
     

 

 

 

The German Origins of the Pandemic Treaty 

BY ROBERT KOGON   AUGUST 1, 2023     

With the WHO hurtling towards adoption of the ‘Pandemic Treaty,’ as well as revisions of its 
International Health Regulations (IHR) which some knowledgeable observers regard as even more 
consequential, the predominant theory among opponents appears to be that the changes will 
consolidate the power of the WHO bureaucracy and hence of private interests which allegedly control 
the latter.  

But, prima facie, the theory makes little sense. The WHO is, after all – like, say, the UN or the WTO – 
an international organization, in which negotiations take place among member-states and decisions 
are made by them. Private sources can contribute as much funding as they like, and this may well give 
them influence, but it will not give them a seat at the negotiating table or a vote. Without precise state 
sponsorship, a project like the Pandemic Treaty and the related revisions of the IHR could not even get 
off the ground. 

And, lo and behold, if we go back far enough – before hardly anyone will have ever even heard the 
expression ‘pandemic treaty’ – we discover that the treaty did indeed have a state sponsor and that, 
unsurprisingly, the state in question is the very same state which, if albeit unbeknownst to the broader 
public, was the driving force behind the WHO’s Covid-19 ‘pandemic response:’ namely, Germany. 

Thus, referring to then German Minister of Health Jens Spahn, the headline of a May 24, 2021 
report from Germany’s DPA wire service reads: ‘Spahn Pushes for International Treaty: How the WHO 
Wants to Prevent a New Pandemic.’  

But the article is not in fact about how the WHO wants to prevent a future pandemic, but rather about 
how Germany wants the WHO to prevent a future pandemic. Thus, the accompanying blurb reads: 
‘How can a catastrophe like the Corona pandemic be prevented in the future? With a UN treaty, 
Germany and other countries believe. At the WHO meeting, they want to break the resistance of other 
countries.’ 
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The article goes on to narrate how Germany and its allies wanted to use the WHO’s annual assembly, 
which was being held remotely that year and which began on that very day, in order to ‘fire off the 
starting pistol for an international pandemic treaty.’  

And so it would come to pass. 

By the end of the yearly event, a few days later, then German Chancellor Angela Merkel and a 
somewhat ragtag band of two dozen other world leaders would publish a joint statement calling for the 
conclusion of a pandemic treaty. The signatories included many frankly minor figures like the prime 
ministers of Fiji and of Trinidad and Tobago, as well as heads of international organisations – like none 
other than WHO Director-General Tedros – but also somewhat weightier figures like then British Prime 
Minister Boris Johnson and French President Emmanuel Macron. 

‘States have to commit to cooperating and to the implementation of jointly established rules’, Spahn 
told the DPA. ‘So as not to remain at the level of pious wishes,’ the article continues, 

A legally binding treaty is planned: whoever takes part has to abide by it. A form of compulsion is 
supposed to come into being: practically only rogue states could then afford not to cooperate and they 
would have to count on international condemnation. 

Speaking of private versus state interests, by this time, in mid-2021, Germany had shot past the Bill & 
Melinda Gates Foundation to become the WHO’s largest funder, nearly quadrupling its contribution 
overnight in a funding effort which the DPA report explicitly links to its desire to lead the world in 
pandemic prevention and response. Germany’s contribution thus reached nearly $1.15 billion for the 
2020-21 funding period (as can be seen here). 

All of the additional funding was, of course, voluntary (Germany’s assessed contribution as member 
state represented a mere 5 percent of the total), and nearly all of it was earmarked precisely for the 
WHO’s Covid-19 response budget. As in previous years, the bulk of Gates Foundation funding, by 
contrast, continued to be devoted to polio eradication. (See flowchart here.) 

Thus, more to the point, if Germany’s 
total contribution to the WHO budget 
easily surpassed that of the Gates 
Foundation, its specific contribution to 
the Covid-19 response budget 
dwarfed that of the Gates Foundation. 
The below graphs generated from the 
WHO database clearly illustrate this 
fact for 2020, with Germany’s $425 
million contribution leading the pack by 
a wide margin and the Gates 
Foundation’s mere $15 million trailing 
even the likes of Yemen! 
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In 2021, Germany would continue 
to lead the pack, with the 
European Commission, under 
former German Minister of 
Defence Ursula von der Leyen, 
now upping its game and finishing 
(a distant) second. The combined 
pledges of Germany ($406 
million) and the Commission 
($160 million) would represent 
around half of the WHO’s total 
Covid-19 response budget. The 

Gates Foundation contribution would fall to just $10 million. (See the WHO database here, selecting 
‘SPRP 2021,’ and for further discussion, my earlier article here.) 

Moreover, Germany was not only massively funding the WHO’s Covid-19 response. It was also 
uniquely well-positioned within the organisation to influence the development of the Pandemic Treaty 
and the revisions of the International Health Regulations.  

Thus, the DPA report notes that ‘a WHO expert commission led by Lothar Wieler, the head of the Robert 
Koch Institute,’ had recommended the quick dispatch of ‘crisis teams’ to the area of a ‘pandemic 
outbreak.’ This procedure is supposed to be ‘anchored in the treaty,’ i.e. to be mandatory whether a 
country wants to receive such ‘crisis teams’ or not.  

A commission led by Lothar Wieler, the head of the Robert Koch Institute? The Robert Koch Institute 
(RKI) is none other than the German public health authority. Wieler’s leading such a commission is as 
if Rochelle Walensky would lead a WHO expert commission while still heading the CDC or, say, 
Anthony Fauci would lead a WHO expert commission while still heading NIAID. 

Wieler, who has since stepped down from his position as head of the RKI, chaired the WHO’s ‘Review 
Committee on the Functioning of the International Health Regulations during the COVID-19 Response,’ 
which undoubtedly played a key role in developing the proposed revisions of the IHR. This is perhaps 
the commission to which the DPA report is referring.  

Wieler is also a long-time champion of the so-called ‘One Health’ approach, focusing on ‘zoonotic’ or 
animal origins of human diseases, which is at the very heart of the proposed pandemic treaty. (See the 
‘zero draft’ here and the Wieler-edited volume here.) Wieler is a veterinarian, incidentally. 

As further evidence of Germany’s commitment to ‘pandemic prevention,’ the DPA report also points to 
a German government grant of €30 million to the WHO to create a ‘pandemic early warning centre’ in 
Berlin. The €30 million would become $100 million and the ‘early warning system’ would become the 
Hub for Pandemic and Epidemic Intelligence, which was inaugurated in Berlin – just three months later! 
– on September 1, 2021, by Chancellor Merkel and WHO Director-General Tedros. 
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Although the hub is commonly described as a WHO centre, it is in fact 
run as a full-fledged partnership between the WHO and none other than 
the German public health authority, the RKI. On that same September 1, 
2021, Wieler and Tedros marked the creation of the partnership with a 
celebratory elbow-bump, as can be seen in the below picture taken from 
the RKI tweet here. 

 

 

The Left Loves Humanity But Hates People 

Why eco-zealots don’t care about winning hearts and minds. 
August 4, 2023   

 “I love humanity; it’s people I can’t stand.” It’s a funny old line, attributed to everyone from Albert 
Einstein to Charles Schultz’s “Peanuts” characters. But in a political context the idea behind the 
humor takes on a much more ominous tone. 

Recently I watched a few YouTube interviews of representatives from Just Stop Oil, the British-based 
environmentalist movement launched in 2022 and described on its website as “a nonviolent civil 
resistance group demanding the UK Government stop licensing all new oil, gas and coal projects.” Like 
their fellow climate activist group Extinction Rebellion, Just Stop Oil operates in decentralized, 
autonomous blocs with no formal leadership, and their strategy is to force political action on the 
environment through social disruption. 

In practice, “social disruption” means everything from blocking traffic to interrupting sporting events to 
damaging priceless museum art. Last year Just Stop Oil carried out a days-long series of blockades 
that snarled British traffic for hours each time. Just last month in west London, a similar traffic protest 
caused one frustrated parent to exit her car and confront the activists, shouting, “I’ve got a baby in my 
car and we have to get to hospital!” The protestors refused to let her through. What’s the loss of one 
baby when you’re busy saving the entire planet? 

Also last month, two Just Stop Oil eco-zealots interrupted a tennis match at Wimbledon by throwing 
orange confetti and jigsaw pieces onto the court, to the accompaniment of loud booing from the 
disapproving crowd. Culture Secretary Lucy Frazer later stated, “We must protect the right to peaceful 
protest, but that does not give license to a vocal minority to spoil events that millions of us enjoy.” 

In October 2022, two young Just Stop Oil protesters threw tomato soup at Vincent van Gogh’s 
“Sunflowers” in London’s National Gallery and then glued their hands to the wall below the painting. 
One shouted, “Are you more concerned about the protection of a painting or the protection of our planet 
and people?” A witness later told The Guardian, “They may be trying to get people to think about the 
issues but all they end up doing is getting people really annoyed and angry.” 

Indeed. Rather than galvanize action about the climate catastrophes they consider to be apocalyptic 
and imminent; rather than inspire others to join their movement, these tactics have earned Just Stop 
Oil the boiling enmity of the vast majority of British citizens, who are fed up with having their daily lives 
turned upside down by (mostly) young eco-hysterics. 
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The interviewers in the YouTube videos I watched, which dated within the last few weeks, included UK 
media staple Piers Morgan and Sky News presenter Mark Austin. Morgan often clashes with 
conservatives but to his credit considers the far-Left environmentalists to be “unbelievably irritating 
morons.” Austin, in his segment, was far more neutral but didn’t let his guest off the hook. 

Both Morgan and Austin did express concern about the issue of climate change, but got straight to 
asking their guests why Just Stop Oil insisted on using tactics that inconvenienced and angered 
citizens, and drove away potential allies. It was a basic and legitimate question that millions were eager 
to have answered, but the activists refused to address it. They repeatedly fell back on fear-mongering 
talking points about the urgency of their cause. What’s really disruptive, they insisted, is catastrophic 
climate change. Do you have children? Don’t you love them? Don’t you want to save the planet for 
them? 

Over and over again in their respective interviews, Morgan and Austin unsuccessfully pressed the 
activists to explain why they didn’t use methods more effective at garnering support. “The strategy isn’t 
working,” Morgan noted bluntly. One of his two guests, Riz Possnett, was a privileged young trans 
activist not associated with Just Stop Oil but supportive of their tactics. Her father is a wealthy 
businessman and Extinction Rebellion supporter. Possnett disrespectfully laughed and cursed 
throughout her pointless chatter without ever answering. Morgan’s other guest, a “green entrepreneur,” 
refused to acknowledge Morgan’s point that the world’s biggest polluter is China, not the UK, and that 
the activists exhibited a “moral cowardice” by not protesting in Beijing or Moscow or Mumbai. 

Austin’s guest, a young woman with the improbable name Indigo Rumbelow, revved herself up into a 
cultish intensity that was more alarming than the hellish climate consequences she predicted were 
coming any moment now. She shouted that if Austin and his fellow members of the complicit corporate 
media were “doing their job properly,” Just Stop Oil wouldn’t have to resort to taking drastic action. 

Frankly, the reason these activists refused to answer the simple question about why they resort to 
tactics that alienate potential supporters is because they don’t care about winning people over to their 
side. Despite claiming that they want to open people’s eyes to a coming global disaster, and that they 
want masses of supporters to help them confront government offices and disrupt fossil fuel use, the 
truth of the matter is that they are uninterested in persuading people. They are uninterested in winning 
hearts and minds. Their aim is to steamroll right over what other people want and to force political 
change now. 

The religious fanatics of Just Stop Oil and their ilk are convinced of the righteousness of their planet-
saving mission. Their sense of moral superiority means they have contempt for the average citizen just 
trying to get on with his or her life. They know that – impending climate doom notwithstanding – people 
still have to get to work or to the airport or to the hospital, and preventing that is the goal. If a mother 
can’t get her baby to the hospital in an emergency, well, that’s a small price to pay to save humanity. 
These environmental revolutionaries want to deconstruct and fundamentally transform our way of life, 
regardless of how it impacts people, because they’re certain it’s for your own good. 

The larger point to draw from Just Stop Oil’s strategy of social disruption is that the Left has commonly 
professed to be “the party of the people,” when in fact leftists resent actual people. The term “the 
people” refers to a sort of Platonic ideal of humanity; the Left is comfortable thinking about people this 
way, as an abstraction. Actual people, by contrast, are real individuals whose variety, complexity, and 
frustrating ungovernability are troublesome for leftists, who require compliance with their totalitarian 
agenda. 
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This is why communist regimes hypocritically adopt populist names like “The People’s Republic of” 
China or North Korea, yet they terrorize, oppress, starve, and slaughter by the millions the actual people 
who live in these collectivist hellholes – because leftists view the mass of humanity as simply a means 
to an end, and that end, of course, is power. People are dispensable. Similarly, Democrat politicians in 
America pontificate about their concern for “the people” but then push for big-government policies that 
invariably do more harm than good – because their ultimate mission is not to better the lives of real 
people but to seize and maintain power, which they then use to continue imposing their utopian vision 
onto the people – for their own good. 

China crafts weapons to alter brain function; report says tech 
meant to influence government leaders 

 

Members of China’s People’s Liberation Army 

(PLA) Rocket Force let out a yell as they march 

in formation during a parade to commemorate 

the 70th anniversary of the founding of 

Communist China in Beijing, Tuesday, Oct. 1, 

2019. (AP Photo)  

By Bill Gertz - The Washington 

Times - Thursday, July 6, 2023 

China‘s People’s Liberation Army is developing 
high-technology weapons designed to disrupt 
brain functions and influence government leaders 

or entire populations, according to a report by three open-source intelligence analysts. 
 
The weapons can be used to directly attack or control brains using microwave or other directed energy 
weapons in handheld guns or larger weapons firing electromagnetic beams, adding that the danger of China‘s 
brain warfare weapons prior to or during a conflict is no longer theoretical. 
 
“Unknown to many, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) and its People’s Liberation Army (PLA) have 
established themselves as world leaders in the development of neurostrike weapons,” according to the 12-
page report, “Enumerating, Targeting and Collapsing the Chinese Communist Party’s Neurostrike Program.” 
The Washington Times obtained a copy of the study. 
 
The U.S. Commerce Department in December 2021 imposed sanctions on China‘s Academy of Military 
Medical Sciences and 11 related entities the department said were using “biotechnology processes to support 
Chinese military end-uses and end-users, to include purported brain-control weaponry.” 
 
Few public studies or discussions, however, have been held regarding the new advanced military capability. 
 
Neurostrike is a military term defined as the engineered targeting of the brains of military personnel or civilians 
using nonkinetic technology. The goal is to impair thinking, reduce situational awareness, inflict long-term 
neurological damage and cloud normal cognitive functions. 
 
The study was written by Ryan Clarke, a senior fellow at the East Asian Institute of the National University of 
Singapore; Xiaoxu Sean Lin, a former Army microbiologist now with Feitan College; and L.J. Eads, a former Air 
Force intelligence officer and current specialist in artificial intelligence for the U.S. intelligence community. The 
three authors write that China‘s leadership “views neurostrike and psychological warfare as a core component 
of its asymmetric warfare strategy against the United States and its allies in the Indo-Pacific.” 
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According to the report, neurostrike capabilities are part of standard military capabilities and should not be 
viewed as an unconventional weapon limited to use in extreme circumstances. 
Likely areas of use for the weapons included Taiwan, the South China Sea, East China Sea and the disputed 
Sino-Indian border. 
 
The threat is not limited to the use of microwave weapons: “[China‘s] new landscape of neurostrike 
development includes using massively distributed human-computer interfaces to control entire populations as 
well as a range of weapons designed to cause cognitive damage,” the report said. 
 
Research is focused on using brain warfare weapons in the near term, and possibly during a Chinese military 
assault on Taiwan — a target for future Chinese military operations that U.S. military leaders have said could 
be carried out in the next four years. 
 
“Any breakthrough in this research would provide unprecedented tools for the CCP to forcibly establish a new 
world order, which has been [Chinese President] Xi Jinping’s lifelong goal,” the report said. 
 
Militarily, brain warfare can be used in what the Pentagon has called China‘s “anti-access, area-denial” military 
strategy for the Indo-Pacific. 
 
“Imagine (at least partially) immunized PLA troops being inserted into a geography where a specific 
weaponized bacterial strain has been released prior to their entry to prepare the ground and eliminate points of 
resistance,” the report states. “Any remaining sources of resistance on the ground are then dealt with through 
[Chinese] neurostrike weaponry that instill intense fear and/or other forms of cognitive incoherence resulting in 
inaction.” 
 
That scenario would allow the PLA to establish absolute control over a nation like Taiwan, while at the same 
time blunting any American strategic options to intervene and send troops in to support Taiwan. The PLA could 
thus negate U.S. conventional military superiority with few near-term remedies for the United States, the report 
said. 
 
“This scenario is based on known existing CCP research programs and what the clear strategic aims of those 
programs are,” the report said. 
 
The report said placing China‘s Academy of Military Medical Science the Commerce Department’s blacklist of 
companies barred from access to U.S. goods was the result of its leading role in developing brain warfare 
capabilities. A special branch of the Chinese military known as the Strategic Support Force (SSF) is likely the 
main unit charged with conducting brain warfare. 
 
The ‘three warfares’ strategy 
The SSF is the leader in what the PLA calls a “three warfares” strategy of using nonkinetic weapons in war. 
The three warfares were disclosed in 2014 by China‘s National Defense University and call for employing 
psychological warfare, media warfare and legal warfare. 
 
Little is known about the SSF but available information indicates the force would be used to shape information 
environments on the ground and provide the PLA with better battlefield information than its adversaries. 
 
“With additional neurostrike capabilities that can either damage, disorient or even control perceived adversary 
cognition at the population level, the PLA SSF would represent an exponential escalation in [China‘s] 
aggression in the Indo-Pacific,” the report said. 
 
“Three warfares” operations are underway against Taiwan, Hong Kong, the South China Sea and along the 
Indian-Chinese border, and the authors warn that the risk of the new brain warfare capabilities being used is 
increasing. 
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The SSF “now operates as a type of superstructure on top of a growing and increasingly active platform of 
Chinese military assets (land, sea, air, cyber, and space) across multiple theaters in the Indo-Pacific while 
simultaneously serving as the primary deployment platform for new neurostrike weaponry,” the report said. 
 
To counter brain warfare capabilities, the report urges the U.S. military to first expose the threat of neurostrike 
weapons and call for international talks and policy remedies, such as ethics reviews for neuroscience and 
cognitive science studies. Proactively, the United States should sabotage critical supply chains of specific 
institutions or companies engaged in brain warfare research. 
 
Cyber capabilities also should be used to target and disrupt Chinese neurostrike programs. Sanctions against 
all Chinese civilian and military programs linked to brain warfare also should be increased. 
The objective of all counter-brain warfare efforts should be to dissuade China‘s leadership from deploying the 
new technology, the report said. 
 
“Like all of the CCP’s asymmetric warfare programs, neurostrike depends entirely on presenting a massively 
decentralized and fragmented network structure,” the report said. “This renders it nearly impossible to map 
using traditional investigative or intelligence approaches.” 
 
China currently does not have the defense-industrial base needed to produce the technologies for a 
neurostrike program that can match Beijing’s military ambitions, the report said, presenting a window of 
opportunity for the U.S. and its allies. 
 
“This fundamental gap presents a massive vulnerability for decapitating strikes against the neurostrike program 
provided that these gaps can be surfaced, and precision-targeted,” the report said. 
 
U.S. and allied nations must locate key weaknesses in the networks involved in the brain warfare program. 
Covert military action can “make involvement in this weapons program a high-risk venture where technical 
failure and negative international attention are the most likely outcomes,” the report said. 
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