	Online link: www.kla.tv/37362 | Published: 19.04.2025



[image: C:\Users\W\3WAR\2P\1IT\_git\SW\KlaTvVideoDocGen.git\KlaTvVideoDocGen\Material\klatv_logo_200dpi-forf2.75x1.99cm.png]
[image: ] 
[image: C:\Temp\QR-Code_klaTv_cut.png]Have the existence of viruses and contagion not been proven? Interview with Marvin Haberland from Next Level
Marvin Haberland, the spokesman for Next Level, explains in an interview with Kla.TV, that virus research has not yet been able to provide scientific proof of the virus. On top of this, the existence of contagion could not be proven scientifically. Countless contagion tests failed miserably. In spite of this medicine and pharmaceutical researchers claim to know all the facts.
[Kla.TV:]
Today we have a man as our guest who is shaking the foundations of medical science. Someone who claims that there are no viruses. Or at least no useful proof of them. A notorious know-it-all? A crazy esoteric or even a radical revisionist? We shall see.

The following theses are formulated on the website of his Next Level platform: "We are taking the path of courageous questioning and rethinking. We examine virological and medical topics with a fresh eye, identifying contradictions and demanding authenticity. Our claims are firmly based on verifiable sources and provide a solid foundation for a constructive discussion. We remain open to innovative perspectives and promote continuous self-examination of science."

A noble approach! Let's welcome the spokesperson of Next Level, Mr. Marvin Haberland, to our Kla.TV studio. A warm welcome!

[Marvin Haberland:]
Good afternoon and thank you for the invitation.

[Kla.TV:]
It's a pleasure! That sounds very exciting on the one hand. Mr. Haberland, this claim is noble and useful, but on the other hand, the question arises: Is it even necessary with regard to the virus issue? Hasn't the virus issue been clarified for over a century and irrefutably proven by countless research papers? Why turn back the clock, so to speak, as if there had not been sound virus research?

[Marvin Haberland:]
Yes, that's a good question. If we apply the criteria that you formulated or read at the beginning to any topic, then we can't make an exception there. And if we apply this to virology and examine the publications of virologists, examine their work and also examine the results for scientific validity that come from virology, such as drugs, vaccinations or recommendations, then dramatic problems arise that have to do with the scientific method. And that's what we're going to talk about today.

[Kla.TV:]
Yes, but viruses have undoubtedly been found and presented to us in the media and specialist publications. I have brought a few pictures of bluetongue virus, HIV virus, smallpox virus and coronavirus. What about these groundbreaking achievements? The proof is here in black and white.

[Marvin Haberland:]
So if you start with the hypothesis that, for example, two people can infect each other, then I have to do an experiment that supports or confirms my hypothesis.
And in virology, the statement is that small particles jump from A to B via the air, for example, and that these small particles then infect someone. In other words, I have to prove this entire chain of cause and effect in order to confirm this hypothesis. However, these images here are not the result of such a test or experiment, but the images you have shown here are the result of virologists carrying out experiments in the laboratory – not in vivo, in humans, but in cell cultures in the laboratory – by taking cell cultures, usually from monkeys, from the kidney tissue of monkeys, and then poisoning and starving them. And then these images are created.

This is also known as the cytopathic effect. But the truth is that if you do the same experiment again with healthy tissue from healthy animals, or if you don't add a sample from sick animals, then you get exactly the same images. That would be the so-called control experiment in science or negative control. This should actually rule out the possibility that the set-up, the experimental set-up in my laboratory, does not produce this result here.

This means that if I do an experiment now and take healthy samples, I get exactly the same images. But virologists never do that. They only ever do one test, then photograph these images and claim that those are pathogens. However, they have not shown, firstly, that this only occurs specifically in sick people and, secondly, that these structures actually trigger the disease. Because in the next step, an image alone is not proof that the particle or this structure causes the disease. I could show a destroyed house and say that the damage was caused by an earthquake, but the picture alone can't prove that. The damage could also have been caused by something else.

This means that after I have photographed and shown this picture, I would then have to isolate these structures. This only occurs in sick people, the structures can't be found in healthy people. In a next experiment, I have to give it to animals or humans and then show it: Aha, they get sick right now with the same symptoms when I give them these structures. The virologists never do that either. They only work in the laboratory. Cell cultures are poisoned, starved with antibiotics and so on, and then these effects arise, which are called cytopathic effects. As I said, they develop in exactly the same way, indistinguishably also in healthy tissue.

And there are many, many virological studies, virological publications, especially in the early period of modern virology, the 1940s and 1950s, and thereafter it was also published countless times, that this effect also occurs when healthy tissue is used. And virologists have consistently avoided controlling these experiments with healthy tissue since the 1980s and 1990s. That is no longer done. For this purpose, I have conducted numerous correspondence. I have submitted many requests under (the) Freedom of Information Act. Worldwide, internationally, Robert Koch Institute, Public Health Service England, in Italy, CDC in America, Pasteur Institute in France, University of Melbourne in Australia, Doherty Institute and so on and so forth. For all kinds of viruses, measles, SARS-CoV-2, HIV. And the statement is always: "No, we don't do any control experiments, negative controls with healthy material." It is categorically not done.

[Kla.TV:]
But if they are aware of this difference, what is their explanation? So why don't they do that? Do they say: "Yes, we sorted that out in the 1940s, we don't need that anymore."?

[Marvin Haberland:]
The answers vary. Sometimes you hear that there is no capacity to carry out these experiments. That you focus entirely on the positive experiments. This was, for example, the response from Australia for SARS-CoV-2.

In other cases, such as now with foot-and-mouth disease from the Friedrich Loeffler Institute, we were told that this was not necessary because other methods, indirect methods, had already been used to prove that the sample contained a virus. And I'll just say that these are common excuses that you often hear.

But they are not scientifically satisfactory and they also violate the scientific method, which is also mandatory for all virologists and institutions according to § 1 of the German Infection Protection Act. It states that everyone has to work according to the state of science.

And the "Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft" (German research foundation) in Germany defines for all scientists what the rules of scientific work actually are. And it clearly states that we have to carry out negative controls or that we have to control our methods, that we have to document everything so that everyone can understand it. And this is simply completely violated in virology. And if you do the controls, for example, we have also published this ourselves, we have published control experiments where material, healthy material, is mixed with exactly the same antibiotics that the virologists use, with exactly the same starvation techniques that the virologists use, then exactly these effects occur. And this has of course been published several times in the past by the virologists themselves, but as I said, we are talking about the period from the 1940s to the 1960s and 1970s, but since the 1980s and 1990s this has simply no longer been done.

[Kla.TV:]
We always talk about viruses. Why are there antibiotics in these cell cultures? What are they doing there?

[Marvin Haberland:]
Yes, that's also a very, very important and good question. Virologists use antibiotics in these cell culture experiments in the laboratory because they want to disinfect the cell culture. You want to prevent bacteria or other microorganisms from influencing the experiment. They want only the viruses, which are virtually non-living, they want only these viruses to have their effect. And they want to wipe out and eradicate all other microorganisms. However, virologists often overlook the fact that the antibiotics themselves are already a great stress for the tissue, for this cell culture.

And the administration of antibiotics, usually two are also used, penicillin and streptomycin in combination, which alone lead to the cell culture being stressed and then this effect, the cytopathic effect, where the cell culture dissolves and is then sold to us as a viral picture, so to speak. There are also clear statements from virologists in correspondence, including from institutions such as the Friedrich Loeffler Institute: This is well known. Virologists know that antibiotics are problematic for the tissue and can cause this cytopathic effect. And that's why you are scientifically forced to carry a control with you, where you add antibiotics to a healthy sample, and that is never done either.

[Kla.TV:]
This means that even with the more modern methods and the better scanning electron microscopes, the same effects can be seen in healthy and sick people.

[Marvin Haberland:]
Yes.

[Kla.TV:]
There is no difference?

[Marvin Haberland:]
There is no difference, it is indistinguishable. There is another point the German Research Foundation demands that is never applied in virology and that is blinding. It would actually be important for the virologists in the laboratory not to know which sample was infected and which came from a healthy source, for example, so that they are not biased, having a preconceived opinion. This is also never done in the entire field of virology. In other words, there are several violations of the scientific method. Lack of control experiments, lack of complete documentation and lack of blinding and all this is constantly violated – also by the Robert Koch Institute.

And as I said, it's not just a critique of the scientific method, but we know that when you do these control experiments, indistinguishably the same result occurs. This is simply the direct refutation and falsification of virology – at least of this effect. We talked about these pictures here, about the cell culture experiments. The virologists then carry out a second step, namely genome sequencing, as some viewers may have heard. The aim is to find out the genome or genetic information of a virus. All of this is practically done with a computer model. This is a pure simulation on the computer using software programs. It has nothing to do with actual real sequencing and no controls are made here either.

And you would also have to sequence the healthy cell culture, which produces precisely these effects. And lo and behold, when you do this, you find the same genomes, the same viruses in the healthy cell culture. This means that I can generate all the viruses from the healthy cell culture that I have poisoned with antibiotics and starved. I can also find HIV there with the computer program. I can also find SARS-CoV-2 there, the variants of SARS-CoV2. And I can simplify this even further by subjecting this cell culture to certain additional steps, such as in a PCR, where I then amplify this cell culture, so to speak. In other words, I simply increase the material. This makes it even easier for the computer program to find and identify the viruses, so to speak.

And we criticize all of this because we see that if you control it soundly, as it should be done, scientifically, then we falsify and refute the virologists' statements. And - that all sounded pretty complicated, you might have to listen to it once or twice more – but now comes the simplest and most important point, which should be absolutely logical for all viewers. Regardless of these images that are always shown to us, and regardless of the cell culture experiments and genome sequencing on the computer – completely independent of them: All contagion experiments that have ever been carried out in history, i.e. bringing healthy and sick people together, whether animals or humans, have failed. All of them! This means that whenever I try to bring sick and healthy people together in a controlled experiment and prove the contagion, it never works! And that is another direct refutation of virology.

[Kla.TV:]
Yes, perhaps indirectly. But you can't say that there are no viruses that trigger diseases when you see these infections. I mean, you see it in the classroom. One child is sick, the next child is sick, the teachers are sick, half the class is empty. We've just had that again. How is that supposed to happen?

If it is proven that there are no bacteria involved, yet there are these unspecific symptoms that you often have to deal with, which always recur... That's a typical clinical profile that shows up. How do you explain that?

[Marvin Haberland:]
Yes, when we observe these things, scientific hypotheses arise. For example, that there are particles or viruses that jump over. That's a super good hypothesis. But when you test it, it doesn't work. So we need more ideas, more hypotheses. Of course, we have also put a lot of thought into this. If it's not the viruses, what could it be? Or the germs? In connection with scientific studies, we clearly come across issues such as nutrition, environmental influences, toxins and exposure to external influences.

Of course, radiation sources, psychological causes and stress are also conceivable. These are all causes that can also be verified very well experimentally, for example in any experiment. I can produce symptoms purely through nutrition. I can induce tumors via toxins. I can induce tumors via radiation experiments. I can switch symptoms on and off at the touch of a button using these variables. In other words, we actually already know quite a lot about many symptoms, how we can produce them in experiments and what is causally related to them, so to speak. Not about all of them, but about a great many. That's why we say it makes more sense to continue research in this area and to conduct open-ended research instead of focusing on this topic all the time, which has been completely refuted from beginning to end. This also blocks further insights, further research, further knowledge. This is another thing that we strongly criticize, namely that it very much restricts the horizon of knowledge to a topic that has been refuted.

[Kla.TV:]
Do I understand that correctly? Neither viruses nor bacteria are responsible for the infection?

[Marvin Haberland:]
That's right. Scientifically speaking, if you do these experiments with viruses or with what you claim viruses are in, you can't prove contagion there. But if you do this with bacteria that you can actually see optically under the microscope, that actually exist, we cannot provoke an infection in a controlled experiment if we take these bacteria in isolation. Example: If I now take salmonella or other bacteria that are claimed to be the cause of certain symptoms, then I cannot contaminate or infect a healthy living being with them. That doesn't work. It is only ever observed when a living organism is already ill or symptomatic that bacteria also multiply locally at the same time, i.e. as a side effect, so to speak. But to make an analogy for the viewer, it's like a house on fire. Now when I see houses on fire, I usually or almost always notice that there are also firefighters there.

In other words, the correlation, the accompaniment is very, very high. But that is not proof that the firefighters are also the cause of the fire. They only appear at the same time as the fire. So you have to be very, very careful with microorganisms and bacteria and take a close look. Just because they appear with a symptom does not mean that they are the cause. Because, as I have just said, if I take them out in isolation, the bacteria, and give them to a healthy person who is not ill, nothing will happen. And that is actually a refutation of the fact that there are infections or contagions via microorganisms such as bacteria. But that also includes parasites and worms. That doesn't work there either. So you can never infect healthy people like that. It doesn't work.

[Kla.TV:]
Yes, but coming back to this class situation. Not all children eat the same thing. They don't have exactly the same living conditions. So how can it be that they all develop the same symptoms?

[Marvin Haberland:]
So, if we say that we have a similar symptomatology in a class: Firstly, it doesn't always affect all children, but only a few. And we have to look for common ground. The children are all in the same room. They all have the same teaching units. They are all exposed to the same climatic conditions. They are all exposed to the same environmental conditions in this room. And that could be enough variables or arguments, which would of course have to be tested in a proper experiment. That would be the second step. But we have no shortage of hypotheses. Exactly.

[Kla.TV:]
But if you say that the existence of these disease-causing viruses has not been proven and that science basically does not know what it is doing or what it is looking for, how useful are preventive measures such as vaccinations?

[Marvin Haberland:]
Yes, they could be useful even without the detection of viruses, if they would show an advantage in a reasonable experiment. So regardless of whether there are viruses or not, the vaccination could still work. But it doesn't, when experimenting with vaccinations now. Firstly, the vast majority of studies on vaccinations do not follow scientific rules. Meaning, for example that we have at least two groups. One receives the vaccine, one receives a suitable placebo. And then the purely clinical picture is examined.

That was the case with coronavirus, for example, with the coronavirus vaccines. They made sure to have a placebo group as well. It was then given table salt, which in itself would not really be a suitable placebo. Because a placebo in a reasonable negative control should actually only differ from the active substance in a single variable, so that you can only look at this variable. In this case, that would be this viral component. A saline solution differs from the actual vaccine in hundreds of variables. But that's another topic. What has been done in these corona studies for the corona vaccines? For example by BioNTech-Pfizer? The people were then simply tested with PCR tests.

However, if you read the small print of the study, the same number of people were ill in both groups. In these studies, they call these "suspected Covid-19 cases". In other words, there were roughly the same number of sick people. It was not possible to make a distinction in the actual clinical profile. In other words, the vaccination had no clinical effect at all. Only the PCR test differed. Here, we also criticize vaccines. They are not scientifically proven to be effective against diseases. And to add something on top: If you look at measles and whooping cough or other diseases that are associated with vaccinations, where conventional medicine argues that vaccinations have eradicated the diseases, then you can actually see that long before any vaccination was introduced in the statistics, the course of the disease was already declining, and enormously so. In some cases up to 95 percent, as in the case of measles, the incidence of measles declined in Germany before vaccination was introduced. This means that the disease was actually already gone when the vaccination was introduced. This means that no effects can be derived from this data either. That is why we criticize vaccines just as much as we criticize virology. And by the way, most other medications are also considered ineffective and unnecessary.

[Kla.TV:]
But that sounds really a lot like fraud then. In your opinion, are all virologists and medical researchers fraudsters and bad people?

[Marvin Haberland:]
No, not at all. We always have to include the human component. Because these people have dedicated their entire lives to this topic, to this research. They are biased or prejudiced, have a distorted view, cannot think openly and often their entire existence depends on it. In other words, they have families, children and so on and may not be able to afford to be critical.

You always have to take that into account, it doesn't automatically make people bad guys. Many virologists can be accused of being ignorant. Because they consistently reject our offers to discuss this. We sometimes receive answers to written questions, but not always and it is very, very difficult to enter into an objective debate, a scientific debate. So you can blame them for that, but basically I wouldn't say that all doctors or all virologists and so on always do it on purpose. It's just a certain self-protection, a certain ignorance in the subject matter.

[Kla.TV:]
But the advocates of the virus theory say that it was only with the introduction of hygiene, e.g. by Ignaz Semmelweis in gynecology and Robert Koch through the germ theory, that infectious diseases began to decline in the first place. Don't you risk undoing these achievements with your statements?

[Marvin Haberland:]
You always have to differentiate. Measures such as improved hygiene can certainly have an effect, for example simply because I allow less foreign material into my wound or into my body. Of course, the body reacts to foreign dirt, let's just say, with inflammation. That is quite clear and that is the right thing to do. But that doesn't necessarily have anything to do with viruses. In virology, the statement is quite clear: there are small particles that trigger diseases, which are the cause. And I have to prove that scientifically. I can't just leave it at that. There are certainly improved conditions in terms of hygiene. But this also has severe limitations.

For example, a lot of studies were carried out during the coronavirus period, or in the case of influenza, where two groups were studied. One applied hygiene conditions, the other did not. Or one used masks and the other didn't. And in all these so-called gold standard RCT studies, where you have these two groups and only one variable differs, you find that neither hygiene measures nor masks had any effect. Both groups always had the same number of sick, symptomatic people. So there was no statistically significant difference. And that also disproves this hypothesis. Nonetheless, hygiene is of course sensible for open wounds, as I have just said. Because the body is simply healthiest when there are no foreign substances in the tissue. That is quite clear.

[Kla.TV:]
And then, historically, there have also been these major attempts at contagion. So between the world wars, in the world wars. Didn't something come out of this that led to the conclusion that there are other pathogenic mechanisms besides bacteria that can be traced back to these particles?

[Marvin Haberland:]
So there are actually quite a few attempts at contagion that have been made historically. At the time of the Spanish flu, but also later with measles and many others, influenza and other diseases. And I mentioned at the beginning that they always fail. So you can never show that you can infect people in a controlled way. That never works. And at this point at the latest, you should actually start to ponder and think, something can't be right. Of course, the doctors or study staff in these studies were always wondering. Hey, how can that be? We have – we try to use the most contagious diseases here experimentally and it never works. How can that be? Then, of course, arguments like: "Yes, perhaps the viruses were not concentrated strongly enough or perhaps these test subjects were immune."

These are all good hypotheses too, no question about that. But the fact is, we have never been able to prove infection in an experiment. And you first have to let that sink in, you first have to digest it and you first have to become aware of it.

And that refutes the statement that we have contagion here at all and that it works via these particles. You can also see that in these mask studies. If FFP2 masks were actually worn, for example, or if there were viruses, then there would have to be an effect. Or the hygiene masks should show an effect, but they do not. This means that we always, always have refutations of virology across several dimensions, across different experiments. Of course, you can now try to keep it alive with all your strength and resources, which is what is being done, because there is a lot riding on it, a lot of industry, a lot of economic turnover, money and so on and so forth.

You can imagine that if it started to crumble, there would be a huge earthquake, and naturally someone wants to avoid that. And we simply want to point out scientifically and objectively that there are enormous problems here, enormous contradictions, if you look at the science and you can't accept that as a scientist. As a critical scientist, you can't accept that.

[Kla.TV:]
In other words, the sources are such that this theory is not really tenable. Have you read these sources yourself?

[Marvin Haberland:]
Exactly, at Next Level, as I've just said, we've had correspondence with many institutions, over 200 of them, with virologists. We have conducted interviews, we have made inquiries to the Robert Koch Institute and all the other institutions worldwide that have something to report in this area.

And everyone confirms that there are no negative controls with healthy samples, that there are no negative controls at all in genome sequencing. So there are no negative controls at all. The fact that the infection experiments are not being carried out for ethical reasons, for example, is a bogus argument to defend oneself. You could do the same with animals, as is done all the time with vaccines and other medicines, but strangely enough, the argument here is based on ethics. So you simply try to protect yourself from these contradictions and an attentive viewer or even a scientifically-minded person will quickly realize that there are enormous problems in the scientific evidence and also in this cause-and-effect relationship. And to come back to these pictures here, to these structures.

There is a great work from the Max Planck Institute for the History of Science by Karlheinz Lüdtke. He examined the early history of virology and came to the conclusion that these images pose enormous problems because they are not optical images from a microscope, as we know them, but are not actually images at all. Here we work with an electron microscope. The samples that are placed in this electron microscope, in a vacuum chamber, must be heavily treated. They have to be vaporized with metal, for example, so that the current is conductive at all, and they then have to be frozen or fixed between two glass plates with epoxy resin. That is an enormous number of influences on this tissue here, which also stresses the tissue and could already lead to changes.

And Karlheinz Lüdtke from the Max Planck Institute has also established that there are enormous problems with artifacts – that's what we call them in science. Artifacts are results or structures that only arise due to experimental circumstances. And these are not images, those are electrical currents converted in the computer, which are then mathematically transformed into an image, so to speak. And that is another problem. In other words, at best we are dealing with indirect evidence, but never with direct evidence. Direct evidence would be: I have a sick person, I have a healthy person, I bring them together, he infects the other person, he gets sick. I take saliva or mucus from the sick person, I give this mucus to a healthy person and he becomes ill. That would be direct evidence. That never happens in virology. If you do that, it doesn't work. And that's the main criticism of the whole issue.

[Kla.TV:]
So let's summarize the result. Science and research would do well to keep the discourse open. Because it could be that we are sitting on basic errors, perhaps not only in virology, but also in other subjects. And that would, as you point out, violate the foundations of science. Yes, it would ultimately lead to absurdity. And that would, of course, be a situation we don't want to get into, where we simply regress to dark times, where you can't really prove things conclusively. Mr. Haberland, thank you for this interview. I look forward to hearing what the audience has to say. Kla.TV brings uncensored countervoices so that we can recognize what reality is. Thank you very much.

[Marvin Haberland:]
Yes, thank you also for this opportunity. I think that's incredibly important. Many viewers will certainly have heard of the topic before, but most would certainly have not. And as I've already said, it's incredibly difficult to talk about this topic in public.

You actually only get rejections everywhere if you want to talk about this topic. You can safely say that there are attempts to suppress this information. And I invite viewers to check out all my statements on our website wissen-neu-gedacht.de. We have many publications with all correspondence, with all sources disclosed, including many court proceedings in this area. And yes, we also have an app, Nexiqa, [https://nexiqa.com/] where you can use the ChatGPT "question and answer" method to explore all these topics, read through all these virological publications with assistance provided.

How exactly do I recognize in the publication that science has been disregarded or violated, or in the correspondence with the virologists and so on? So you get a lot of information there.

[Kla.TV:]
Very good, then it's up to the viewer to check the facts for themselves and ask you questions. Thank you very much.

[Marvin Haberland:]
Thank you too.
from hm./sl.
Sources:
Webseite von Next Level
www.wissen-neu-gedacht.de

Stellungnahme zur Virologie von Next Level
( Quellen, relevanten Studien und Schriftverkehre zum Thema Virus-Nachweis)
www.wissen-neu-gedacht.de/stellungnahme-virologie

Telegram-Kanal von Next-Level
https://t.me/NextLevelOriginal

Im Interview erwähnte App „NEXIQA“
www.nexiqa.com
This may interest you as well:
#Science-en - Science - www.kla.tv/Science-en

#Diseases-en - Diseases - www.kla.tv/Diseases-en

#Health-en - Health - www.kla.tv/Health-en
[image: C:\Users\W\3WAR\2P\1IT\_git\SW\KlaTvVideoDocGen.git\KlaTvVideoDocGen\Material\klatv_logo_200dpi-forf2.75x1.99cm.png]Kla.TV – The other news ... free – independent – uncensored ...
· what the media should not keep silent about ...
· Little heard – by the people, for the people! ...
· regular News at www.kla.tv/en
Stay tuned – it’s worth it!
Free subscription to our e-mail newsletter here: www.kla.tv/abo-en
Security advice:
Unfortunately countervoices are being censored and suppressed more and more. As long as we don't report according to the ideology and interests of the corporate media, we are constantly at risk, that pretexts will be found to shut down or harm Kla.TV.
So join an internet-independent network today! Click here: www.kla.tv/vernetzung&lang=en
Licence:  [image: C:\Users\W\Downloads\ccby_transparent.png]  Creative Commons License with Attribution
Spreading and reproducing is endorsed if Kla.TV if reference is made to source. No content may be presented out of context.
The use by state-funded institutions is prohibited without written permission from Kla.TV. Infraction will be legally prosecuted.
Have the existence of viruses and contagion not been proven? Interview with Marvin Haberland from Next Level  	1 / 1
image3.bin




image4.bin




image1.jpeg
Interview with M. Haberland

!




image2.png




