'®® [1923, Edith Douglas Hume], which is shaking the medical profession to its
foundations, shows that the renowned bacteriologist, Antoine Bechamp proved, by a long
and detailed series of scientific experiments, that every living cell contains a vital principle,
which upon the cell’s death, from lack of nutrition or from accident, devours or
disintegrates its own decaying cell body, and then assumes a spore form which some call
a germ. Germs follow and are produced by cellular break down. They are the result, and
never the cause of disease.

This book, Bechamp or Pasteur, by E. Douglas Hume, tells of Louis Pasteur’s plagiarism
and corruption of the scientific discoveries of Dr. Bechamp, then from his stolen vantage
point of power and authority, Pasteur proceeded to ridicule his great rival, Dr. Bechamp.
Pasteur introduced the ‘calamitous prostitution of science to commercialism.” But the truth
crushed to earth, is risen again.

The world is becoming suspicious of the fact that the more energetic and officious the
doctors become, the more disease there is — that as your Tuberculosis Association
‘continues alive’ and continues to build an organization of deluded laymen around a
nucleus of disease-mongering doctors, it is met, as you admit, ‘with constantly increasing

107 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/198 1 -mcbean-vaccination-condemned-by-all-
competent-doctors-book-1.pdf
108 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/1923-book-hume-bechamp-or-pasteur.pdf
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demands on its resources.” And the world is preparing to unlearn all the medical
‘knowledge’ it has acquired during the past 50 years.

Your story of the tubercular mother tells more than you intended. It tells that she was over
worked and undernourished. She had six little children, and frequent childbearing had
sapped her vitality. She lived in a tar paper shack which means that her husband was a
poorly paid wage-slave. This mother was starved and exhausted, and in all probability was
vaccinated, a chief cause of tuberculosis. Depletion of her vital forces, and vaccine-
poisoning would have made her tubercular if there were not a germ nor doctor on earth.

But what do you propose to do toward making it possible for people to live normal and
healthful lives? Nothing.

You propose only to add to this mother’s agony by filling her body with drugs and her
mind with the superstition of contagion, so that she will be afraid to touch her children.

The great tragedy of your story is not that the mother of six children lies dying of
tuberculosis, but that her story will be used as bait to lure more money into the coffers of
an organization of medical men who are spreading TB with both hands and a hypodermic
needle.

You want the public to pay while you treat (or mistreat) those poor victims of your greed
and bigotry, but the best thing you can do for them is to keep your hands off.

The, so called, ‘science (?) of medicine’ is inflicting incurable diseases upon the whole
race, with this heartless commercialism, of which medically dominated tuberculosis
societies are but one phase.

It must and shall be stopped.

Sincerely, (signed) Nell Foster Rogers, B.S.”

Norman Hapgood, editor of Hearst's International Magazine, testifying at the Rathbone hearings
in Congress, 1924.1%

“...The law regulating the sale of these serums and toxins for human beings makes but one
requirement, and that is that this stuff, whether dirt or dung, or whatever it is, shall be put
up in a laboratory which is hygienically conducted.

An inspector can go in and say that the methods are clean, and on that basis alone they are
regulated...”

199 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/1924.02 21-t0-2024 05 .06-rathbone-hearings-
regulation-viruses-serums-toxins-236-p.pdf
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Tracey Northern, Contagion, fact checked. There are only three diseases: toxemia, malnutrition
and injury (physical or mental)''° (2021)

...TOXEMIA is poisoning of any kind, it can be from pollution in the air and the water,
even your food. It is drugs and especially vaccines. Poisoning is usually the main culprit
being explained away with germ theory by claiming it’s a contagious disease. A scapegoat
for big industries.

MALNUTRITION. which does not mean starvation. Mal is french for bad or wrong. So
eating the wrong diet basically. Being severely depleted in certain nutrients and remember
all drugs (and poisons) deplete the body of nutrients as they get used up to deal with
toxins. ..

INJURY . Physical or mental. Physical injury can be obvious, a cut or stab or a broken bone
even bruises. It can also be hidden as in internal injuries which could be caused by number
1 again (Toxemia), say, by swallowing a corrosive chemical or drugs like chemo and
antibiotics which kill and injure our cells. Mental injury can also cause dis-ease, stress and
shock being obvious and well documented. Ever heard a story of someone dying of a
broken heart? and the old voodoo trick doctors use by telling someone they only have
weeks to live? If you believe what doctors say you will comply and die when you’ve been
told to. I wonder how many post mortems would reveal this if it was done properly and
independently? ALL drugs have what they call ‘side-effects’. These are also a kind of
internal injury caused by poisoning which also depletes nutrients so a triple whammy...

Sasha Latypova, MAHA bravely fights Big Soda. If you are asking when is MAHA going to slay
Big Vaccines - shut up! You are not a 5D chess team player''! (2025)

“...The absolute risk of poisoning by direct injections into the blood stream of proteins,
metals, chemicals, aborted fetal cells, animal cells and other components of ‘“safe
vaccines”, will be ALWAYS far greater than the risk of consuming/being exposed to some
agent externally.

The ingestion/exposure routes are “surface” (the digestive tract is technically an outer
surface of the body which is folded over it). Our surface has numerous protections and
clearance mechanisms against assault by dangerous materials.

However, once those materials are inside the blood compartment - all bets are off. In a
Titanic analogy, avoiding the damage caused by Big Vaccines and prioritizing Big
Anything But Vaccines is the classic rearrangement of the deck chairs while ignoring the
giant gaping hole that is rapidly sinking the entire ship...”

10 https://northerntracey2 13875959 .wordpress.com/2021/05/14/contagion-fact-checked/
! https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/maha-bravely-fights-big-soda-yes
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April 2025

The Last Supper. Juan de Juanes.
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April 1, 2025 - Foreign biological matter introduced into the blood through natural wounds
and artificial wounds.

Marc Girardot posed a question'!'? about Sasha Latypova’s views.
Sasha wrote, in her MAHA bravely fights Big Soda post:

... The absolute risk of poisoning by direct injections into the blood stream of proteins,
metals, chemicals, aborted fetal cells, animal cells and other components of ‘“safe
vaccines”, will be ALWAYS far greater than the risk of consuming/being exposed to some
agent externally.

The ingestion/exposure routes are “surface” (the digestive tract is technically an outer
surface of the body which is folded over it). Our surface has numerous protections and
clearance mechanisms against assault by dangerous materials.

However, once those materials are inside the blood compartment - all bets are off. In a
Titanic analogy, avoiding the damage caused by Big Vaccines and prioritizing Big
Anything But Vaccines is the classic rearrangement of the deck chairs while ignoring the
giant gaping hole that is rapidly sinking the entire ship...

Girardot commented:

Is Sasha adopting the Bolus Theory!!3?

My reply:'#
I can’t speak for Sasha.
I didn’t know what bolus theory was until I did a search on it just now.

I don’t think the introduction of biological agents and toxic chemicals into the bloodstream through
vaccination is accidental or inadvertent.

I think it’s intentional and that those who promote vaccination have understood that it serves as a
vehicle for many mechanisms of injury, for a very long time.

I think Sasha’s summary paragraph is an expression of her understanding of Charles Richet’s and
Milton Rosenau’s anaphylaxis work, which is related to Ignaz Semmelweis’ blood poisoning work
and is also related to the earliest observations by humans of blood poisoning by snake, insect and
other animal bites, and by humans using poison-tipped knives and arrows to kill each other and to
hunt animals.

12 https://substack.com/@thebolustheory/note/c-105010414
113 https://covidmythbuster.substack .com/p/the-needles-secret
114 https://substack.com/profile/8540123-katherine-watt/note/c- 105061519
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Semmelweis observed that introduction of foreign biological material into natural wounds —
breaks in the skin during childbirth — through the delivery system or vector of the hands of
physicians coming directly from dissection of human and animal corpses to attending women
giving birth, resulted in childbed fever and higher maternal and infant mortality in Vienna hospitals
in the 1840s, when compared to maternal and infant mortality among women attended by
midwives who were not engaged in dissection of human and animal corpses.

Richet and Rosenau’s work (late 1800s, early 1900s) was about introducing foreign biological
matter through artificial wounds made by the delivery systems of glass points and needle-tipped
syringes, observing the harms caused to dogs, mice and other animals, and also developing the
psychological delivery system or vector (building on the work of Edward Jenner, Robert Koch,
Paul Ehrlich, Louis Pasteur and their peers) of lying to people to persuade them that poisoning
their own blood and the blood of infants and children (‘vaccination’) would strengthen their bodily
health.
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April 1, 2025 - On the difference between vaccination and exposure to lethal nerve agents
such as sarin gas.

Sasha Latypova’s synopsis from MAHA bravely fights Big Soda post:

The absolute risk of poisoning by direct injections into the blood stream of proteins, metals,
chemicals, aborted fetal cells, animal cells and other components of “safe vaccines”, will
be ALWAYS far greater than the risk of consuming/being exposed to some agent
externally.

Reader comment:
Is this supposed to be a profound statement?

There’s an equally absolute risk of poisoning if you're directly and externally exposed to
nerve agents such as Sarin gas. There's a far greater risk that the Sarin gas will immediately
kill you.

My reply:

To the extent there are still people in the world who believe vaccination is a medical treatment
intended to prevent disease and death, yes, pointing out that vaccination is a poisoning act intended
to cause disease and death is a profound statement.

You are correct that exposure to sarin gas, at sufficient concentration, for sufficient duration, in a
sufficiently enclosed space, will immediately kill targets.

But no one in government, science, medicine or media promotes intentional exposure to sarin gas
in an enclosed chamber as a medical procedure intended for the benefit of the person being gassed
to death or as a civic duty.

Thousands of people in government, science, medicine and media promote vaccination as a
medical procedure intended for the benefit of the person being poisoned by injection and as a civic
duty. They are all lying.

Update: Reader clarified that he is examining Latypova’s statement as a “stand alone statement”
and as such, finds it to be “inaccurate” without “the qualifiers and modifiers” I included in my
response. Reader added: “sarin gas is but one of the countless substances that can be administered
externally that falsifies Latypova’s stand alone statement. Normal gas used for cooking is another
substance that could be included, and I could spend all day listing others.”
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Fair enough. I don’t think Sasha’s statement should be read as a “stand alone statement” because
it’s an excerpt from a longer piece and a contribution to a public discussion about vaccines,
vaccination, and the MAHA campaign’s deflection of public understanding away from vaccination
as a primary and intentional cause of disease and death in the 20th and 21st centuries, by instead
attributing disease burdens to commonly-encountered ingested and inhaled substances like soda
and other things Sasha has described as components of an “Anything-But-Vaccine” strategy.'"”

I can see how my excerpt of the statement led to the reader’s interpretation of it as a standalone
statement and therefore imprecise, and thus led to his correct observation that it is also possible to
quickly kill subjects by exposing them to ingested or inhaled poisons such as sarin gas.

Related

e Jan. 27,2025 - Probit, probability unit as related to public deception campaigns, vaccines
and other biological and chemical weapons - “...Vaccination — parenteral (outside the
digestive tract) injection of mixtures of foreign biological material and synthetic chemicals
— can be understood as maximizing exposure intensity or Ct: inserting the maximum
concentration of poison into the living subject in the minimum amount of time....”

115 https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/the-abv-strategy-anything-but-vaccines ?utm_source=publication-search
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April 4, 2025 - Repealing PREP Act and terminating HHS Secretary determinations and
declarations issued under PREP Act are two different things.

Kennedy can terminate the HHS Secretary determinations and declarations, and advise Congress
to repeal PREP Act. Congress can repeal PREP Act.

Responding to some questions posted under Sasha Latypova’s post Meltdown at the FDA while
23 States, 2 Governors +DC Sue HHS/Sec Kennedy. In the meantime, the PREP Act declaration
for covid pandemic remains in place''® about the difference between repealing the PREP Act and
terminating PREP Act determinations and declarations issued by HHS Secretaries through the
Federal Register.

HHS Secretary Robert F. Kennedy Jr. cannot repeal the PREP Act.
Congress can repeal it. Kennedy can advise Congress to repeal it.

Without any Congressional action at all, Kennedy has the authority to withdraw, through Federal
Register notices, the determinations and declarations that previous HHS secretaries issued through
Federal Register notices, using the authority Congress transferred to the HHS Secretary through
the PREP Act.

There have now been 12 amendments to the original Covid PREP Act determinations and
declarations, most recent issued in Dec. 2024 by previous HHS Secretary Xavier Becerra,
extending the declaration through Dec. 31,2029.'""

Every day that passes without Kennedy issuing a Federal Register notice terminating the
determinations and declarations, Kennedy co-signs and ratifies license-to-deceive and license-to-
kill schemes initiated by Alex Azar and extended by Becerra.

Even if Kennedy did issue a notice terminating the Covid emergency determination and the Covid
countermeasures declaration, I don’t think it would make anyone civilly or criminally liable for
the acts and omissions committed between Feb. 4, 2020 and the effective date of the termination,
when the PREP Act determinations and declarations were in effect.

Terminating the PREP Act determinations and declarations could expose perpetrators who make
and use the poison products after the date of termination, to potential civil liability and criminal
prosecution, although they would still have many other grounds for dismissal and defenses under
1950 Defense Production Act, 1986 NCVIA and the foundational FDA biological product non-
regulation system that dates back to 1902.

Rather than expose themselves to those risks, the makers and users of the poison products might
stop making and using them, and many more people might better understand the license-to-deceive
and license-to-kill schemes, and might stop taking vaccines and stop vaccinating babies and
children.

116 https://sashalatypova.substack .com/p/meltdown-at-the-fda-and-25-states
"7 https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2024-12-11/pdf/2024-29108 .pdf
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April 7, 2025 - No one can be found in legal violation of a rule they were never required to
comply with, nor can anyone be found to have failed to meet an evidentiary standard they
were never required to meet.

Two questions from Jessica Hockett:

Theoretically, what would happen if COVID-19 or this description thereof [from the
original “Notice of declaration under the PREP Act for medical countermeasures against
COVID-19” issued by HHS Secretary Alex Azar, by Federal Register notice published
March 17, 2020, retroactive to Feb. 4, 2020, 85 FR 15198] were shown to be false,
fraudulent, or misleading?

“COVID-19 is an acute respiratory disease caused by the SARS-CoV-2
betacoronavirus or a virus mutating therefrom. This virus is similar to other
betacoronaviruses, such as Middle Eastern Respiratory Syndrome (MERS) and
Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS). Although the complete clinical
picture regarding SARS-CoV-2 or a virus mutating therefrom is not fully
understood, the virus has been known to cause severe respiratory illness and death
in a subset of those people infected with such virus(es).”

Also, am I right that Azar was able to activate on Jan. 31, 2020 because person to person
transmission was determined to have occurred in the US, vis a vis, the Chicago couple?

My reply:
Nothing would happen, for three main reasons.

First, there is no legal requirement that HHS Secretary produce any physical evidence at all in
support of declarations. No one can be found in violation of or out of compliance with a
requirement that they were never required to comply with at all, because it was never a
requirement.

Second, there is no legal requirement that any physical evidence (which need not be presented or
adduced at all, see No. 1 above) meet any legal standard of evidence or standard of proof (such as
“beyond a reasonable doubt” or “clear and convincing.”) No one can be found to have failed to
meet an evidentiary standard which they were never required to meet.

Third, there is no venue (geographic region) or forum (court or tribunal) or legislature (Congress
or state legislature) or federal or state prosecutor (US-Attorney General or state attorney general
or district attorney) with legal authority to review the evidence (which need not be adduced at all,
see No. 1 above) or to assess whether it meets or fails to meet any evidentiary standard (which is
not required, see No. 2 above).
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That’s why the laws are written the way they are: to make sure that no evidence need be produced
to back up foundationless and unfoundable claims that a threat to public health exists or may exist
in future; and to make sure that no evidentiary review can be conducted, so that the deception
programs are legally unstoppable.

In response to the second question, No.

Azar was able to activate because the PREP Act gave him unilateral, unreviewable authority to
determine and declare the existence of foundationless public health threats without any legal
requirement that he produce physical evidence, and without any legal requirements that any
alleged physical evidence he produced (to render the projected illusion more persuasive), be
subjected 1) in any fact-finding forum or venue, to 2) any adversarial, fact-finding process, or to
3) any obligation to meet any standard of proof.

The PREP Act was written to block or preempt the authority of fact-finders (courts and
legislatures); to block fact-finding processes (criminal prosecution, civil litigation,
investigative/oversight hearings); and to preclude legal obligations to present valid evidence and
meet standards of proof.

Going a little more deeply into the wording of the PREP Act and the wording of the PREP Act
declarations issued by HHS Secretaries under the authority Congress unconstitutionally transferred
to the executive branch through the PREP Act, readers will find that the only “factors to be
considered” by an HHS Secretary are listed at 42 USC 247d-6d(b)(6).

42 USC 247d-6d(b)(6) Factors to be considered

In deciding whether and under what circumstances or conditions to issue a declaration
under paragraph (1) with respect to a covered countermeasure, the Secretary shall consider
the desirability of encouraging the design, development, clinical testing or investigation,
manufacture, labeling, distribution, formulation, packaging, marketing, promotion, sale,
purchase, donation, dispensing, prescribing, administration, licensing, and use of such
countermeasure.

“Desirability” is a non-physical characteristic, and not subject to any standard of evidence or fact-
finding process.

“Desirability of encouraging” also begs the questions: desirability for whom, of encouraging the
manufacture and use of countermeasures intended to induce which effects?

Congress did not define or identify, in the PREP Act, the people for whom countermeasures should
be deemed (by the HHS Secretary by unilateral decree) desirable, nor did Congress define the
physical effects, the induction of which (by means of countermeasures) should be deemed
desirable for those unidentified people.
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In the PREP Act declarations and amendments issued since 2020, HHS Secretaries have simply
stated at Section I: “I have determined that the spread of SARS-CoV-2 or a virus mutating
therefrom and the resulting disease COVID-19 constitutes a public health emergency” or a
“credible risk of a future public health emergency” and at Section II: “I have considered the
desirability of encouraging the design, development, clinical testing, or investigation,
manufacture, labeling, distribution, formulation, packaging, marketing, promotion, sale, purchase,
donation, dispensing, prescribing, administration, licensing, and use of the Covered

Countermeasures.”

With the hindsight gained over the last five years, it’s now possible to clearly see that the only
factors to be considered by the HHS Secretary in issuing determinations and declarations, are the
desirability for the HHS Secretary himself, for Congress, for central bankers and for
depopulationists, of encouraging development, manufacture, labeling, distribution, promotion,
dispensing, administration and use of countermeasures intended to induce heart failure, cancer,
miscarriage and other disorders that cause sickness, infertility and premature death of recipients.
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April 17,2025 - Authorization 'to control ingress and egress to and from a disaster area,
the movement of persons within the area and the occupancy of premises therein'

Also cross-post of Sasha Latypova comment summarizing how and why vaccines are not drugs,
and how and why they are not regulated.

Question from Jessica Hockett:

Can you confirm that the word “lockdown” does not appear in any part of the U.S.
communicable disease code or any other formal/legal document applicable to control of
communicable diseases?

so, am I correct in sayin ere is no explicit provision which allows federal or loca
Al I t ying th licit hich all federal or local
officials to declare an emergency and tell everyone to “stay home, save lives” because
some seen or unseen disease is ‘spreading’ or “out there”.

My reply:

As far as I know, the word “lockdown” does not appear in federal or state laws. I may not have
found it yet in federal laws, or the act (of locking people down) may be there as a different word
or phrase, such as “detention” in the home or in facilities (hospitals, nursing homes, prisons) under
quarantine and isolation laws and regulations.

I haven’t looked at all state laws, but I anticipate that they each have something similar to orders
of detention at home or in facilities. In Pennsylvania state law, the phrase is “control the ingress
and egress to and from a disaster area, the movement of persons within the area and the occupancy
of premises therein.”

I think all of the actions that state and federal officers took and will take during future declared
emergencies under the phrase “stay home, save lives” fall under these general, open-ended
provisions in federal and state laws.

For example:

“the [HHS] Secretary may take such action as may be appropriate to respond to the public
health emergency, including making grants, providing awards for expenses, and entering
into contracts and conducting and supporting investigations into the cause, treatment, or
prevention of a disease or disorder” [42 USC 247d(a)].

This provision is combined with HHS Secretary’s Congressionally-authorized, unilateral authority
to determine or declare — also general, open-ended, no evidence required — that there “is a public
health emergency or significant potential for a public health emergency” [21 USC 360bbb-
3(b)(1)(C)]; that “an agent...can cause serious or life threatening disease or condition;” [21 USC
360bbb-3(c)(1)]; “that a disease or other health condition or other threat to health constitutes a
public health emergency, or that there is a credible risk that the disease, condition, or threat may
in the future constitute such an emergency,” [42 USC 247d-6d(b)(1)]; that designated actors
(program planners and qualified persons as defined in the law, which includes everyone in the
countermeasure supply and use chain) “shall not have engaged in ‘willful misconduct’ as a matter
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of law where such program planner or qualified person acted consistent with applicable directions,
guidelines, or recommendations by the Secretary” [42 USC 247d-6d(c)(4)] and on and on.

The HHS Secretary’s credibility assessments of the threats are the only legally relevant credibility
assessments that can occur, because of the blocking of judicial review, Congressional review, and
state laws under 42 USC 247d-6d(b)(7), (b)(8) and (b)(9).

Combined, all those general, open-ended, no-evidence-required, no-evidentiary-standards, no-
evidentiary-review-process, all-inclusive provisions provide legal authority for any and all actions
that the Secretary performs, recommends, or otherwise causes to occur lower down the chain of
command in the federal government, and in the state, local and tribal authorities — called
“authorities having jurisdiction” — to whom the authorities and liability immunities are delegated
or extended or applied.

State laws have similar provisions, placing the general, open-ended, no-evidence-required
authority to respond in the hands of the state governors and health officials.

For example, in Pennsylvania, the governor’s “Order...for Individuals to Stay at Home!'®” and
related orders were issued under provisions of 1955 Disease Prevention and Control Law, 1978
Emergency Management Services (EMS) Code, and related emergency powers laws addressing
disaster response, on the model of Three Mile Island nuclear contamination incidents and
geographically-designated disaster areas, but applying it in terms of presumptive, asymptomatic
contamination of all Pennsylvania residents with an invisible, allegedly-transmissible virus, and
limiting the movement of the contaminated physical space: living human beings.

The Pennsylvania governor’s order dated March 23, 2020 stated that he had “proclaimed the
existence of a disaster emergency” pursuant to 35 Pa. C.S. § 7301(c) (part of the law adopted in
1978), and included in the clauses,

“in addition to general powers, during a disaster emergency I am authorized specifically to
control ingress and egress to and from a disaster area and the movement of persons within
it and the occupancy of premises therein.” 35 Pa. C.S. § 7301(f).

The Pennsylvania health secretary’s order, also dated March 23, 2020, cited implementing
regulation “28 Pa. Code §§ 27.60- 27.68 (relating to disease control measures; isolation;
quarantine; movement of persons subject to isolation or quarantine; and release from isolation and
quarantine).”

1% https://www.mbm-law .net/wp-content/uploads/03_23_20-Stay-at-Home-Order-and-SOH-Stay-at-Home-Order.pdf
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Sasha Latypova comment summarizing how and why vaccines are not drugs, and how and why
they are not regulated, posted!'® on a recent Robert Malone post.

Robert Malone demonstrates utter incompetence in pharmaceutical regulations, in addition
to his previously known pro-vaccine stance.

Vaccines are absolutely, positively, NOT DRUGS. They are not regulated like drugs. In
fact, they are subject to a totally separate set of pseudo-“laws” and pretend regulations
which stem from 1902 Virus Toxin act, pre-dating the FDCA by decades. When FDCA
was introduced, vaccines were explicitly carved out. Subsequent regulation updates
“leapfrogged” vaccines, invariably excluding them from new regulations applicable to
drugs.

Vaccines, unlike drugs DO NOT HAVE CHEMICAL IDENTITY. They do not have
chemical names. They cannot be characterized as drugs. They are concoctions,
preparations of putrid matter, blood, literal shit, aborted fetal cells, every in-process
chemical (which are impossible to fully remove), toxic metals as adjuvants, detergents,
ethanol, thousands of different proteins, etc.

Most pharmacokinetic/pharmacodynamic/safety pharmacology studies which are routine
for drug characterization for safety are either physically not possible to do for vaccines, or
are waived as “unnecessary because we say so” for vaccines...

Risk/benefit considerations apply to drugs because being sick puts someone at some risk,
which then can be compared to the drug risks. A person without the illness vaccines are
claimed to “prevent” (they prevent nothing) has NO HEALTH RISK, therefore we are
comparing zero risk to risk of death/lifelong disability in case of vaccination every single
time!

Every single time the true analysis says: IT IS STUPID to consider the injection that can
kill you!

Finally, it is impossible to make safe vaccines. The law of nature — anaphylaxis effect
demonstrated by Charles Richet in 1913 (Nobel Prize) — precludes safe vaccination.
Injections of protein-containing substances into blood stream is ALWAYS dangerous...

19 https://substack .com/@sashalatypova/note/c-109532586
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April 18, 2025 - Note'?® on "gain of function research"

I disagree with those who believe “gain of function research” is a threat to health. (Subject came
up in a recent email thread).

The reason the fictional gain-of-function narrative is kept in public circulation is that it provides
the core justification for biodefense preparedness and response racketeering and money-laundering
systems: funneling money and time into theoretical threat-agents that lack real-world stability,
viability and scalability, and funneling money and time into “countermeasures” or “prophylactics”
— especially injectable vaccines — that are intentionally harmful to living creatures through a
variety of physical mechanisms — sometimes instantaneously, sometimes after a time delay.

Sasha has written extensively about this (an excellent recent example of her work!?!), and her views
of the scientific elements of the gain-of-function deception are supported by the legal elements of
the deception:

e the fact that no physical evidence is legally required to be presented in support of claims
made about threats;

e the fact that no standards of evidence are applicable (to assess whether a claimed threat
meets an evidentiary threshold); and

e the fact that there is no finder-of-fact or evidentiary review procedure or venue (court or
legislative body) to conduct assessments as to whether claimed threats meet evidentiary
standards or burdens of proof, of which there are none.

It all comes back to the unilateral, unfounded, unreviewable claims of the US-HHS Secretary and
(for PHEIC) the WHO director-general.

120 https://substack.com/@bailiwicknews/note/c-109961810
121 How to fake pandemics, the maestro edition: Ralph Baric. Gain-of-function viruses are dead on arrival.
https://sashalatypova.substack.com/p/how-to-fake-pandemics-the-maestro
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April 22,2025 - Overview of biological product non-regulation history, video presentation
(Transcript)

Video available on Rumble.'??
Slide Deck - Biological product non-regulation, outline, overview'? (PDF)
Transcript:

Hello, this is Katherine Watt. I’'m recording a tutorial video on April 21st, 2025. I’'m doing it with
the camera off because I get very distracted when it’s on. This series that I’'m doing, I’'m hoping
will have a number of different presentations. This is the first one, which has outlines and
Overviews.

The general topic is trying to lay out in spoken form, some of the information that is provided in
the long, written form reports that Lydia Hazel and I wrote together between August 2024 and
February 2025 about non-regulation of biological products in the United States by the Food and
Drug Administration and its precursor agencies, mostly the National Institutes of Health.

The title of this particular slide deck, which has 17 slides, I think, is “Biodefense and Pandemic
Preparedness and Response,” which is, “Government, media, and drug companies working
together to instill a false sense of insecurity, ruin human lives, and centralize political control.”

The first thing I want to talk about is why is it useful to even understand this legal history. I do
know that it’s really long and boring in a lot of ways to go back.

We started it from about 1798. It really picked up complexity in 1902 with the congressional
passage of the Virus Toxin law, which is also known as the Biologics Control Act. Then it picked
up another level of complexity and intensity with the 1944 Public Health Service Act.

So it is long, the history, and a lot of it is boring. And it’s very confusing on purpose. So why is it
useful to even try to understand? The reason why I think it’s important to try to understand is that
the people who are doing what I see as mass murder worldwide using vaccines, which is
governments working together with drug companies and using vaccines as a delivery system to
make people sick, to make people infertile, to cause abortions, to cause people to die earlier than
they would otherwise die. They started projecting illusions about disease, communicable disease,
and about vaccination many, many decades ago.

One of their goals with the Covid-19 events from 2020 is to take the false information that they
had pushed into people’s minds a long, long time ago and root it more deeply, so that people would
have a more deep, more reinforced fear of communicable disease and a more reinforced false trust
in testing and vaccination, testing for communicable disease infection, which is false, false testing,
and a false trust in vaccination as a response or a preventative medical process.

122 https://rumble.com/v6sfg93-overview-of-biological-product-non-regulation-history html?e9s=src_v1_upp
123 https://bailiwicknewsarchives.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/2025.04 21-biological-product-non-regulation-
outline-overview .pdf
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Because they want it to be embedded more deeply in people’s minds, anything that can be done to
block or thwart their goals, involves helping people to look back on that history that goes back to
1798, goes back very specifically to 1902 for the regulatory, congressional component, and see
and understand how the false fear and false trust system was pushed into targets in the past, so that
people can consciously reject it now and reject it in the future.

Just putting that another way, if you thought before and still think that vaccination made sense in
the past, it’s harder to see and it’s harder to avoid falling into the current and future deception
campaigns.

But if you understand that vaccination never made sense, if you can break down the illusion that’s
been projected into your mind, then it’s easier to see and avoid falling into the current and future
deception campaigns.

I also know that this is really hard. This is really hard for me personally, because I was vaccinated
by pediatricians in the 1970s. I took vaccines as an adult. I vaccinated or allowed pediatricians and
pediatric nurses to vaccinate my kids.

I can see the injuries now in retrospect among my kids, among other people’s kids that I know,
families that I know. So to look back and realize that I was deceived into hurting my own kids,
and my mother and father were deceived into hurting me and my siblings, and that that tragedy
has been amplified by millions and millions of people in the United States and all around the world,
is very, very hard to think about.

I think it’s still important to think about it because breaking through that and admitting or
recognizing that I was deceived, other people were deceived, my parents were deceived, other
people’s parents were deceived, is part of the process of not being deceived anymore and helping
to make sure that other people now who can still make the choices not to take vaccines themselves
if they’re adults and not to vaccinate babies and children if they’re parents, anything that we can
do that can be done to help people now not fall for the same illusions that were pushed on those of
us who had to make the decisions in prior years is a good thing to do.

I know there were lots of people who figured out many pieces of this long ago and didn’t vaccinate
their children or didn’t take vaccines themselves. And that’s great. Their knowledge was
suppressed and their ability to get other people to understand what they were seeing was
suppressed. So anything that can be done now to break through that suppression process is also a
useful thing to do.

That’s why Lydia and I have worked for a long time to get the legal history figured out and written
down and published. And that’s why I think it’s worth the time for other people to read the stuff
that we’ve written, read the stuff that other people have written, and understand how these illusions
are being pushed into your mind and made more firm, reinforced there over time.
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Now we’re going to move on to the third slide, which is an outline of what’s in this slide deck
presentation. It starts with a few key points.

Then there’s a little bit of discussion about the general way of looking at it as legal magic tricks or
illusions projected into people’s minds. There’s a little bit about the American Domestic
Bioterrorism Program, which is what I worked on mostly between 2020 and I'm still occasionally
adding bits and pieces to it.

Then a little bit about the series that Lydia Hazel and I wrote covering the period from 1798 to
1972. Then I’'m going to emphasize that I focus on the role of the US Department of Health and
Human Services, which includes the National Institutes of Health, the National Institute of
Allergies and Infectious Diseases, the Food and Drug Administration, the Centers for Disease
Control, the Administration for Strategic Preparedness and Response and BARDA, which is the
Biomedical Advanced Research and Development Authority. I’1l talk a little bit about why I focus
on those actors, those organizations, government offices, and what they do.

There are several different ways to break down the information. You can break it down
chronologically. You can break it down by the types of legal instruments that are used. You can
break it down by the different sections in biological product non-regulations, which I call non-
regulations because they don’t actually regulate anything, even though they are called regulations
when they’re presented in legal documents.

You can also break it down by listing the American federal laws that it would be good if Congress
repealed.

I also suggest that people try as much as possible to focus on omissions, things that are missing in
terms, in definitions, in things like standards and criteria by which you can measure something or
assess something, omissions in procedures and methods, and omissions in legal duties and
obligations.

I’ll talk about that a little bit more later. Then it wraps up with a slide about how I understand
agency functions now, which is different from how I understood them before 2020, before I
understood this biological product, non-regulation, vaccination, intentional sickening, project
that’s been going on since the early 1900s.

The key points I want to emphasize are: do as much as you can to avoid sources of poisoning,
sources of spiritual poisoning, sources of cognitive poisoning, psychological, emotional and
physical. It’s important to understand that there are people who do actually want to demoralize
you and sicken you and render you infertile and kill people. And they are doing that to centralize
their own political control and wealth, as a sort of natural temporal reason why they’re doing it,
and also there are supernatural reasons why they’re doing it.

They’re doing it because they want to block the development of each human person as a member
of Christ. I don’t talk about that in detail in this slide deck, but I do think it’s important to
understand there are natural and supernatural elements of what’s happening.
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The second specific key point is to stop consuming the projected illusions that are being projected
through media and through public PR press releases and statements by government officers and
statements by corporate executives. Those illusions include things like the idea that viruses are
something stable, something threatening, something that can cause a specific disease.

The illusions also include the illusion that diagnostic tests are evidence of infection with a specific
disease. And ways to do this, to stop consuming these illusions, is to shut off the information drips.
Don’t listen to public health agencies. Don’t listen to mainstream media. Don’t watch internet
panic videos. Get off of social media. Throw out smartphones.

Because all of those are vehicles or delivery systems by which this poisonous information in
support of physical poisoning is getting into your mind. Stop consuming the projected illusion that
vaccines are something that will protect health. Stop consuming the illusion that they are
something that’s a substance specific to one disease vector. Stop taking vaccines. Stop vaccinating
babies and children. If you’re a vaccinator, don’t do it anymore. Don’t sign up for digital ID or
digital currency. Those are or will soon be connected to these kinds of medical, pseudo-medical,
actual poisoning products. And understand, like I said in the first, why is it important to understand
this stuff?

The US government and the World Health Organization do have goals and their goals include
promoting irrational fear of disease, promoting irrational fear of population, meaning births of
babies. They want you to be afraid that there’s too many people. There are not too many people.
They want you to be afraid of death, death from these diseases.

They also want you to irrationally trust in vaccines and in the people who promote them. And so
the counter-goal, which is what I’'m working on with writing and with presentations like this, is to
demonstrate so that more people can understand the non-credibility of the U.S. government, World
Health Organization position, understand the non-credibility of vaccination, understand the non-
credibility of vaccine proponents.

All of these different public health disease control and biodefense offices and agencies, they need
to be shut down, and vaccination programs need to be shut down. And from a supernatural goal or
perspective, my goal is to promote rational trust in God’s Providence, in the bodily and spiritual
integrity that He has made us with, trust in marriage, trust in having babies and raising children
and trust in sound money.

I will eventually, I hope, be writing more about those things. I’m trying to make a shift from the
biological product writing to writing more about Catholic teaching about law and the relationship
between the Catholic Church and governments. I’'m not quite there yet, but I am working towards
writing about that more.

If you want more information on how scientists from about the 1850s until now and still are
projecting these false illusions about viruses, I recommend the work of Stefan Lanka, Jamie
Andrews, and Mike Yeadon. I will put links to Stefan Lanka’s papers under this video.

If you want more information on mechanisms of fraud in disease epidemiology, I recommend the
work of Jessica Hockett and Jonathan Engler.
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If you want more information on mechanisms through which injected foreign biological material
and toxic chemicals, which is basically what vaccines are, cause harm, I recommend the work of
Sasha Latypova on anaphylaxis.

If you want more information on avoiding digital commerce prisons, I recommend the work by
Catherine Austin Fitts and the people that she works with through her company Solari.

Moving on to slide five, when I started working on understanding the laws around vaccines and
public health emergencies, which is what I write about at my Substack called Bailiwick News, I
described the project as “structural analysis of really big lies.”

I still look at it that way, that there are legal magic tricks being played on people.

There is an audience and there are performers and the performers are causing shared optical
illusions or hallucinations among the audience. I think about it sometimes in terms of what Penn
and Teller used to do, maybe still do. They are a comedy and magician duo who their shtick is,
basically, they do magic tricks and then they explain how they did the magic trick.

One example of that, I put the link up here to a YouTube video.!** I remember seeing this video
sometime in the 90s, probably. And it involves a semi truck that Penn is driving and Teller is lying
on the ground and the tires go right over Teller, but he jumps up and is totally fine afterwards. And
they invite the audience to guess, like, “What did we do? How did we make this trick work?”

Then they show you. This video is about two minutes long. The second half of it is Penn with the
camera going around to the other side of the semi-truck showing that there are very, very heavy
counterweights over there, pulling all of the weight of the truck over to the passenger side, so away
from where Teller is lying down the ground. And one of the tires, the ones that go right over
Teller’s body, have been replaced with foam. So there’s no weight on those tires anyway, and
they’re made of a squishy material so that it looks like he’s getting compressed under them, but
he’s not.

The legal tricks are tricks in the same way. They’re projected illusions, and it’s possible to
understand how it’s done. It’s done with deceptive words, it’s done with ambiguities, it’s done
with omissions, as I mentioned.

The legal tricks go hand in hand with tricks in scientific method and scientific publishing that have
been going on also since the 1850s, if not before. It’s important to understand that science side in
broad form. Like I said previously, I recommend Stefan Lanka2, Jamie Andrews, and Mike
Yeadon. There are other people working on this, to try to unpack what was done and how the
deception was carried out. Those are just three that I have found their written work and their oral
presentations of their work to be more clear than some others. So that’s why I recommend them.

Between 2020 and now, like I said, I’'m still working sometimes on this aspect of things. It’s the
main subject of the main work product I had produced, before the series that I wrote with Lydia
Hazel, called the American Domestic Bioterrorism Program.

124 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=39JHfOwozJs
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That project was to try to understand the whole-of-government treasonous conspiracy that is public
health emergency law centered on the PREP Act, which was passed in December of 2005, and the
PREP Act declarations and amendments that have been issued since 2020 and are in effect through
2029 at this time.

The PREP Act can be repealed by Congress, and James Roguski and Sasha Latypova are working
on a campaign to get Congress to repeal the PREP Act.

The PREP Act declarations can be terminated by the HHS secretary, which is currently Robert F.
Kennedy Jr. That would not require any action by Congress. Kennedy could just do that as a
Federal Register notice saying “That’s it, the PREP Act declarations are terminated” and they
would be terminated effective whatever date he set.

Those laws, and there are many of them, the PREP Act is just one, amount to a license to deceive,
a license to mutilate people, and a license to kill people under emergency conditions using toxic
products that are presented as medical products but are actually just poisons.

The emergency is declared by the HHS Secretary. He does not have to present any evidence in
support of making that declaration. There are no standards of evidence he has to meet. There is no
judicial oversight or legislative oversight or state oversight of those declarations. There is no forum
for adversarial evidence presentation or evidence testing or evidence review.

And the reason why none of those things are in the laws, those are all things that are omitted from
the laws, is because if evidence were required or there were any way for people to challenge
presented evidence, the evidence would not hold up because of all the material that people are
starting to understand about the fraud of viruses as causes of disease, and as transmissible causes
of disease.

So again, to understand that better, I recommend Stefan Lanka’s work, Jamie Andrew’s work, and
Mike Yeadon’s work.

But the point for the legal connection is, there’s no evidence required in these laws, because there
can’t be evidence that would meet any standards. The evidence is all garbage, essentially.

As I was researching what I had been studying about the emergency conditions, I also came across
information which led me to the conclusion that there was prior to Covid and prior to the PREP
Act, a more all-encompassing whole-of-government treasonous conspiracy related to
communicable disease control and poisoning programs that operated under routine conditions and
still does operate under routine conditions.

That set of programs is the childhood vaccine schedules and adult vaccine schedules.

Lydia and I wrote a series of five reports covering how that system was built between 1798 and
1972. And the reason we use 1972 as a sort of turning point is because that is the year the biological
product non-regulation system was moved from the National Institutes of Health to the Food and
Drug Administration.
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It made very little difference to what was actually happening because all of it was and still is fraud.
It just put it under a different institutional department. It went from NIH to FDA.

The pieces of the routine biological product non-regulation system include the 1902 virus toxin
law and the 1944 Public Health Service Act, which took the 1902 law and expanded it a little bit
and formalized it more, combined with the NIH/FDA performance that is not substantive, but looks
like it’s substantive, around licensing of vaccine manufacturing establishments.

What those things and the related laws that go into them equal is a license to deceive people and
mutilate and kill people under routine conditions.

There doesn’t have to be an emergency declaration. The companies can put anything that the FDA
or other government agencies want to have in vaccine containers into the vaccine containers.

They can be used by pediatricians and pharmacists.

There is no amount of adulteration or contamination or toxicity that will stop that program under
the laws because there are no actual standards for what goes in the containers and what it does.

I suggest focusing on the role of the Department of Health and Human Services and its sub-
agencies that are most involved in this program because they are, I believe, at the core of the 120-
year fraud of biological product non-regulation.

I do agree with Sasha Latypova and Debbie Lerman that the U.S. Department of Defense is, and
its sub-agencies and national security agencies and the Public Health Emergency Medical
Countermeasures Enterprise are, full partners.

I do think it’s a whole-of-government, and it’s described that way by DOD representatives in their
presentations. It’s described that way by health officers.

But I focus on the FDA because all of the roads specific to vaccines and fake tests and the other
countermeasures lead to the U.S. Food and Drug Administration’s Center for Biologics Evaluation
and Research, Office of Vaccine Research and Review, from all the other countries’ regulators,
specific to vaccines and to tests, but the CBER Office of Vaccine Research and Review is specific
to vaccines, through legal instruments called Mutual Recognition Agreements, or MRAs.

These are part of a project for what they call “international harmonization,” which is coordinated
by the World Health Organization and trade organizations to essentially make the FDA the single
regulator for the whole world by way of trade agreements that are used by regulators in other
countries to defer to the FDA decisions.

Because I see FDA as a single centralized world regulator, to the extent that the FDA can be
demonstrated as a non-credible organization, and reliance on FDA announcements, reliance on the
CDC decisions of the Advisory Committee on Immunization Practices, and all other US federal
public health disease control biodefense officers, to the extent that people stop seeing those as
credible sources of information, that helps shut down vaccination programs in the United States
and all the way around the world.
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Again, this is in direct opposition to the goal that the US government and the World Health
Organization have, which is to promote irrational fear of disease and promote irrational trust in
vaccines.

As I’ve been working with this material for the last few years, and the more time that I spend with
it, I’ve realized that there’s several different ways you can break down the information. Since
people process information differently, it’s helpful to provide different ways of fitting the pieces
together.

You can look at it chronologically. That’s how the American Domestic Bioterrorism Program
timeline is written. It’s also how the series about the 1798 to 1972 biological product law is written.

You can look at it in terms of legal instruments, which includes international things like treaties
and trade agreements, federal laws, federal regulations, state laws in the United States, like
Pennsylvania and Illinois state laws, all 50 states have laws on these issue, and from the point of
view of commercial contracts.

You can look at it through the lens of the different sections of biologics regulations.

You can look at it from the point of view of congressional acts that were passed at specific dates
by specific voting members of Congress.

You can look at it by subject areas such as biological product manufacturing; communicable
disease control and quarantine; emergency powers; biological agents.

And you can look at it through the lens of the terms and the phrases and the definitions in the
regulations that are used to denote living, dynamic, unstable biological organisms and their
fluctuating active subparts.

So any one of those, and hopefully as the series of videos continues, I will be able to approach it
from more than one of these directions in the hope that different people will find different
approaches more useful for them. For the first few videos, I'm probably going to stick with
chronological explanations, probably focused on Congress, the Public Health Service, the NIH,
and the FDA.

Very, very broadly speaking, that can be broken down into a period of time from 1902 to 1944
when establishment licenses were used and the non-regulations were published by the Public
Health Service and later it was called the NIH.

Then there was a period of time, roughly speaking, from 1944 to about 1999, when the
establishment license application and product license application systems, which were both fake
anyway, prior to 1944, and the NIH-FDA non-regulations, including things like fake “additional
standards” and a fake lot-release system, those were pretend in place between 1944 and about
1999.
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Then they were eliminated entirely. In about 1999, the new system, also fake, came into play. That
is called the Biologics License Application process, which includes CMC packages, which is
chemistry, manufacturing, and controls. The BLA replaced the ELA and PLA that had been in
place before.

What they replaced them with is Guidance for Industry going out from FDA to the companies and
Letters of Approval going out from FDA to the companies. The thing that came into FDA from
the companies was called the Biologics License Application with the CMC package. All of it fake.
All of it not founded on actual evidence or data or sound scientific methods or sound production
methods or quality control methods, just different names for these fake activities.

Then from 2004, roughly, to now, companies could use the BLA process and the EUA, emergency
use authorization process. And both of those are still the same kind of thing. The company receives
Guidance for Industry documents from the FDA, which the FDA publishes through the Federal
Register and through information distributed to companies and to universities and to non-
governmental organizations. Then the company puts together the application package based on the
fake methods that are listed in the Guidance for Industry documents and sends that package to the
FDA and then the FDA issues Letters of Approval saying, “Sure, go ahead.”

I have the idea of using an empty box as a visual aid. The box is empty. You can think of it as
empty or you can think of it as full of words that have no substance because there are lots and lots
of words in the regulations and in the Guidance for Industry documents. And in the letters. But
they don’t have a substantive meaning because the science is all garbage. So the box is sort of just
passed back and forth in front of the audience’s eyes, the audience being the public, by the
company representatives at the drug companies and the FDA officials in the US government to
suggest that there is some kind of regulation going on and that there are some kind of standards
going on or in place, some kind of quality control methods that work, when none of that is true.

The thing that has changed over the last 120 years is the speed at which the deception cycle
happens. From the 1950s to the 2000s, roughly speaking, it would take years. Same fake thing, but
it would take a while. They would move the box across your field of vision over a period of years.

Then in 2020, it happened in a period of months, from when they announced the fake threat in the
beginning of 2020 to when they announced the fake protective vaccine in December of 2020.

Now as we’re moving into 2025, they talk about that, they are claiming the process can unfold
over weeks or days.

The other main change that’s happened over that time period is the expansion of access to target
populations. In the early 1900s, most of the people targeted for vaccination and for communicable
disease fear campaigns were soldiers in the US military and other militaries. The populations of
schoolchildren at the city and state level, like regional or local, it would be run by a health
department. The health department would make its own products or contract with the drug
companies to make the products. Then they would go through in schools generally and inject
children.
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The other main target population during the early decades was islanders, US territory island
populations. They would, they would go there because it was a contained population, and sicken
and kill lots of people there.

In the 1950s, the target population increased. That was done through the polio fear campaign so
that they could have faster access to all babies and children and expectant mothers across the whole
country. Not just in one city, not just in one state.

They started with polio. They also made combination products of diphtheria, tetanus, and pertussis.
That was DTP. Then they added in the 1960s the measles, mumps, and rubella, and they kept
adding from there, and they enforced those by state-level school attendance policies, mostly.

In the 1970s, again, they’re trying to get more people into the system, more people thinking that
there are threats that threaten them, more people thinking that vaccines are a protective product.
The 1970s, especially with the swine flu fear campaign of 1976, they were getting more access to
adults, especially elderly and what they call immunocompromised.

This includes things like pneumococcal, which you hear radio advertisements for, [and] annual flu
shots. In the 2020s, which is where we are now, through the Covid events, they are working to get
more routine access to more adults and children through things like the coronavirus initial series,
and then saying there are variants, and then saying that people need to get boosters.

So I don’t see the Covid events as a break with what came before. I see them as a development of
what came before. This slide is just to emphasize that they’re faster at getting the deception cycle
to pass in front of people’s eyes, and they’ve got more people in their target population for the
promotion of irrational fear and the promotion of irrational trust.

This slide is making a few points about how the word virus has been described in scientific
literature. I learned this first piece from reading Stefan Lanka’s series that he published between
January and April 2020, which again, I will put the links below this video.

In the 1940s to the 1950s, there was a transition from viruses described in scientific literature as
submicroscopic stable disease-causing organisms or proteins or enzymes to being a package or a
strand of stable disease-causing genetic material or DNA. That happened mostly as a result of the
Watson and Crick papers about DNA structure.

Both of those descriptions of what a virus is are false. The Lanka series, I believe, is titled “The
Misinterpretation of Virus” [Misconception Called Virus] because he is not, as far as I understand,
saying that viruses do not exist. He’s saying viruses are not what they have been presented to the
public as being. They are not stable. They are not disease-causing. They are not transmissible.

Then in the 1960s, like I said in the previous slide, they started the routine childhood vaccine
schedules with a specific congressional act in October of 1962 to get the schedule started with the
DTP and the polio predicated on false virus and vaccine scientific premises and methods.

They got people to believe the false story that diseases were being caused by viruses that were
transmissible. Then they got people to believe the false medical principle that a vaccine would
prevent infection.
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The 1980s to the 1990s was the development of liability indemnification schemes. They actually
did that, I think, for the first time in 1976 with the Swine Flu Act. They broadened it out to all of
the childhood vaccines in 1986.

And at the same time, on the science side, the analytical methods for things like fragment
sequencing of genetic material were coming into wider use that were capable of demonstrating
that it’s false to define a virus as a stable disease-causing piece of matter and it’s false to describe
a vaccine as a stable, disease-specific, disease-preventive substance.

That is the reason I think that the further deregulation happened, in the mid-1990s until the present,
of the previous non-regulation scheme, which was non-regulation throughout, all the way from
1902 to now.

But they changed the form of it a little bit because if those analytical methods had been left to be
used, whenever they were used, they very quickly demonstrated that these things claimed to cause
disease don’t cause disease. They’re not stable. They’re not transmissible.

And the things claimed to prevent disease, are also not what is claimed about them. They’re
mixtures of biological matter. They’re mixtures of toxic chemicals. They’re mixtures of nutrient
solutions. They’re always contaminated. They’re always adulterated because they are mixtures of
living material and other toxic substances, and they’re always toxic because they’re always foreign
to the biological organism that’s receiving them.

Again, for more information on that side of things, I already said, Stefan Lanka, Jamie Andrews,
Sasha Latypova has done a lot of work on this, and Mike Yeadon, and other people. But those are
the ones that I lean on the most for my own understanding.

I’'m going to go through these last few slides fairly quickly. because I will probably come back
around and expand on them in future installments of the presentation videos.

As I said, you can break down the information by types of legal instruments. That includes
international treaties, such as the World Health Organization International Health Regulations.
That includes international trade agreements, like Mutual Recognition Agreements.

It includes international supply and purchase contracts. For example, the sales contract through
which the EU and Brazil and many, many other countries purchased vaccine, contracts, from
Pfizer.

You can look at US federal supply and purchase contracts. For example, the contracts that are
involved in Brooke Jackson’s whistleblower case between Pfizer, ATI, and the Department of
Defense.

You can look at federal and state statutes. Those are laws passed by Congress and by state
legislatures.

You can look at federal and state executive orders, which are issued by presidents and governors.
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You can look at federal executive agency determinations and declarations, things like PREP Act
declarations.

You can look at federal inter-agency memoranda of understanding [MOUs]. That’s one of the
ways that the different agencies coordinate into a whole-of-government system.

You can look at federal regulations. Those are the laws enacted by executive agencies through the
Federal Register. That’s where the most intensive level of detail and definition illusions is done.

You can look at federal non-binding Points to Consider and Guidance for Industry documents. As
I mentioned, those are written by the FDA, probably written by the drug companies too, but then
they’re published by the FDA as if they are things that the drug companies should comply with to
comply with the regulations, but it’s all part of the performance. It’s all non-substantive.

You can look at federal biologics license applications, which are the BLA, and emergency use
authorization requests, which are the EUA, and the FDA Letters of Approval that go back out.

You can look at federal and state court decisions.

There are six basic sections of the biologics regulations and looking at these subjects through those
sections can be helpful. They include definitions, licensing procedures, establishment inspections,
establishment standards for things like ventilation and plumbing and record keeping.

They also include the standards for product labels and general standards for products, which later
was, to that they later added *“additional standards” and then they removed the “additional
standards” again. That’s related to the process called lot release, which I will also talk about more
in future videos.

This is a list of federal laws it would be good for Congress to repeal. They should repeal the basic
law that’s about regulation of biological products. That’s 42 U.S.C. 262 and the ones just after it.
They should repeal the quarantine and inspection communicable disease control laws. They should
repeal the law authorizing the chemical and biological warfare program research and use on human
targets. They should repeal the entire public health emergencies law which includes vaccination
tracking and distribution, it includes the liability immunity for vaccine manufacturers and users,
that’s the PREP Act stuff. It was originally enacted in 1983, then they repealed the first one and
replaced it in 2000 and then they added the PREP Act sections to it in 2005.

Congress should repeal the entire vaccine program, all the liability immunity for vaccine
manufacturers and users under non-emergency conditions. They should repeal the EUA medical
countermeasures section of the Food Drug and Cosmetic Act, which is the main drug regulation
law. They should repeal the National All-Hazards Preparedness for Public Health Emergencies,
this is again related to the public health emergencies complex of laws, repeal the national
biodefense strategy, repeal the Chemical Weapons Convention Implementation law.

The reason for that is that that Chemical Weapons Convention Implementation Act is a place
through which they made loopholes allowing use of toxic chemicals and biological agents because
they classify them as being for prophylactic or protective or research purposes. The law itself is
the loophole for the use of the products that people think the law is there to prohibit.
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They should, Congress should also repeal International Pandemic Preparedness laws, which have
been put under the population planning and health programs section of the US Code. They should
repeal the National Preparedness System and Global Catastrophic Risk Management system.

The reason for repealing all of these things is because they are just cover, they’re cover for running
programs to irrationally frighten people about things that are not actually threats and they’re cover
for getting people to irrationally trust in vaccines and other medical countermeasures, PCR tests,
the whole complex of things.

Because people are afraid of the threat that is not a real threat. So they comply with the remedies
that are not real remedies, but are actually just poisons.

Just to repeat, as we go through this slide deck and the future ones, focus on omissions, focus on
circularity and non-specificity in terms of omissions and definitions, no standards, no criteria, no
procedures or methods that have any scientific foundation, and omissions of duties and legal
obligations.

I have just a couple examples in here about how they did define virus. In the law between 1919
and 1961, a virus was defined as “a product containing the minute living cause of an infectious
disease.” They didn’t have to provide any evidence that a virus as a stable object could be
identified, could be isolated, could be shown to cause anything. They just said it. And that was
that, because there was no requirement for any evidence.

In 1961, they changed the definition under the regulations to “a virus is interpreted to be,” which
is a phrase that I still, I’ve seen it a couple places. It’s not really a definition. It just says it’s
“interpreted to be.” It doesn’t say who interprets it to be that or in what context. Setting that aside,
“a virus is interpreted to be a product containing a minute living cause of an infectious disease and
includes but is not limited to filterable viruses, bacteria, rickettsia, fungi, and protozoa.”

So basically, this definition says “a virus is a virus and a bacteria and these other things.” That’s a
circular, nonspecific definition, and it does not require any evidence.

There is no physical defini