
 

 

Ϯϭ January Ϯ0ϮϮ 

Leƚƚeƌ fƌom ƚhe UK Medical Fƌeedom Alliance ƚo͗   
                  

• João Monteiro - Chief Editor of “Nature Medicine” 
 

Re͗ PƵblicaƚion in NaƚƵƌe Medicine ͞SARSͲCoVͲϮ Infecƚion and COVIDͲϭϵ ǀaccinaƚion ƌaƚeƐ in 
pƌegnanƚ ǁomen in Scoƚland 
 
The UK Medical Freedom Alliance is an alliance of medical professionals, scientists and lawyers who are 
campaigning for Informed Consent, Medical Freedom and Bodily Autonomy to be protected and 
preserved.  

We are writing to you as the Chief Editor of “Nature Medicine” regarding the recent publication entitled 
“SARS-CoV-Ϯ Infection and COVID-ϭϵ vaccination rates in pregnant women in Scotland” i, as we do not 
agree that the data presented allows the stated conclusions and are most concerned about the message 
of reassurance regarding COVID-ϭϵ vaccine effectiveness and safety in pregnancy. 

We attach a letter, dated ϭϳ January Ϯ0ϮϮ, which we sent to the first and corresponding author of the 
paper Dr Sarah Stock. With the letter, ǁe ƌeƋƵeƐƚed ƚhaƚ ƚhiƐ papeƌ be immediaƚelǇ ƌeƚƌacƚed on ƚhe 
baƐiƐ of Ɛeǀeƌal Ɛignificanƚ flaǁƐ in iƚƐ meƚhodologǇ ǁhich ǁe liƐƚed in deƚail. Due to significant 
insufficiencies in data interpretation, we argue that the published conclusions, which are now amplified 
in various other reportsii iii and in the media, are not valid. 

Regrettably, Dr Stock’s reply did not address any of the concerns we raised, as she merely responded 
claiming that their “research ǁas carried out to the highest standards of integritǇ” including 
“development of the protocol bǇ a team including patient and public representatives͕ eǆperts from Public 
Health Scotland͕ and multiͲdisciplinarǇ academics from the Universities of Edinburgh͕ St Andreǁs͕ 
Glasgoǁ͕ StrathclǇde and Victoria UniversitǇ Wellington.” She further maintained that: “The protocol ǁas 
peer revieǁed and published͕ and all the research underǁent ethical and governance revieǁ͘ Our findings 
ǁere subject to eǆtensive peer revieǁ͕ and ǁe presented the findings ǁith clear description of the studǇ 
methods and discussion of the limitations͘ As such ǁe see no reason to retract our paper.” 
 
The pƵƌpoƐe of ƚhiƐ leƚƚeƌ iƐ ƚheƌefoƌe ƚo ƌeƋƵeƐƚ an Ƶƌgenƚ ediƚoƌial ƌeǀieǁ conƐideƌing all ƚhe iƐƐƵeƐ ǁe 
haǀe ƌaiƐed͘ We mainƚain ƚhaƚ ƚhiƐ papeƌ ƐhoƵld be ƌeƚƌacƚed immediaƚelǇ, especially as its invalid 
conclusions are being used to further the promotion of an experimental pharmaceutical product to a large 
and vulnerable group in society (pregnant women).   

It is most unfortunate that none of the authors or peer reviewers appear to have noted the issues with 
data interpretation. However, we do not consider the mere calling on the number or academic standing 
of contributors a satisfactory response to the factual insufficiencies of this study. 
 



 

 

We have gone to great length to elaborate and fully reference the details of our criticism, which largely 
relates to the definitions of cases, the definition of “unvaccinated”, the interpretation of data in relation 
to the timeframes and to obvious confounding factors and the unsubstantiated assumptions of causality. 
We argue that the correctness of data and methodology cannot be substantiated by the number or 
expertise of people who have looked at it, as per Dr Stock’s response, but they should be assessed on 
their own merit and hold up to scrutiny by anyone. We further argue that all ƚhe iƐƐƵeƐ ǁe haǀe ƌaiƐed 
aƌe ǀalid poinƚƐ of cƌiƚiciƐm͕ ǁhich cannoƚ be diƐmiƐƐed and ǁill need ƚo be conƐideƌed and addƌeƐƐed. 
The fact that the methods were clearly described does not imply that they were scientifically robust, and 
the fact that limitations were discussed does not imply they were not significant enough to compromise 
and completely preclude the stated conclusions. 

We are concerned about the integrity of the study as the purpose is clearly to emphasize a foregone 
conclusion, influenced by industrial bias, which is demonstrably not supported by the data presented. 
Alloǁing ƚheƐe pƌomoƚional conclƵƐionƐ ƚo ƌemain in ƚhe pƵblic domain iƐ noƚ onlǇ ƵnƐcienƚific bƵƚ 
pƌofoƵndlǇ Ƶneƚhical. 

In the interest of the principles of good clinical practice and scientific transparency, and in this case in the 
interest of the safety of pregnant women worldwide, we therefore renew our request and noǁ appeal ƚo 
ǇoƵ aƐ ƚhe ediƚoƌ ƚo ƌeͲeǆamine ƚhe meƚhodologǇ conƐideƌing oƵƌ conceƌnƐ. As we note in the letter 
attached, we hope that upon scrutiny of the data and methodology you arrive at the only possible 
conclusion - that this paper must be immediately retracted. 

We will at this stage not publicise this letter further, to give you time to respond and decide how you wish 
to proceed.  However, we reserve the right to publish this letter more widely in due course, should we find 
that this study remains in the public domain and continues to be used to promote COVID-ϭϵ vaccination 
in pregnant women.  
 
We request you respond by Ϯϴ January Ϯ0ϮϮ to either confirm that (i) you are retracting the paper or (ii) 
you otherwise acknowledge receipt of this letter and respond to the points made therein as a matter of 
urgency.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
UK Medical Freedom Alliance  

www.ukmedfreedom.org 
 
 

 
i https://www.nature.com/articles/sϰϭϱϵϭ-0Ϯϭ-0ϭϲϲϲ-Ϯ 
 
ii https://www.medscape.co.uk/viewarticle/covid-related-perinatal-and-maternal-outcomes-worse-
Ϯ0ϮϮaϭ000ϰrs?uacсϯϵϱϰϳϵSX&impIDсϯϵϱϲϳϲϱ&ssoсtrue&fafсϭ&srcсmkm_ret_ϮϮ0ϭϭϵ_mscpmrk_dailyuk_int 
 
iii https://www.bmj.com/content/ϯϳϲ/bmj.oϭϭϳ 
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