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Nick Hiebert <nickjhiebert@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 4, 2022 at 12:18 PM
To: bart.kay.nz@gmail.com

Hello, Bart. I'm willing to debate against your proposition, but it's conditional. First you must lift the restrictions that you set
for Avi Bitterman regarding the LDL and CVD debate. Your conditions were unreasonable, and even included absurd
stipulations like him limiting his online social life (lol) and only being allowed to reference three publications (lol). If you lift
these unreasonable conditions and have an untimed, unfettered debate Avi, I will debate you. It's quite simple. I'm
perfectly willing to debate under those conditions. If you refuse those conditions (which are quite reasonable), it's you
impeding the debate, not me.

-Nick

Bart Kay <bart.kay.nz@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 4, 2022 at 4:23 PM
To: Nick Hiebert <nickjhiebert@gmail.com>

You cannot do justice to debating more than about three papers during a debate. There must be time to look closely into
each source you want to bring. The restrictions on Your boy Avi had nothing to do with his 'social life'. I said he and Isaac
Brown must not comment publicly before or during any series of debates. It was not remotely unreasonable given their
behaviour around the issue at the time. If there was ANY decent scientifically valid evidence in support of your LDL
hypothesis, one paper will do it. I think a limit of 3 is perfectly generous, because I KNOW there is no such evidence
extant. It takes time as I said to properly debunk the kind of nonsense you ridiculous ideologues like to cite. If you refuse
this debate, it is YOU refusing it, NOT me. 

B. 

[Quoted text hidden]

Nick Hiebert <nickjhiebert@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 4, 2022 at 4:43 PM
To: Bart Kay <bart.kay.nz@gmail.com>

My terms were clear, and I see no argument from you to support your suggestion that a single paper should necessarily
be sufficient to make a particular case for the hypothesis in question. Some cases for some hypotheses would require
synthesizing data from multiple domains, across tens or even hundreds of papers. I also see no argument from you to
support the suggestion that Isaac Brown's behaviour on social media would have any bearing on the debate between Avi
and yourself whatsoever. If you wish to provide those arguments, I'm open to receiving them. Until then, I view my terms
to be more reasonable than your own, and I'm thereby considering you as the party who is gridlocking the debate. I'm
perfectly open to debating when my terms have been satisfied. Proceed however you wish.
[Quoted text hidden]

Bart Kay <bart.kay.nz@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 4, 2022 at 4:53 PM
To: Nick Hiebert <nickjhiebert@gmail.com>

As expected, you are a coward. No shocks. Scientific evidence comes in the form of properly controlled, properly
powered, properly randomised, properly disciplined intervention based experimental works, if you want to propose cause
and effect. If any such existed, it would have been published in a single paper providing that data. You and I both know
that no such work exists, ergo if you propose a causal artefact here, you lose the debate, outright, before you even begin.
Also historical statements around conditions on a completely separate and unrelated proposed debate that did not occur
have no bearing whatever on this proposal. Basically, you're being exactly the pathetic boy I knew you would be. If you're
confident in your ability to prove me wrong, you need to take this opportunity seriously. Grow up, child. Send me your
three proposed papers establishing your moot, and we're on. There is no gridlock. You are attempting to gridlock by
misinformation constipation. You do not win a debate by making a larger number of references to papers that do not
prove your point... you bring the 1-3 top papers that you propose do prove your point.
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[Quoted text hidden]

Nick Hiebert <nickjhiebert@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 4, 2022 at 5:13 PM
To: Bart Kay <bart.kay.nz@gmail.com>

"Scientific evidence comes in the form of properly controlled, properly powered, properly randomised, properly
disciplined intervention based experimental works, if you want to propose cause and effect."

 
This is just a straightforwardly false claim. There are forms of scientific evidence that don't meet this conjunction of
characteristics. Can you try again to provide an argument to support your suggestion that a single paper should
necessarily be sufficient to make a particular case for the hypothesis in question? 

"Also historical statements around conditions on a completely separate and unrelated proposed debate that did not
occur have no bearing whatever on this proposal."

 
Again, my conditions are clear. If you're free to stipulate conditions upon others that have no bearing on previous
proposals, I see no argument for why others cannot place likewise stipulations upon you for current proposals. Could you
please provide that argument?
[Quoted text hidden]

Bart Kay <bart.kay.nz@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 4, 2022 at 5:30 PM
To: Nick Hiebert <nickjhiebert@gmail.com>

If you want to argue with me, your opportunity is to do so live on camera, I'm not wasting any more of my valuable time
here. Bring your 1-3 best proofs, provide them up front, and lets go. Book it. No more emails. calendly.com/bart-kay
[Quoted text hidden]

http://calendly.com/bart-kay

