


Some of my colleagues and I call this misleading use of imaging "the point and declare method", and people around the
world are becoming aware of this inanity.

As men who consider themselves scientists, I'm surprised you're not embarrassed to cite such a study.  Nine of the 12
animals in this ridiculous study were sacrificed 15 - 48 hours after "inoculation" and there isn't a shred of scientific
evidence to be gleaned from it.

I also can't take seriously your comments about a supposed "false dichotomy" (germ vs. terrain) when you haven't
acknowledged the view, or ruled out the possibility, that "germs" (the ones that actually exist) are the result rather than the
cause of dis-ease in a body and always play a beneficial role.  Said view is in direct opposition to the claims of germ
hypothesis adherents, even though both acknowledge that compromised bodies are more likely to end up with a so-called
"infection".

Fyi, we're well aware that according to the "virus" hypothesis "viruses" can't grow in a pure culture.  The need for purified
samples (to be sequenced, characterized and studied with valid controlled experiments) and the overall logic of the
postulates remains.  Historical context doesn't change anything because logic doesn't change over time.  It's just easier to
bamboozle people who have already accepted "germ" dogma. 

You have failed to disclose to your readers the details of a typical cell culture used by virologists to fake-isolate imaginary
"viruses", even though your 5th heading is "What does it mean to isolate a virus?"  

I challenge you to walk your readers through a typical "virus isolation" study, for example A pneumonia outbreak
associated with a new coronavirus of probable bat origin that supposedly describes the "isolation" of "SARS-COV-2"
as performed by Peng Zhou et al., and try explaining to them how this study adheres to the scientific method with valid
independent and dependent variables and a valid mode of exposure, starting from the point of sample collection and
storage and preparation of the cell lines.  

If you're not able to see the problems with this study, I suggest you need a time-out and would benefit from a strong dose
of Baileys, starting with A Farewell to Virology (film version here).

You've asserted that:
"While direct isolation is often used in the initial characterization of a novel virus, the use of cell cultures greatly facilitates
the sensitive and speedy routine detection of viruses that are already known"

and:

"Has the SARS-CoV-2 virus ever been isolated? Yes, it has been—numerous times."

I challenge you to cite a study wherein any alleged "virus" was found in the bodily fluid/tissue/excrement of a so-called 
"host" and actually isolated (purified), sequenced, characterized and shown to cause the relevant illness.  I literally have
hundreds of freedom of information responses from >220 institutions in 40 countries on my website and in zero cases
has any institution been able to cite a study describing actual isolation/purification of an alleged virus.

The so-called "solid study" (of n = 9 patients with mild symptoms and involving the infamous Christian Drosten) that you
list as your 16th reference describes the typical cytopathic effects in a monkey kidney cell culture contaminated with calf
serum and toxic-to-kidneys amphotericin B, etc., passed off as "virus isolation" (supplementary methods).  A
completely unnatural procedure that tells us nothing whatsoever about what goes on in a living body or why anyone got
sick, lacking a valid independent variable or dependent variable, and without even a pretense of controls. 

You asserted that "the artificial nature of SARS-CoV-2 can be convincingly demonstrated based on nothing more than the
nucleotide sequence of its genome [11]", without citing valid evidence of "SARS-COV-2" to begin with.  No amount of
analysis of a made-up computer "genome" that has never been shown to have a physical counterpart could tell us
anything at all about an alleged "virus".

Regarding your assertion that "It is also possible to buy samples of the purified virus from the American Type Culture
Collection", I challenge you to back up that claim by showing that any "isolate" sold by ATCC or any other supplier actually
consists of purified particles and that said particles were actually shown to be a "virus".  Please see my response >2
years ago Steve Kirsch's same claim re ATCC.
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https://viroliegy.com/category/electron-microscope-images/
https://amandhavollmer.substack.com/p/germ-theory-of-disease-is-one-of
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-2012-7
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-2012-7
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-2012-7
https://mikestone.substack.com/p/viroliegy-101-the-scientific-method
https://drsambailey.com/resources/
https://drsambailey.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/A-FAREWELL-TO-VIROLOGY-Expert-Edition-V1.2.pdf
https://www.bitchute.com/video/5EAWnkwUuJWJ/
https://www.fluoridefreepeel.ca/fois-reveal-that-health-science-institutions-have-no-record-of-any-virus-having-been-isolated-purified-virology-isnt-a-science/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-020-2196-x#Sec15
https://static-content.springer.com/esm/art%3A10.1038%2Fs41586-020-2196-x/MediaObjects/41586_2020_2196_MOESM1_ESM.pdf
https://www.fluoridefreepeel.ca/open-letter-to-steve-kirsch-january-10-2022/
https://www.fluoridefreepeel.ca/open-letter-to-steve-kirsch-january-10-2022/


I don't know why it's still necessary to point these things out >4 years into this hoax.

Regards,
Christine
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