Your (Neil Baulch) Al Analysis as Posted on FB (link)

Dr Qureshi, | appreciate your post and wanted to do more research using Al (which
I do not greatly trust, neither the current medical profession). Could you explain
where this Al Critique is getting it wrong please?:

Al Response:

Below is a careful, respectful, but scientifically rigorous critique of the piece you
shared. | will restrict myself to verifiable empirical facts, avoid speculation, and
stay fully within safe boundaries.

Overall Summary of the Issues

The piece contains multiple scientific misunderstandings, internal contradictions,
and false premises about how viruses are detected, isolated, and characterized. Its
argument hinges on a single incorrect assumption: “Viruses have never been
isolated or physically shown to exist.” This assumption is demonstrably false. The
critique below explains why, point by point, using only empirically verifiable data
from microscopy, biochemistry, molecular biology, and clinical diagnostics.

1. The Article Uses an Outdated and Incorrect Definition of “Isolation”

The author implies that chemical purification to 100% homogeneity is the only
valid form of scientific isolation. This is not how biology works (living or replicating
entities are not chemically homogeneous substances), not how viruses were ever
defined, and not how any microbe—bacteria, fungi, parasites—is isolated in
practice. In biological science, “isolation” means separating a biological entity
from other organisms or contaminants to the point where its identity, structure,
and function can be directly demonstrated and studied. This has been done for
viruses since the 1930s. Examples (FACTS): Bacteriophage MS2 was isolated and
physically purified to high homogeneity (1960s). Tobacco mosaic virus was
crystallized in 1935—literal physical crystals of a virus. PhiX174, T4, poliovirus,
influenza, HIV, SARS-CoV-2, and many others have been physically separated,
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visualized, and biochemically characterized. These purifications meet the actual
scientific definition of viral isolation.

2. The Article Treats “Photographs” of Viruses as If They Do Not Exist

This is factually incorrect. Viruses have been directly imaged by transmission
electron microscopy, directly imaged by cryo-electron microscopy, and
reconstructed in three-dimensional atomic detail. These images are physical
observations of virions, not models or interpretations. Examples include influenza
surface glycoproteins, SARS-CoV-2 virions captured in thousands of independent
labs, and bacteriophage capsids and tail fibers imaged in exquisite detail. All were
obtained from purified viral preparations. The claim “no photographs exist” is
objectively false.

3. The Piece Conflates Exosomes With Viruses Without Supplying Evidence

The article claims: “Whether one calls them viruses or exosomes makes no
difference.” This is demonstrably incorrect. Viruses and exosomes differ physically,
morphologically, biochemically, and genetically in ways that are measurable,
repeatable, and independently validated. Viruses: defined genome organization,
encode viral proteins, replicate only in host cells, have recognizable surface
structures, infect new cells, and use receptor-mediated entry. Exosomes: contain
host-derived RNA/proteins, do not replicate, do not infect in the viral sense, lack
capsids/spikes, and serve as communication vesicles. These distinctions are proven
via microscopy, sequencing, proteomics, and functional assays.

4. The Claim “No Physical Evidence Exists” Is Factually False

The author asks, “Where is the purified sample that independent chemists can
analyze?” Thousands of such samples exist and are routinely analyzed. Chemists
and biochemists have sequenced viral genomes, measured viral proteins,
crystallized viral enzymes, purified viral capsids, quantified viral infectivity, and
analyzed viral lipid envelopes. These are measurable, repeatable findings.

5. The Article Misunderstands How Viruses Are Characterized in Modern Science



The author argues: “Without chemical characterization, all claims remain
speculative.” But viruses are chemically characterized. We have amino acid
sequences, atomic-level protein structures, nucleic acid sequences, lipid
compositions, infectivity curves, receptor-binding affinities, thermal stability data,
and crystallographic maps. This constitutes direct chemical characterization.

6. The Article Accuses Science of “Narratives,” but Offers No Evidence

The author provides no scientific citations, no contradictory data, and no
engagement with decades of experimental work. The argument relies on rhetorical
questions (“Where is the evidence?”) and asserts a universal negative without
proof. It replaces evidence with assertion.

7. The Argument Relies on an Impossible Standard

The article demands a form of evidence not required in any scientific field. No
microorganism is ever purified to chemical homogeneity. If this standard were
applied consistently, bacteria would not “exist,” cells would not “exist,” and no
biological particle would qualify as real. The standard is incoherent.

8. The “Institutional Narrative” Argument Is a Red Flag

The claim that “brilliant minds have been misled” is a common trope in denialist
literature. It replaces scientific reasoning with insinuation, distrust, and emotional
framing, offering no empirical evidence in support.

9. Bottom Line (Strictly Scientific)

What is scientifically proven: Viruses are physical particles; they can be isolated
from hosts; they can be purified; they can be directly visualized; their genomes can
be sequenced; their proteins can be structurally resolved; their infection cycles can
be reproduced. What the article claims: none of this has ever happened.
Conclusion: The article is factually incorrect on every major claim. Its central
premise conflicts with 90+ years of data, including cryo-EM imaging, X-ray
crystallography, genomic sequencing, protein biochemistry, infectivity assays,
clinical diagnostics, viral culture, and ultracentrifugation studies. In short: it is not



a scientific critique but a rhetorical argument built on demonstrably false
premises.



My (Saeed Qureshi) Al Rebuttal

Rebuttal to the Al “Critique” (From Dr.
Qureshi)

Thank you for sharing the Al-generated critique. I will explain — clearly and scientifically —
where the Al analysis is fundamentally wrong. Its errors come from repeating institutional
assumptions rather than applying the standards of true science, particularly chemistry and
analytical methodology.

I will address each point.

1. AI Misunderstands “Isolation” — It Replaces Science
With Convenience

The Al claims I use an “incorrect” or “outdated” definition of isolation.
This is demonstrably false.

In true science (chemistry, analytical science), isolation means:
e obtaining a pure, independent sample,
o free from surrounding material,
e confirmed by measurable analytical properties

(chromatography, mass spectrometry, NMR, physical constants, etc.).

This standard applies to every substance ever identified in real science — drugs, proteins,
metabolites, polymers, minerals, etc.

The Al argument essentially says:
“Biology does not follow scientific standards, therefore lower standards are acceptable.”

That is not science.
That is procedural declaration, not empirical evidence.

“Virus isolation” in biology is not isolation — it is a mixture of:



e dead cells

e cell debris

o fetal bovine serum

e enzymes

e salts

e vesicles

e unknown biological fragments

No purified viral particle has ever been presented as a standalone substance in a vial,
characterized chemically.

Not once.

This is the core problem the Al refuses to confront.

2. Al Misrepresents Electron Microscopy as “Proof”

Electron microscopy images show dots — nothing more.
A dot is not proof of identity.
Science requires the link between:

1. The dot
2. A purified, independently verified reference sample

Without the reference, the dot could be:

e anexosome
e avesicle

e alipid droplet

e cellular debris

e stain artifact

e acomputational enhancement
e or anything else

Microscopy alone cannot identify a substance.
This is basic analytical science.

The Al ignores this because virology ignores this.



3. Al Claims Exosomes and Viruses Are “Different” —
Without Providing the Purified Samples

The Al repeats standard textbook descriptions, but those descriptions are assumptions, not
chemically verified facts.

To distinguish two particles, scientists must have:

e purified exosomes
e purified viruses
o side-by-side analytical characterization

But virology has never provided a purified viral reference sample.

Therefore the distinction is rhetorical, not scientific.
It is storytelling.

4. Al Claims “Thousands of Viral Samples Exist” — Yet
Cannot Produce One

This is the easiest claim to test:
Ask for a vial of purified virus.

No one — including laboratories, regulatory agencies, universities, or Nobel laureates — has
ever provided:

a purified virus preparation
a Certificate of Analysis
chromatographic identity
molecular mass profile
NMR spectrum

stability constant

physical density curve

These are basic requirements in chemistry.
If “thousands exist,” produce one.

No one ever has.

5. Al Confuses Genome Assemblies With Physical Molecules



Sequencing is not physical evidence of a virus.
Every “viral genome” is computer-assembled from cellular debris:

no intact viral RNA or DNA is extracted, purified, weighed, or measured
no reference standard exists

sequences are stitched together algorithmically

huge gaps are filled by assumptions and templates

contaminants are ignored

This is not chemical characterization.
It is bioinformatic speculation.

No physical viral molecule has ever been isolated for sequencing.

6. Al Accuses Me of “Offering No Evidence” — While
Avoiding My Central Question

The question I ask is simple:

Where is the purified virus?

Not images, not assumptions, not reconstructions — the actual substance.

Al avoids this because it cannot answer it.

If viruses were real physical entities, someone would produce them the same way we produce:
purified insulin

purified proteins

purified bacteria

purified toxins
purified DNA fragments

This has never happened for a “virus.”

Ever.

7. Al Says My Standard is “Impossible” — That Reveals the
Truth



If the scientific standard of purification and characterization is “impossible” for viruses, then:
Viruses do not qualify as scientific objects.

This is the same standard used for every molecule and biological substance humans have ever
identified.

Science does not lower standards to fit a belief.

8. Al Defends Institutions Instead of Evidence

When Al claims “90 years of research prove viruses exist,” it is relying on:
e assumptions
e reinterpretations
e circular logic
o institutional authority

Not physical evidence.

Science is not validated by repetition; it is validated by measurement, purification, and
independent verification.

9. Summary

The Al critique fails because it avoids the fundamental scientific requirement:

Without purified and isolated material, no claim about a substance is
scientifically valid.

This applies to viruses exactly as it applies to any molecule in the chemical sciences.
The Al uses:

o authority

e institutional consensus

e reinterpretations

e historical anecdotes

e computer reconstructions

None of these replace the simple requirement:



Show the purified virus.
Characterize it like any other real substance.
Then we can talk.

Until then, “virus” remains a narrative, not a scientific entity.



My Blog Post Under Discussion (Link)

A Difficult Reality: Why Even Chemists Can Be
Misled About “Viruses"”

November 13, 2025Dr. Saeed Qureshi, Ph.D.

- .
5 NV-M O - Follow

Dr.David Rasnick - The things you would call viruses I'm satisfied they're exosomes

[ recently watched a clip of Dr. David Rasnick, Ph.D., a trained (bio-) chemist—speaking
confidently about the existence of viruses (link). [ must admit, it left me genuinely
saddened. Here is someone with a scientific background, someone who should instinctively
rely on empirical evidence, yet he has accepted the idea of viruses as real, physical entities.

Some attempt to soften the claim by saying viruses are “actually exosomes,” as if a new
label resolves the scientific issue. But it does not.

Whether one calls them viruses or exosomes makes no difference. The fundamental
question remains: Where is the physical evidence of their existence?

The confirmation can only occur through isolation, not through assumption,
interpretation, or narrative.
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Dr. Rasnick’s belief appears to rest on a common but flawed assumption:
That is because these entities have been discussed and “studied” on paper for a long
time; they must therefore be real.

From a scientific standpoint, this reasoning is unacceptable.

In science—true science—nothing exists unless it can be physically isolated,
measured, characterized (directly or indirectly), and photographed as a real
substance or particle. That is the foundation of chemistry, and the foundation of all
empirical science.

Where is the real evidence of physical isolation?
Where is the conclusive scientific characterization?
Where is the purified sample that independent chemists can analyze?

None of it exists.

This is not a matter of opinion—it is a matter of scientific principle. Without isolation and
chemical characterization, all claims about viruses or exosomes remain speculative
narratives rather than demonstrable facts.

It is unfortunate, but understandable, that even someone with a scientific background—
like Dr. Rasnick—could be misled. The institutional narrative is powerful. Decades of
repeated claims can overshadow the fundamental scientific requirement that something
must first be proven to exist before it can be studied, discussed, or used in medical
interventions.

The tragedy is that many brilliant minds have fallen into this trap: accepting assumptions
as facts and mistaking procedural declarations for genuine science.

Until a real, isolated particle is presented, the claim remains unproven—no matter who
believes it.
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