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Transcript
[GregGlassman]
Goodafternoon!

How is everyone?

Good?

So, it's Thursday afternoon, andyou'vecomeout here to listen to aguy talk aboutbroken science. Is that for
real?Whywould anyonedo that?Oneofmykidso�eredup free tacos, and I say, "I wonder if that's it. I wonder if
that's thedeal. It's the free tacos and themariachis." That'swhy Jimmygotonanairplane for some free tacos
andmariachis. I didn't think there couldbeawhole lot of that because, Imean, youcould also just gogiveblood
andget$20or something, right? Andget tacos. It'dbeeasier than listening to someone talk aboutbroken
science. But that, givingblood, getting$25, that's kindof close 'cause I've hadyouhere for a reason.

So, I'mcurious as towhy you're here, and if a fewof youwill share thatwithme, I'll tell youwhy I hadyouhere.
That sounds fair? Because the reality ofwhyweare here hasgot tobe somecombinationofwhat Iwantedand
what you're expectingor thoughtwouldbe interesting, or free tacos, evenplusbeer.

So, anyone? James

[James]
Yeah, first of all, recognizing that science is brokenand seeing itmyself, andalso hopeful that this is the start of
amovement tobe recognizedmoreand todosomethingabout it.

[Greg]
I love that. You'regoing tomake this easy forme. I kept thinking that someonewouldcueme, and then Iwas
hoping itwould happen, andwaiting for it... it never really has. But Iwas hoping that someonewould say, "What
doyoumeanby science?Whatdoyoumeanbybroken?" Youknow, and I don't get those kindsofquestions, so
youkindof have to force-feed it some.But yeah, it's broken. There's aproblem.

But Iwant tobeclear about something.Whenpeople askme, "What's your plan?What's this BrokenScience
Initiativegoing todoaboutbroken science?" Like, I don't think this is a fixableproblem,but I firmlybelieve that I
can inoculate—can I use thatword?—or vaccinatepeople from the fraud that hasgatheredaroundbroken
science. Andwhichwouldprobablygetme into... I tell you,wecando this anyway. Youcanaskquestions, or I
can just rambleon like a lunatic.
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But there's a corruptionpart here that's very, very important to realize, andwe typically thinkof corruption in the
TonySoprano sense, you know,doing somethingnefarious, illegal, for personal or financial gain. That kindof
corruption. And I don'twant you to lose sight of that definitionbecause that's certainly a factor here. There's
certainly corruption, ‘definitionone’. But there's a ‘corruptiondefinition two’, and that'swhen the structureof
something is altered so that it impedes its function. Andwesee that, it's a commonphenomenon in computer
code—oneor a zero falls out, and the thingdoesn't dowhat you thought itwoulddoanymore, right? And that's
a corruptedfile.

And the truthof thebroken science is that it's both corruptions. But theone that happenedfirstwas the
epistemicdebasement; that is, themechanicsof howscienceworkwasalteredat the university, turned into
something thatdoesn'twork, that is broken, thatwon't replicate. And that is theperfect environment for the
‘corruptionone’,which is the illegal, you know,paintingmiceand that kindof stu�, right? Topublish studies.

There areentire fieldsofmedical research that areplaguedby this corruption, andEmilymight talk about that
later. But I think youall knowabout it. Some... “I haven't heard”... we'll go there. Anyoneelse,whyare youhere?

[Ed]
I thinkmany years ago, I remember seeingGregGlassmanwalk into a very small Jiu Jitsu studio.Hewas soaked
to thebonebecausehewas ridingabike in the rain. Hewasn't riding thebike hewanted to ride; hedidn't havea
car becausehehad just beenkickedoutof theGloboGym.Andhehad this ideaand insight into thefitness
world andwhat fitnesswas.Hewas thefirst person toever givemeadefinitionof fitness that actuallymade
sense, and thiswaspursuable. Andwesawwhat cameof that, right? And I'mon thegroundflooronwhat's next
forGregGlassman.

[Greg]
Thank you. There’s a relation…CrossFitters here?Yeah, um, constantly varied, high-intensity functional
movementdeliveringwork capacity acrossbroad timeandmoral domainswas the result ofmyobservations
turned intomeasurements, honed into a theory. That is the theory—theconstantly varied, high-intensity
functionalmovementwill increasework capacity acrossbroad timeandmoral domains.Weendedupcalling
that stimulusCrossFit, and theadaptation, fitness.

Definitionsdon't comeflavored right orwrong; they're consistent or not, and they're useful or not. That onewas
very useful. But that process that I just kindofglazedover there,we'regoing tocomeback to it—of turning the
observations intomeasurements, andmeasurements into a theory, and thenfinding validations through their
predictive strength.We'regoing to return to that.

But thatwas thegift thatmy father gaveme, and I thought Iwas hiding fromall responsible thingswhen I settled
in the spaceofPEandGold'sGymandCrossFitGyms, and Iwasdetermined tonotbe influencedundulyby
that. And ironically, interestingly, I was. And the very simplemessage that I'mgoing to sharewith you today
about sciencecreated forme in thePE space,multigenerationalwealth. How's that for interestingor useful?

What I'mcalling for is,weneed to teach kids about scienceearly, andweneed to teach themwhat science is
longbeforeweengage in trying to teach science trivia. And thatwouldbe things likeexplainingphotosynthesis
in theplant kingdomandmakingcoat hanger andStyrofoamball solar systems, andall that kindof stu� that
youmightdoduringa journeyof thePeriodicChart and that kindof thing. It's all kindof standard faremiddle
school science.
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But longbefore that,weneed to teachour kidswhat it is,what science is. Andoneofour favoritephilosophers,
in fact—I'maproductofmyupbringingandmy readingand training—butwhatwe'vedone,what Emily has
allowedme todo,what Emily hasdone forme is, just about anyone I'm inspiredby, shecaneither get them in
front ofmeor the last remaining survivors. In fact, themostprofound thingwritten in thepast 100years in the
philosophyof science iswrittenbyDavidStove, andweown the rights to thebook;webought it for $4,000
fromhisdaughter—$3,000, sorry,well it's four now!

I can't evenbelieve that either; it's likeowning theMagnaCartaor something.

Thebook inparticular, it's "Popper andAfter," it's hadother titles. They keep trying topublish it becausebrilliant
people realize its brilliance, and I came to it throughother brilliantmen that recommended thebook.But, uh,we
got it on thecheap, and theprofundity of the influence is hard tooverstate. Butwhat it does is it gives
compelling reason todisregardor reject theedificeof university philosophyof science, and that is the tradition
thatwas startedbyPopper and thenKuhn, and Lakados, andFeyerabend, thoseare names you'll seeover and
over again. AndDavidStovepointedoutwhatwaswrongwith them longbefore anyoneelsewasable to, at
least e�ectively.

Stove says that aphilosophyof science, that after 400yearsof steady innovation in the sciences, that by, say,
1820, everyonehad seenenoughof the successesof science that he said just about anydrongo—theword,
apologize for theAustralianism—could understandor coulddeliver a reasonablephilosophyof science. And I
had to lookupwhat adrongowas, and it's fundamentally an idiot,was the translation, namedafter abird. And I
tookgreat comfort in that because I think I learnedas adrongowhat sciencewasandwasn't, and I think that's
whyCrossFit came tobe.

So,mybelief is thatwe shouldbeable to teachacaptivegroupof eighthgraders—theymightqualify as
drongos—I thinkwecan teach themwhat science is, andmaybe themost important thingabout that is that it
gives us anopportunity to teach themwhat science isn't. Science is an interestingfield in that it's oneof the few
that is imperative that it knowswhat it doesn't knowandstays away from those spaces.

Let's look at... So,wecould,with thegamewe'dplay here, and I've seenothersplay it—I grewupwatching it
played in academic settings. And I neverwascomfortablewith it, butmydadwould stand there andask
prominent scientists, veryprominent scientists,what sciencewas, andhe'dput upeverythingon theboard.
Andwhenhewasdone, he's like, "That's not it. I'll be anastrologer nowand tell you howyoudoeverything you
goton theboard." And thepart theymissed, itwas revealing, impactful. And I'mgoing to kindof jumparounda
lot of that. Does someoneherewant too�er upanythingabout sciencebeforewestart?

Now, this is thedrongopart. This is easy. You'regoing to, this is super cool. Let's look at thefivecriteria.

Modern science—and I'm talking about the science, not thebroken science—we'regoing touse thatphrase
"modern science." I don'tmean "current"; Imean the science that came fromBacon,Newton, our friend
Laplace, andEinstein, for sure. Butmodern science is the sourceand repositoryofman's objective knowledge.
"Source" and "repository"meaning that'swhere it comes from, and that'swhere it sits. It silos inmodelsgraded
and rankedby their predictive strength: conjecture, hypothesis, theory, and law. Isn't that simple? Themodels
are a forecast of ameasurement. It's a forecast of ameasurement. It says, under certain conditions, this is
something that Iwouldexpect tomeasure, okay?And thepredictive strength is the soledeterminant of
validation. That's it. There's nothingelse. Validationcomes frompredictive strength, period.

MattBriggs askedme, "So,what about a 70%result?" It's 70%, yougot a number, gocall it zero toone.
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Validation andmethodareentirely independent. That is a critical point, and this iswhy I find some, for thoseof
youwhoarephilosophyof sciencebu�s, this iswhat I think is interesting about Feyerabend, thoughhewas
largely out of hismind.Hewasagainst the scientificmethod, and the truth is thatmethod is irrelevant to
validation. The line is thatwhether themodel comes fromperspirationor inspiration, its validation is found
entirely, solely through its predictive strength.

So, if you read "E=mc^2" in thepeebubbles, the strengthof it doesn't come from thepeebubbles; it comes
from itspredictive strength. Anyquestions about anyof that?We'regoing todig in just another layer deeper
here, and in fact, go from less abstract tomoreconcrete.

Let's now lookatwhatwas the sec... therewere three slides. I want to lookat themethod... no, no, let's go to the
models, thegradedmodels. Thatwas it: conjecture, hypothesis, theory, and law. Let's look at that.

A conjecture is an incompletemodel or analogy toanother domain. Youmight have just pulled it out of your ass,
just something you said. Let's see. It becomesahypothesiswhen it's basedonall thedata in its specified
domainwith nocounterexamples, and it incorporates a novel prediction yet tobe validatedby facts. That's a
hypothesis.Wedoanexperiment that demonstrates thepredictive strengthof thatmodel, andnow I havea
theory. And that one trivial, onenon-trivial datum is a test or experiment youdid thatdemonstrated, indeed,
thatwas a forecast of ameasurement. You saidwhat youweregoing todo,what youexpected tohappen, and
it did happen.

A law is a theory that just received validation in all possible ramifications to known levels of accuracy. Some
engineering in there, it's not aneasy thing, but youdon't comeacross themoften, so it's nobigdeal, and you
have tobeaheckof a scientist to comeupwith a law. Andby theway, “Say’s law" in exercise science,when the
first observation sciencewill give you that, it's no fucking law. Should startwith that.

Now, I'mgoing to take you right into theheart of this thing, on thefirst order ofbusiness here, andwalk you
throughhowscienceworks, and thenhavea fewcomments about it. So let's look at thesewords in common
use. I said that I cameupwithCrossFit by takingobservations,makingmeasurements, and thenproducing
models that hadpredictive strength andmeasuring the results, looking for validation.

Anobservation, it's a registrationof the realworldonour sensesor sensingequipment. A registrationof the real
worldonour sensorsor sensingequipment. I would like topoint out that answers to a surveyquestion are not an
exampleof a registrationof the realworldon sensingequipment, and from that,whatweare not able todo is
makemeasurements, andwedon't havemodels, and it's not science. Youcan talk about a ‘survey science’, but
surveyepidemiology is notmodern science, and its failureswouldbedemandedby themethod. Itwouldbea
coincidencewhen itworks.

Aprediction is so... anobservation. Ameasurement now is anobservation tied toa standard scalewith a
well-characterizederror. Youcanalso feel free at this point to refer to that as a fact in the scienceworld. A fact
mapped toa future unrealized fact. A forecast of ameasurement constitutes amodel. Forecast of a
measurement.Mapa fact to a future unrealized fact. Youhear the notionof anexperiment in there.

Validationderived from thepredicted strengthof amodel, gradedand rankedasconjecture, hypothesis,
theory, and law.We just lookedat that.

Thismaterialwas first publishedbyCrossFit, writtenbymy father,what, 15 years agonow?And itwas
interesting, the responses to itwere fromnon-crossfitters.Onewasaguywho's teachingphysics for 25 years.
"I've never seenanything like this;may I use it?" Itworks.
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Now,we've had reason; there's been talk of trust in science. Iwant to tell you that any rational trust in science is
tied to its predictive strength as the validatingcriteria for amodels. And in fact, all trust, all rational trust, is
basedonpredictive strength. That's theway your bankworks, the insurancecompanyworks, it's thewaywe
assessour spouses, andour children, even thepeople youdon't trust,when in fact youdistrust them, it's
becauseof thepredictive strength.

So there's nothing really unusual here.Now,what's happened in academic science is that the inference scheme
that supports university science—Pvalues, null hypothesis significance testing, and the like—looks at the
probability ofdataon theassumptionof a hypothesis and from thereexpects us to acceptor reject a
hypothesis. And inplain language, youcannot.Doesn'twork thatway. There's a handful of thingswrongwith
this; someof them technical, someof themeasy, someof themcanbe taught to little kids.Wewere just talking
a little bit here agoat theboard there about thepowerof teachingwhat a conditional probability is,what it
means for theprobability of AgivenBmeans, andhow that's not the same thingas theprobability ofBgivenA.
And that evenwith your sensitivity and selectivity of your tests,we still don't knowwhat theprobability of having
the illness is given the test.

Thisworldof academic science, it's the replicationcrisis. It's not an accident. The systemwasdesignedpoorly;
it's beenbroken from the start. Now,wedon't see this in industry unless it has university or government ties. The
regulatory capture, sayof theFDA, is 100%.Andsowedon't expect thenormal pressuresof industry to
manifest in all industry, likepharma.But yougoover toSpaceX, for instance, andwhat you see there is that the
contingenciesofphysics andproduct and lifto� forcemodelswithpredictive strength. If there are variances in
how the fuel burnsor lift occurs, it's prettyobvious for everyonehow longdoyou think youcould fool Elon's
engineers about your custom rocket fuel? Thatwouldbemighty hard topull o�.Mighty hard topull o�.

Questions? Thoughts?

Observation: Registrationof the realworldonour sensesor sensingequipment tied toa standard scalewith a
well-characterizederror. It's ameasurement. Youcancall it a fact.

Tie any fact to anunrealized future fact; yougot aprediction.

Conjecture, hypothesis, theory, law.What's the return?Onenon-trivial datum, andwegot a theory. You're in
business. You'redoing science.

Sir.

[Richard Johnson]

I havea little story that fits right inwith your brilliant presentation here. So, you know, it's absolutely true in
science thatpredictive value is really oneof the key things. I'mgoing to tell you this story. Youprobablydon't
know it—maybe I haven't followed theBrokenScience story verywell—but it's totally right, and I'ma scientist,
by theway, and I'vebeendoing research for like4 years.

But I'll tell you this story: In 1924, therewasaguynamedThomasPainter,whowas thefirst one to look througha
microscopewith a special stainwhere hecouldcount thechromosomes.Hecameup, doyouknow this story?
So, hecounted, in his paper, that therewere48chromosomes in a humancell. Andhe said, "You know, it's a little
hard forme to tell; itmightbe46, but I think it's 48." Andeveryone listened tohim, and suddenly therewasan
answer: humans had48chromosomes.

5



TheMethodandMeaningof TrueScience

Subsequently, thatwas 1924. Sobetween 1924and 1953, 14di�erent laboratories validated this. They said, "We
see48chromosomes." Andyouknow, there aren't 48chromosomes; there's 46. So, therewas this bias that
because theperson reported therewere48, there had tobe48. In 1952, therewas this bigbook, apathology
textbook,where they said, "It is an absolute: humans have48chromosomes." It's like the law, the validation; it's
beendone.

But therewasaguy, therewere theseguyswhowere studying this, going, "You know,weonly count 46," and
therewere several groups thatwerecounting46. Theywere afraid topublish, andfinally, oneguyandhis friend
published it. The interesting thingwas, hewasaChinese scientistwhohadbeen in a Japaneseprisonofwar
camp, andhewasn't afraid tochallengeanything. So, they said, "This iswrong. The 14groupsarewrong; it's
actually 46chromosomes." And thenpretty soon, the validationcameout.

But it's very similar. It's this, you know,observation,measurement, then the scientists get faked into thinking
that it's gospel, it's 48, and theneveryone says it, andprobably theywereonly counting46, and theywouldgo,
"Oh, Imust havemissed it."

Broken science. Thank you.

[Greg]
Thinkof howmuchmore interesting theastronomer andhis explanations andcalculationsbecamewhen the
eclipse showedup315days, 12 hours, and7minutes fromnow. "Right, showme that again. I want to seewhat
else is going tohappen."

Thank you for that; that's Rick Johnson.We'vemetoncebefore,with another physician that I'm very fondof,
MitchRosner from theUniversity of Virginia. I didmyfirstmedical grand roundsat theUniversity of Virginia at
Rich's request, but itwas amutual friendofours that introducedme toRick.How long's that been? Is that 12
years, 13 years? Yeah. And if I weregivingoutNobel prizes inmedicine, youwould havegottenone for thework
in uric acid and fructose. It's brilliant, absolutely brilliant. Hefirst figuredout how it is that fructose starts this
cascade that reduces unregulatedamountsofAMP. It's the fat switch there, fair enough?

Yeah, it's an honor to have youhere. The last oneof thesewedid in Phoenix, a 95−year-oldguy showedup,
DavidHastenes,who's the inventor of vector spacegeometry, showedup to theBrokenScienceevent, and
thatwas really cute to have someonewith suchanextensivebiography inphysicsdrop inonus.

Anyoneelse?Anything?Youmayhavepickedupabout sciencehere andnot realized it: that observations
turned intomeasurements.

Doyou seewhat'swrong?Supposewedoa studywherewesurvey abunchofpeopleonwhat they're eating,
and thenwe follow themdown the road, and thenwe lookat theones that got, pick your horribledisease, and
thenwe lookat their surveyquestions. The temptation is tocome to theconclusion that you foundacorrelation
between this behavior pattern, saywhatever itwas youanswered the survey to, andwhatever thedread
condition is.

Theproblem in treating this as if the numbers and thework, andall wedo in science, is that you're notworking
with anobservation in a survey. It's not a registrationof the realworld, andneither is oneof the things that I can
forget theerrors in thequestion. It shouldn't be that the sciencechanges for anythingwhen yourmindchanges.
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Now, I don't think I care. “I really eat a lot ofmeat, actually. I used to think so, but now Idon't”; it gives youa
di�erent outcome.

Whenwecreatedata through something thatdoesn't look like anobservationof the realworld, and it couldbe
done in amicroscope, it coulddowith things youbuilt, whenwemanufacture things andwe're stress-testing
them,we're lookingat anobservationof the realworld.Whenweask youquestions andyougive answers,we're
into adi�erent space.

And there's a veryprominent scientist at Intelwhohas spokenbrilliantly onP-values; I think his name isBalkon,
who's apsychologist by training.He says that it's notpossible todoscience inpsychology. It's the studyof
humanbehavior, and the very things thatmake science so trustworthy—thepredictive strength—is not found in
the fruits ofwhat comesoutofpsychologydepartments.

Weplay this game. I stop readingwhen, andmy favoritewas, parentingexperts atHarvard. Stop. I'm just done. I
just love that. I don'twant to hear fromparentingexperts, especially theones atHarvard. I reject theconcept
just on the faceof it. There arepeople; there are all kindsofpeoplewhohavewonderful—Imean, there are
brilliant parents, and there's brilliant stu�writtenonparenting, but "parentingexpert," it's abitmuch.

Question.

[ThomasCrubaugh]
Greg, I haveaquestion about thedefinition youhaveup there formeasurement. I'm strugglingwithwhat you
meanbya standard scalewith awell-characterizederror.

[Greg]
Yeah, um, 12 inches,we'reworking in theEnglish standard system, right? Plusorminus aquarter inch, yeah, and
that's a requirement. That's a requirement formeasurement. Theoryof ameasurement, I needa standard scale
andawell-characterizederror, anduntil wecancheck those thingso�, it's not ameasurement yet.

Bruce.

[BruceEdwards]
So, it's interesting. Iwas thinkingabout your commentonpsychology. Iwonder if youcould apply that same
rigor to sociology, togroupsofpeople.

[Greg]
What's interesting is that someof theworkdone inphysics, specifically thebehavior of gases,was actually
inspiredby somework in sociology. So, you know, youcan lookat things logically and intelligently andemploy
all kindsof scientificmethodology, or try, but that's not enough; it's not enough.

Has therebeenbrilliance inpsychology?Ofcourse, there has. In fact,who is it that I likeonKing Lear?Douglas
Murray.DouglasMurrayonKing Lear—he thinks that there'smorepsychology inKing Lear than anything that's
ever comeoutof academia, andboy, give himachanceandhe'llmake thepoint too.

Not everything is amenable to science.Wewere supporting Infant SwimResource, and they teach
six-month-olds how tofloat. Theyfloat and screamandcry, andall our kidsdid it—they all hate it. It's hard to
watch; it's likewaterboardingchildren, right? Youknow, I remember thefirst time I saw it, one kickedo�ashoe, I
was ready togo in. It's just like thecraziest reflex towatch your kid, this far from the surfaceof thewater, looking
upat you, andyou're just standing there like, "I'mnotdoing shit." It's really hard todo, but, you know, 10minutes
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aday, sixweeks later, they takea kidonahot summerdaywith a hoodieonand tennis shoes andadiaper and
thewhole thing, and throw them in apool. Right, theygounder, that leg spins, and theycomeupandopenup
wideand scream, and that's somuchbetter than thealternative.

So,wewere helping inprovidingevery kindof support for theprogramyoucould imagine. And Iwent to theold
man; Iwantedhim tohelp us.We'regoing toprove scientifically that thisworks. Andhe lookedat it, andhe
lookedat it, andoneof his first bits of feedbackwas, "Anyonewhodoesn't think that afloatingbaby is better
than a sinkingbaby should have their children taken from them." Just startwith that. Thenhecamebackwith, "I
don't knowhow this isn't the kindof thing that sciencedoes. Youwantme toprove that floatingbabies are
better than sinkingbabies? I don't knowhow todo that."

And theproblem is, all thesepeople hadpaidmoney,wentwith their kid, and they'reoverly concernedabout
drowning, and thebiases are just somany.Wecan't findacohort; you'd have to take kids frompeople
unwillingly andhave themdosomethingelse andcompare them.Wecouldn't figureout away youcouldeven
imaginewhat theexperimentmight look like.Maybeover time,with enough ISR,wecould reduce thedrowning
rate in a city or a town,maybe thatwouldbe thehope.But it's oneof these things again, likemy ideaof fixing the
system—no, the system is notgoing tofix.We've learned longago, Rick, everything that'swrong iswrongon
purpose. There's someonewho thinks it's good theway it is. Youdon't need tochangeanything, andwe'll fight
for that.

Yourworkon sugarcaneworkers' disease, kidneydisease, is just brilliant, and youbetter becareful.Yeah, you
better becareful. Rick, youwentdown to lookat that andgot turnedawaybyCDCsecurity, is that correct?

[Rick Johnson]
Not exactly, but oh, sowhatwe're talking about is, there's a lot, you know.Sugar, of course, is terrible. Imean,
sugar is at the heart ofwhatdrivesobesity anddiabetes. Tomake sugar, oneof the thingspeopledo is they
burn the sugarcanefields, or theownersdo, and then thatmakes the sugarcaneeasy tocut. Then these
sugarcaneworkersgo in there andbreatheall this ash and so forth that occurswhen theyburn thefields.

What's happened is they'reworkingout in the heat, inhaling all these toxins, and they'redying. Sohere's an
industry that'smaking food that's killingpeople, and they also haveall these sugarcaneworkerswhoarecutting
thecane for themandaredying from it. There are like 60,000peoplewho'vedied so far inCentral America,
60,000 in India andSri Lanka, and they're usually these young, healthypeople that aregoingout there tocut
the sugarcane. So it's beenabigbattlewith the sugar industry, trying to improve things and togive themmore
hydration and shade, and tocutout theburningof thefields.Ourgroup found that the ashcarries all these
toxins that are actuallywecanfind the toxins in the kidneysof thesepeoplewhen theydevelopkidney failure,
andwhenwegive the toxins to animals, theydevelopkidney failure.

So thesepoorpeople arebeing forced todoa jobwhere they're actually killing us, andat the same time, killing
themselves. So the sugarcane industrydoesn't likeme. I'mon their hit list in the topfive. Sorry.

[Greg]
Thank you for sharing that. Theseare very youngpeople, in their 20s,with terminal end-stagekidneydisease.

[Rick]
Yeah,they’re disadvantaged. They're in remoteareas, they have very little access tomedicine andcare. There's
no kidney specialist, there's nodialysis, there's no transplantation, and theydie in their 20s. And the terrible
thing—not just that it's terrible, but then their kids takeover. They have tohavean income for the family, so a kid
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who's like 14will lie about his ageand startworking in thefields, and then theydiewhen they're 25. It's just a
terrible circleofdeath.

[Greg]
Anyoneelse, please?

[Leif Edmundson]
So, you'vegot things likepsychologyand sociologywhich aren't amenable to science, but you say there's still
somevalue to them. Like,whatdoyoudowith that?Doyou just not call themscience?Howdoes thedamage
getdone?Doyouclassify that as somethingelse, orwhat's happeningnow? Is it beingcalled real scienceand
mixingupwithgoodscience, orwheredoyouput thosefields in the future?

[Greg]
I don't know,but themethodsof those—let's begenerous andcall them ‘soft sciences’ or the social
sciences—themethods that theyemploy havedrifted into themedical space. This is theexact reason thatwe
had in theBegley-Ellis study theabysmal replication numbersonpreclinical oncologyandhematology.Holy
cow, Imean, itwaswhat's the number? 11%of thebedrock studies.Now, there's abias here; "bedrock" inwhat
sense? These studieswere targetedbecause they had let Amgendown indrugdevelopment, andGlenn
Begley, they hadahit list. The talk around thewatering hole at night among researcherswas from this school,
trust nothing from this researcher—it doesn'twork. They hadall this colloquial knowledgeof how to tread
through this stu�, and someonefinally saysweneed tofigureoutwhat is real in oncologyandhematology
that’s real andwhat isn't. So they all, "I got apaper for you, this one, this one, this one."

But theoriginal alarmwento�becauseBegley hadbeen involved indrugdevelopment all over theworld, and
hehadanuncannycapacity toget to successful clinical trials given solidpreclinical science. In cancer, itwasn't
working. They just, itwas, "This drug shouldwork if this study is right." So theywentbackand looked, andnone
of themworked, almost none. Tomake thingsworse,wedon't know to this daywhichof those studiesworked
ordidn'twork,what replicated. The vastmajority of it didn't, not oneof themhasbeen retracted, andone I know
hasbeencited four or five thousand times sincebeing found tobenonsense.

Whatgot you to that is a science that is concerned...Well, now there's anevendeeper issue, andone is—this
was something that someof thehard sciencepeople that listened toGlennBegley talkwere aghast at—and
thatwas someof themethodologywaswildly subjective. "Sonon-measured, gotbigger, got smaller, looks
kindofgreen," you know, that kindof stu�.But theproblemcomes in null hypothesis significant testing, and
generallywhat happens is youmight not even, theymaybe sobold as to not eveno�er upahypothesis. But
whatwegot is somekindof intervention, andwe take thatdata andagainst a null, wecrank someP-valuesona
test statistic of our choosing, andyoucanbevery clever about that. And if you increase the sample space, your
P-value alwaysgetsbetter. Imean, people have learnedhow toplay this game,but in theend, in all of the
illusions about this process, andwhat's funnywhen youcorner the statisticians, theygo, "Wenever suggested
that it determined the likelihood that the studywould replicate. That's notwhat it is."Or, "We've never..."Weput
a list of themuphere if youwant togo through that slide.

GerdGigerenzer andothers haveput upbig lists of commonmisunderstandingsofP-value, and they're almost
every singleoneof themcommon, hell, universal. They all suggest that youhave found somethingabout the
probability of the hypothesis given thedataon thebasis of theprobability of thedataon theassumednull. Now
thatmaynotmake sense toa lot of you, but I tell youwhat, it's ablatant foul. It's really, really bad, andabout this,
there's beennodoubt.

9



TheMethodandMeaningof TrueScience

Thecomplaints aboutP-values startedbefore their implementation. Thefirst person says, Laplace said “you
can't do this" but 90yearsbefore thefirst useof theP-values, therewaspublishedmaterial going, "This is
mischief. This ismischief." If youwant to introduceyourself to this subjectperipherally andwith aneasydose,
theWikipedia articleon theconditional probability fallacy—it's got another name thatmakes it easy
here—confusionof the inverse, everyone should lookat that.

Confusionof the inverse, and it's theproblemwith thinking that theprobability of AgivenB is going to shed
significant light on theprobability ofBgivenA. Andboy,we see that everywhere.

Anyoneelse?Yes.

[Rick]
Another trick that scientists use that cheats thepublic is to report relative versus absolute risk. I think everyone
knows this. So, like, if youfind that there's a 15% reduction—if yougive statin, youcan reduceheart attacksby
15%—and that sounds really important if you're, you know,butweknowstatins are alsobad formuscles andall
this stu�.Butwhen it getspublished in theNewEngland Journal, but thenwhen youactually look at thedata,
they're talking about relativeprobability. So if the absolute changegoes from99.6%of thepeople are fine,
0.4%get a heart attack, andwith statin, it's 0.39%get a heart attack, so youhave to treat like a thousand
people toget abenefitononeperson, and then it doesn't sound so impressive. Yet, if youdo it theotherway,
it's a 15% reduction, then youget in theNewEngland Journal, but actually, it's not a very impressive result.

[Greg]
Doc, doyouknowMalcolmKendrick?Oh, yeah. You know, it's pointingout things like that that gotMalcolm
delisted fromWikipedia.

[Emily Kaplan]
Well,Malcolmalso justwrote abrilliant piece for usonplacebos,which is slightly di�erentbut anotherway to
statisticallymanipulate thingswhere you takeaplacebo, andyouknowyourdrug is likely to have sidee�ects,
say like causingheadaches, so youdecide toput something in theplacebo that alsocauses headaches, so
statistically it cancels out headaches as a sidee�ect. Placebosarecompletely unregulated, sowedon't know
what's in them, and thecommonbelief is there's nothing in them, and in fact, there's all kindsof stu� in them,
and it's keptprivate andnot reportedon, and it allows for this sort of statisticalmanipulation andoutcomes.

[Greg]
Anytime someone's feeding youpercentsofpercents, you shouldcheck for yourwallet; that's some
promiscuousbehavior. There needs tobea taxonomyof cheats, andpart of theproblem is, andoneofmy
favorites—I've just fallendown this rabbit hole—but I love thePhotoshopcheatson theWesternblot stu�.
That's just amazing, and the languageof sciencewhen they found these, theywere socareful not to say that
thiswasdeplorable, despicable, dishonestbehavior. They said itwas, "Well,maybe it shouldbe retractedand
lookedatmoreclosely," and then youcome tofindout like, geez, they tookan image fromanold studyand
stretched the x-axis, shrunk the y, colored it yellow, and the sameartifacts from thephotograph from 15 years
agoare in this again, and I'm like, "Man, inmyhead, you're absolutely busted. That's not an accident." You know,
youdon't takeanoldpicture andplaywith the axes andcolor it, and that happenedaccidentally. Hardly.

There are consequences for people that call out this stu�, too. People havebeen successfully sued—not just
something LanceArmstrongpulledo�—butweknowof aguy inGermany thatwas successfully sued for calling
fraudonwhatwasobvious fraud.Becareful.

[Greg]
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DoyouknowPeterGotzsche?

[Richard]No.

[Greg]
Hewasaco-founder of theCochraneCollaboration, andhehad thegall to say thatmammograms for young
ladieswhohadnosymptomswerecausingmoreharm thangood. Thenhewent after theGates Foundation and
theHPVvaccine. And then,whatwas it... oh, psychmeds, claimingnoneof themwork—there's noevidence for
anyof them.Pediatric antidepressants caused suicide? That all 34 studiesonpediatrics and
antidepressants—theywereonly reportingone thing, themoodevaluation,where they hada reducedend in
theexperimental group. It tookawhile to findout these kids hadhanged themselves, and thatwas left out of all
34 studiesbecause theyweren't reporting that.

But anyways, the next thing youknow, he's beenaccusedof somehorriblebehavior aroundwomen in the lab
andgets thrownoutof theCochraneCollaboration.Noneof that ever turnedout tobeanything, but itwas
enough toget himout andgone.Whenhecame toSanFrancisco,we told him, "Dude, you're knockingonall the
wrongdoors here. This is going to... youwon't survive this."

Doc,what's your senseof theCOVID reaction?

[Rick]
Well, Imean, therewas this thought that thecoronavirusmight havebeenmanipulated, and that it reallywasn't
just coming fromsomewild animal. Andyouknow, therewasa lot ofpushbackon that, but the truth is that the
data cameout that it reallywasmanipulated. So, that recentlywas just acknowledged. Yeah, itwasgenetically
manipulated in a laboratorybefore it cameout, for sure.

[Greg]
Therewasaheadof theCEO,presidentofCaltech,who's abiotechwizard, andhewas shown the sequence
and said it'sman-made, just like that. He saw the furin cleaveand like, 'There's noway, there's noway.'

Wehadanother angle revealed; there's abunchofways thatpeoplewill seebullshit’s bullshit, but the studies
that claim tohave sequenced the virus, peoplewerepointingout, and itwas a smallminority, but somevery
articulate intelligentpeoplewerepointingout that theproceduredescribed in thiswon't sequencea virus. You
have to isolate theparticles first before you lyse anything, andwhatwouldbe in this sputumwouldbeall kinds
ofbacteria and fungus andother things that this just doesn'twork. And thiswas twoyears ago, three years ago;
wewere lookingat this, and thesewerecomments fromguys, and someone said, "Well, whatwould it look like if
youwere toactually showuswhat theprocess for sequencinga virus really looks like?"

Seconds later, he's got abig list of them, andhe's got thepagesoutlinedwhere it explains theproblemsand
thedi�culties andchallenges in usingcentrifugation andelectrophoresis, thecleaningandwashingandmore
centrifugation, and theenormousprocess yougo through to see that youhaveparticlesof somekindof
homogeneity so that youbelievewhatever this thing is,wegot abunchof themhere, and they all look tobe the
same. Andall that stepwas left out completely. Now, andyet theyclaim tohavea sequenceof it, andoneof the
things that occurred tous instantlywas that noonewas saying it, but youcouldget thereon your own,was that
they had the sequencebecause theymade the fucking thing. Itwasn't becauseanyonedid any actualworkon
it, and the studieswould say, announce, herald the trumpet that, "We've sequenced the thing," and thenwhat
theydid, that's not howyou sequenceanything. They had theblueprint.
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And I think thepublic health response,what's fascinating right now forme, for a lot of ourBrokenScience
friends, is that actuarial science is a very real science. Andwhen thoseguys havea keen senseofwhat's going
on, I think it'smore trustworthy andmorehonest and technicallymore sound thanwhat's going inpublic health.
Especiallywhenpublic health has found itself in apositionwhere itwouldbebest tocover our tracks at this
point, you know, it's a rough road tohoe.But the numbers that havecomeoutof the insurancecompany, you
knowwhere their data comes from, it's interesting.Whenyouget a job thatdoesn't suck, youautomatically, for
most companies, you know,wewant togetoneof thegolden jobswherewework for abigcompany, yougo to
work for Intel or Appleor anyof them, youautomatically get a life insurancepolicy aspart of just beingan
employee. And there are companies that holdmillionsof those, so they'vegot abetterwindowondisability,
death, and injury than anyone inpublic healthdoes. Andwhat they sawwasa40% increase in all-cause
mortality amongworkingpeople in a 30−monthperiod. They saidwehad four Vietnams in a30−monthperiod,
and they saidwecan't even tell you if a 10% increase in all-causemortality is a 200−year event;wedon't have
thebackground to tell youwhat a40% increasewouldbe. It lies outsideof the imaginationof the actuarial
world. It's fascinating stu�.

Doyou followTheEthical Skeptic?

[Rick]
I don't, but I tell you something. I really appreciatewhat you'redoingbecauseas a scientist,we really need to
call this outbecause there's a lot of fake science, there's a lot ofpeople trying toget their promotionby
cheatingorbycreatingcontrol groups, and it's a real problem.And the statistics lie. You know, you're exactly
right, theP-value is used topromote somethingwhen it doesn't actually say anything. Yeah, you're... I'm so
happy I'mhere, thank you for invitingme.

[Greg]
I'mgoing to takeanother question then kindof endon that. That justmademe feel sogoodbecause I'm saying
theguy shouldget aNobel Prize inmedicine.He invites himself tomyparty andcompliments us for ourwork. I'm
honored that you feel thatwayand supporting youandThomasSeyfriedandMalcolmKendrick andall those
other friendsofours that havemet JayBhattacharya. You know,we've satwith Jay several times, andhe's been
shaken tohis soul. He's been turnedonby lifelong friends, you know, is somethinghe just can't believe it, he still
can't believe it.

Please.

[Guest]
So,Greg, Emily, and Imet through theCOVIDcrisis initially, and that's howwewereconnectedwith Jay aswell.
Actually, Jay and I just had lunch together, and Imean, I thinkpart ofwhatwas revealedduringCOVID times, and
I'maphysician, is that just like you said,wedon't necessarily have the solution right now;weknow it's broken,
butwedon't havea solution. But as a result of that,what came intobeingwasbasically like this horrible
response, not just frompublic healthbut all across themedical community.

I startedCrossFit in 2018, and Iwas shocked that evenCrossFit physicianswent alongwith thecrazy response,
andyouknow,didn't really questionor speakupabout the fact thatwe shouldn't evenhavebeenasking some
of thequestions thatwerebeingasked. You know,peoplewere screaming for trials for things likemasking
childrenor notmaskingchildren, andnobodywasevenwilling to stepbackand say, "Shouldweask this
question in thefirst place?" aboutwhether children shouldbemasked. So I justwanted to sort ofput it out there
that ifweacknowledge that this system isbrokenbutwedon't provideanalternative, it seems like these
negative responseswill perpetuate and, in fact, Jaywas just sayingat lunch, like, "I just feel likewe'repositioned
for theexact same thing tohappenagain."What's changed?
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[Greg]
Letmeaddress that, and I understand, I feel everything you're saying, and I'mnotgoing to standandgo “you're
wrong,” but letmeshare kindof theCrossFitmindset. I knowpeople that thought thatCrossFitwas the solution
to aglobal solution toobesity, and theonly thingglobal is that anyone thatdoes itwon't have theobesity
problem. That's as closeas youcanget to universal, but I never had for amoment any visionof tensofmillionsof
peopledoingCrossFit and thecommunitygetting healthier through that. But you know,when you're in a
position to help, it's like tome, it always felt like you'reon thecorner, andabus is coming, anold lady stepsout,
and yougrabherby thebackof the jacket andyoupull her backwith nary a thought as to all old ladies and
whether you'remakingadi�erenceamongst all old ladies andwhat am Igoing todo to save theother old
ladies, andwe're in that situationwith fitness andhealth, and I feel thatwayabout the science.

Somaybewith less um... fools like, you know,whenFauci says, "If youdon't believe inme, youdon't believe in
the science," and thewayhe said it, I think heactually thought that's true. But everyoneneeded to laugh, that
shouldbehungaroundhim like "It dependsonwhat thedefinitionof 'is' is," you know? Imean, it's just oneof
thosecrazy utterances that hegot apasson.

[Rick]
I was just going to say,what youput upearlier, you know, that youbeginwith anobservation,makea
measurement tomake sure that youactuallymeasure that observation, show that it's predictive, and it's
repeatedly shown tobepredictive, that validates it, and that is true science. Andall these techniques that the
statisticians comeupwith, themultivariate analysis, all these thingscan lie, butwhat you just put updoesnot lie.

[Greg]
Danielle.

[Danielle Edmundson]
I'mgonna kindof tie on towhat this nice fellowsaid, um, in thebeginning,

[Greg]
That's Ed.

[Danielle]
Um, 20years ago, Iwas starving for apath to... I didn't know that itwasgoing tobemy livelihood, but I really
wanted toget fit. I reallywanted tohavemuscles andbe lean, and therewasnodefinition for it, and it seemed
likemaybea lost cause. Iwas never happywith anyof theclasses I ever tookat anygymanywhere andnever got
any results. Then youprovidedamethodologyandaprotocol thatwas applicable, and itworks. Itworksover
andover andover again. Sowhenyou started talking about the sciencesbeingbroken, people kindofbeing
dupedover andover again, um, it's finewithme that there's not anexact answer forwhat exactly youdowith
that. I just... I guess I'mgrateful for that.Wecan... I'mnot exactly surewhat to say about that,

[Greg]
Thedi�erencebetween theold lady right in front of you steppingo� thecurb, and thedi�erencebetween
providing the information and treating all theold ladies, and treating all of society, is certainly related to the
di�erencebetweenmedicine andpublic health. And inpublic health, if you look to theanimalworld, herd
management is public health, andoneof the things you'rewilling todo in herdmanagement is destroyperfectly
healthy specimens for thebetterment all.

Right?
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I think that the admonishment to first donoharm is imploringone tonotpracticepublic healthon individuals,
andboy, didwedo that. Imean,wewatched thedestructionof thepublic school system. It's in ruins.What can
accelerate that ruin is the numberof uswhofiguredout howmuchbetter a job you're forced todoyourselves,
what abetter job youcando. Rick, I'mhomeschoolingmy little kids 2 hours aday, 5days aweek; it doubles the
K through six pacenationally. I'vegot a nine-year-old that candoalgebra;whowould have thought? Iwas 14
before I fuckedupalgebra.

Wehadanevent herewith adear friend, RogerKimble,who's theeditor of TheNewCriterion. I think that heand
VictorDavisHansenareprobably the twopreeminentmenof arts and letters in theUS. It's a snob-ass term if
thereeverwasone, but it fits.Weorderedabunchof his books here, and theycameafter theevent. So, Iwould
grab, andhe's theeditor andpublisher, editor-in-chief andpublisher, and for 40years that publication has
beenpublishing someof themost important essaysonarts, culture, andhistory. Thebook that's out there,
there's abunchof them; there is an anthologyof the40yearsofpublishing that thing, and it's an honor tocall
Roger a friend. Iwish thehell wecould havehanded thoseoutwhenall theRogeriteswere here, but thewaywith
books, thepublisher doesn'twant it back, Rogerdoesn'twant themback.GrabMr. Kimble's bookand take that
homewith you.

We'vegot tacos here;we'vegotmariachis coming. Sevie..

[SevanMatossian]
Also, Richardbroughtmanyof his books.There in theback.

[Greg]
Thank you, Fat Switch,whichchangedmy life. Theday I learnedof him, Iwent homeand lookeduphiswork, and I
havenot hadabeer since. I told him Iwent to vodka; it's your fault, but I didgeto� thebeer. I'd rather bedrunk
than fat.

AndMSG, rememberMSGused tobe somethingevery hippie hated. They used to tell people like theydowith
aspartame, "There's noevidence, there's noevidence."Oops, yeah, youcatswill starve todeath fed fruit, but
putMSGon it, and theyget fat,wow, huh?

Youwant tomakeadiabetic cat? PutMSGonsomething that theycan't evendigest. True story. Yes, I learneda
lot fromyou,Doc.

Ed.

[Ed]
So, I kindofwanted togoback to the "grab theold lady" concept. Youa�ectone thingat a time, and I'll goback
to theCrossFit experience.When I brought it toSan JosePD, Iwas apoliceo�cer at San JosePD, and itwas
widely ridiculed, and theywouldn't give us a space, sowewouldworkout in the second-floorparkinggarage
right under thedispatchcenter. Aswestarteddroppingheavyweights fromoverhead, thedispatchers
complaineduntil they finally gaveus a space. Itwasonepersonat a time, andweendedupwith awholegym
there. And I remember your explanationof it at the time; itwas really aguerrillamovement. Itwas from the
groundup, itwas individuals, and youdon't know thekindof ripples that stone you throw in thepond is going to
createwhen they'repositive. Andoneof thehuge things that I had to,which is then,was I had thebasis, I'dbeen
to theCerts, and I had spent a lot of time in that space, and I couldmake thearguments, not aswell as certainly,
butwell enough, right? And it feels tome that this is a similar process here, these tools that you'regivingme, to
beable tomake thearguments even though I'mnot a researcher anddoingamazing stu�orGregGlassman.
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And I think that'swhat I'm takingaway from this. And then to thephysician, I forgot your name,what Iwould say
is this: itmatters in your practice toobecausewhenwe lookatwhat the healthcare systemsaregetting for a
certainpercentageof vaccinatedpatients, vaccinatedchildren in—andwhen I say vaccination, I use the term
very loosely—mRNAstu�, it's completely corrupt.Mychildren aregrownnow,but if I weregoing into having to
takemychildren to thepediatrician, I would find that really scarybecause theAmericanAcademyofPediatrics,
as far as I'mconcerned, is out of their ever-lovingmind. Sobe thatdoctor, you knowwhat I'm saying?Sowhen
youget that patientwho'sbecause it's a rough road for people likemyself, who, beingacop for 30years, it's
like I get a sensewhen something just ain't right. I can't putmyfingeron it; I'mnot a scientist, but it's a rough
space. So thoseare the ripples youcanprovide.

[Doctor]
I'm luckybecause I'm inGeorgia, but here inCalifornia,when you sawwhat TracyHogandothers havebeen
through, theycan't even say things in theexam room if it's not sanctionedby theState.

[Greg]
Didn't you just have somethingcensoredquoting theCDC?

[Emily]
Yeah, and I hadaBobbyKennedypost recently, and I'vebeen shadow-bannedsince thatpost,whichwas
talking aboutour little teammeetinghim. So it's alive and real. Imean,we'vewritten about how, throughCOVID,
they sort ofweredoingwhat I thinkof as like apressure test,where anything youputonMetaplatformsorother
socialmedia, if itwasn't in linewith theWHOguidelines, then theywould take it down, and thatwas their sort of
barometer ofwhether itwas trueor not. TheWHO isobviously not a research-proof institution, but now they've
actually encouraged, or you know, sort of goneout and tried tofigureoutwhoare local health authorities. So
like theAmericanAcademyofDiabetics, theAmericanAcademyofPediatrics, theAmericanHeart Association,
so if youpublish anythingon, like the ketodiet for cancer, like TomSeyfried'swork, youwill get takendown
because it's against the standardof care, and it's against theguidelines that theAmericanCancer Institute, so it
is a formof censorship that is soprohibitive tocritical thinkingand frankly toprogress.

Sooneof the things that I'vewritten about for us is the notionof you lookat in historywhere have
consensus-based scientific ideasbeenundone, and it's always fromoutsiders. It's very rarely fromsomebody
inside the institutionor themedical practice. It's advocacygroups, rogue researchersoutsidewhosay, "Nope,
this drug isn't doing this," or "There are these sidee�ects."Weall got together; youactually are notgoing tobe
able todo that online anymorebecauseall of thosewouldgoagainst theguidelinesof the institutions.

[Rick]
I could addsomething too, you know, I actually amboarded in infectiousdiseaseaswell as nephrology, andyou
knowwhatbotheredmeabout theCOVID vaccine—Imean, in thebeginning, Imean,myownpersonal feeling is
thatwhen the initial COVIDwas killingeverybody, that the vaccine, even though itwasn't testedadequately,
was a kindof emergent attempt, you know, to help. But then they keptpushing tohave the vaccinewhen the
mortality ratewentwaydown, and theyweren't testing it adequately. So, you know, the safety... you know,back
in the 1940s, therewasahepatitis vaccine thatwasgiven to40,000 troopsduringWorldWar II, and itwas
taintedwith another virus, and itwas for yellow fever, and it carriedhepatitis B, and it killed a lot ofpeople. And
the troublewith theCOVID vaccine is it's beenassociatedwithbad things likemyocarditis, but theydon't test it
in an adequateway. If you reallywant to test if theCOVID vaccine is safeordoes it not causemyocarditis, you
woulddoanechoandall these testsbefore the vaccine, give the vaccine, onemonth later test, and see if
there's evidenceof it. Youwouldn't just say howmanypeoplego toanERbecausemyocarditis is often silent.
So I havea lot ofproblemswith theway thiswas handled, and I amascientist, infectiousdiseasecertified,
boardedguy, so it is a verydebatable thing.
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[Greg]
Andyeah, um,paint apositivepictureon thePharmacompanieswanting towithhold the test data from the
public for 75 years. Put agood faceon that, and like, justwould you think it's because it's goodbecause it
reflects favorably on themand itwouldbe suchgoodnewsyouwouldn't beable todealwith it?Does that seem
likely to anybody? If I have something, and I'm like, "Dude, youcan't see this for 75 years," I'm telling you, it's not
apretty thing. That's just straight-upcommonsense. Therewere a lot ofpeople that sawa lot of things. Before
COVIDbecamenews, I hadmadeahobbyofwatchingfludeaths, and I thought itwas fascinating that in
Octoberof 2019, theflu tallywas, itwas a3Xgap in thehigh-lownumbers, I don’twant tomakeupnumbers, but
the rangeofdeaths in theestimatewashuge, and Iwas like, "How thehell does that happen?Howdoyouhave
between 15 and45,000peopledead, you know?"And like, the thing is, there are45,000deadpeople, but
there aredisagreements aboutwhat theydiedof. So if you're sitting there in your dialysis treatment, youendup
in intensive care, andpretty soon you'reblowing snotbubbles, and they're concernedabout the spreadofflu in
theward, and they test you for flu, andyoudie, you knowwhat youdieof?

Imean, it's not, noneof this is easy, and there are no right orwronganswers, and so those kindsof estimates,
that's just baked into thenatureof theproblem, and there are issueswith reporting. There's someweird
phenomenon like, theyquit, you know,whenflu seasonends, flu seasondoesn't endbecause there's a
drop-o� in theflu rate, it's because insurancecompanies, past a certainpoint in the year,won't pay for the
vaccine, so now thedamn thing's gone. If you're notgoing topay for the vaccine, there is noflu, that'swhat
marks theendof theflu season, and theCDCannounces it, and that'swhen the vaccinecompanies areout,
they're notgoing topayanymore, they're notgoing todoanymorework for that.

And soherewehaveanewdiseasewith remarkably similar symptoms, in awhere thediagnostic test is PCR, and
it'smadeemergencyprovisional usebecause they haven't completed thenecessary scientificworkof finding
its sensitivity or selectivity, or evenanything likepositivepredictive value, haven't evengotten to that sideof the
fenceor negativepredictive value, and the reason for that is that theydon't haveagold standardwithwhich to
assess the test, so thewhole thing is a crapshoot. Andyet, you're tellingme this guydiedof that thing?
Interesting, interesting, and then thenumbersgotworse andworse, andwhat happened?Fludeaths
disappeared. Imean, thewhole thing stunk, just like, "I need75yearsbefore I can showyou thedata," anda lot
ofpeople saw that. A lot ofpeople saw it.

The idea that you'd have your career ruinedbydoing somethingas simple as a seroprevalence test, and the
heat that thoseguys took for that, itwas just unbelievable. Yes, youhad, youweregoing toask another
question?

No?

[Guest]
Soum, I run thedrugandalcohol rehabuphere;wehaveCrossFit in our program.So, in 2019, our demographic
ofpeople coming into treatmentwas49%,48%were there for alcohol, 52%combinedeverything
else—prescriptions,weed, coke,whatever. Fast forward four years now,we're at 79%are there for alcohol,
20%everythingelsecombined.Butwhat I'mnoticing is theones that are coming in, theextent of their physical
damage, theDTs,we've had to sendpeople to ahospital tobeput in comas togetdetoxed.Doyou think this is
just because, you know, itwaseverybody stay at home, alcohol's okay, or doyou think that theCOVIDor the
vaccineor combinationofboth ismaking thingsworse, or is it just theprocessed sugar that is justwreaking
morehavocon thebodies than in thepast?

[Greg]
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This is, I don't havea scientific answer, but I still want to sharewhat I think here. I remember early in the
pandemic, I was talkingwith Je�Cane, andhewas talking about thebars in themarina, andhehadhiswhole
list—thegymsandall these thingsclosed—andhe says thoseare all thedamn things thatmakeus acivilization.
Youcan't take thoseaway frompeople and lock them indoors and think they'regoing todoanythingother than
lose their fuckingminds.

Weneedchurch,weneedbars,weneed restaurants,weneedschools,weneedgyms forwhatostensibly, for
the statedpurpose, but for communion, tobearoundother people.We're as social an animal as an ant. A
singularmandoesn't survive. I stick youonan island, you knowwhat's going tohappen?You'regoing todie.
That'swhat's going tohappen to you.

Weneedeachother;wecan't evenbring in thecollectivewealthwehavewith numbersdrastically reduced
fromwherewe're at. All countries, thesepopulations aren't growing, are in a hell of abind.China, theygot a
hugeproblem. They said now,Doc, that it's at apointwhere a forcedpregnancyonall the high school girls
wouldn't fix theproblemnow inChina. The shrinkingpopulation is that bad; they'regoing to losehalf of their
population in 30 to50years. Half, and that's a horrible thing.

Okay,we'redone, sir,

[Guest]
Talking about hidingdata. So I brought this up toEmily over Instagramone time, just recently.Mydad's from
Taiwan, andwedid a trip lastDecember to see family, and Iwas just curious, so I lookedonline at Taiwan's health
of vital statistics, to lookatdeath rates. They haveall these years listed, and the very last year that's available is
2019. 2020all till now, not available. Andweheardat the very start of it all that Taiwan's control of the virus,
everythingwas thebest, right? Very fewdeaths. I'd like to seewhat the truedeath rate is, right now, at this point.
Youguys, go lookonline; look it up. The very last date, 2019, it's crazy, crazy.

[Greg]
I havea very natural natureof, you know, a few things hiddenbehind thebackaregood for you, right?

Yeah, I understandanythingelse?

Thank you, thank you.

17


