


ThePoorlyDefinedDebatingClub.(I)

Isn'titabsurdthatadebatecanbedecidedlikeaflowershow,witha

showofhands.

ThisiseffectivelyhowoursocalleddemocraticParliamentworks.

Things,ideas,concepts..dareIsaylaws..issuesthatmaybeofthe

utmostimportancetothecommonmassofthepeoplewithinoursociety

aredecidedbyasmallgroupofpeople.Asmallcliquewhoinmostcases

havenogreaterknowledgeoftheissues,norarebetterequippedthan

thecommonmaninthestreet.Andwho,inmanycases,willnotbe

directlyaffectedbytheirdecisions,areallowedtodecideadebateina

partisanshowofhands.Haveyoueverthoughtaboutthis?

Insteadofworkingthroughtheissuesandcarefullyconsideringthemin

alltheirparts,withrelationtothewholeofsociety,inthebestinterest

ofthewholeofsociety..whatweliketorefertoasparliamentary

debatesareoftennothingmorethanhighlyexpensiveflowershows.

Worseeventhanthis;thesemenandwomenparticipatinginthe

judgementofthisflowershowhaveforthemostpart,hadtheir

decisionsmadeforthem,onourbehalf,priortothedebatetakingplace.

Decisionsmadesupposedlyforawholesociety-acollectiveof

communities-bythesewisejudgesbelonginginessencetoasmall

minorityofanevensmallerminorityofourwholesociety.Something

alongthelinesofthe12JudgesofAncientRome-theFasces-exceptfor

themtherewasnoneedtofalsifytheprocessforourdigestion.

Howabsurdtobelievethatanargumentcanbewonlikeaflowershow

isjudged,oragameoffootballwon..byapointscore.Ashowofhands.

Ashowofhandscouldperhapsdecidethewinnerofthe'prizeforthe

bestdebater',butIdon'tbelievethatthismethodhasanyplaceinthe

processorthevalidityofademocraticdebate.Especiallywhenweare

told,andbelieve,thattheresultofthedebateandtheprocessusedto

reachaconclusionareinourbestinterests,themassthatmakeupthe

collectiveofcommunitiesinaninclusiveandopensociety-a

Democracy.

Withthissystemadebateisneverproperlyenteredinto,itsafarcical



pushandpushofpre-decidedpointsofinterestalongpartylines.Our

highlypaidrepresentativestothisDebatingClubmayaswellsitabout

ontheparliamentaryverandasmokingOPs,countingpubliccashand

pluggingtheirearswithfluffandothernoiseuntilit'stimetomakethe

decision..thebellringsandtheyalltraipsein..ashowofhandsplease

gentleman,andladies...Andthewinneris..DaDa..thesidewavingthe

mosthandsintheair!Wonderful.Democraticallyinclusive,andsureto

beinthebestinterestsofoursociety.Andexpensivetoo,asit'sus,the

mass,thatreceiveandpaythebill.Andwepayitinmorewaysthanone.

Surelyifwearegoingtokeepallowingourdecisionstobemadeforus

inthisway,thenwecanfindamuchcheaperwaytodoit.

ArewesurethatthisisDemocracy?NowIknowI'veaskedthisquestion

previously-perhapscontinuously-andwhileI'msurebythereactionI

getwhenIaskthequestion,thatyouallthinkI'monehelluvaadumb

bunny..butisthisreallyDemocracy?Andareweallsoverysurethatit

doesbenefitthewholeofoursociety?Anddowereallycare?Somehow

formethereissomethinginitthatjustdoesn'tfeelright.Itappearsto

takeideaslikeDemocracy,ConsensusandevenDebateasmereshow

things..wordstobeplayed..anditplaysusallforfools.

Wouldn'titbebetter,ifwearegoingtohavethesedebates,todefine

justwhataDebateistobe,andifaparliamentarydebateisgoingtobe

differentthananyotherformofdebate,thentodefineitpriortothe

supposeddebate?

Forme,I'dliketodefinethisdebatemoreasadiscussionthatrequiresa

resolution,andtocarrythepointthroughtotheendtobethepurpose

ofthisdebate.Towineachpointbyagreementorconsensus,rather

thanthedebateaswhole.Wouldn'titbebettertohaveour

representativesgointotheDebatingClubwithouttheirvotepre-decided?

Nottohavetheirshowofhandspreviouslydecidedbyaminorityofa

minorityregardlessoftheworthofthedebateforthesocietyasawhole?

Theseparliamentarydebatesdon'tsoundlikeI'dimaginedtheyshould,

norwhatIwastaughtthattheyshouldbe.Tobeafaithful

representationofademocraticdebate,shouldn'twewindbackour

definitiontothetimethattheword,theidea-Debate-wasfirstdefined?



Oristhisjustanothercasewherethedefinitionisdefinedbyevery

individualviewoftheworld?Itdoesn'tsoundlikeitcanpossiblybein

thebestinterestofoursocietyifeveryrepresentativetotheDebating

Clubcomesinwithanindividualdefinitionastotheprocessthatthe

Clubisdesigned,andprofesses,toworkunder.Ifeverymembergetsto

makehisorherownrules,tomovethegoalposts,asissaid,andthere

aretobenolosers...IsthiswhatourmodernNeoLiberalSocietymeans

whentheysaythateveryone'sawinner.Itsaniceconceptbutdoesn't

thatmeanthatnothinggetsdone,nobattlesarefoughtforourinterests?

Thatinrealitywemayaswellnotevenenterintothegame,thatwe

mayaswellnothaveaParliamentinwhichtoputforthandarguefor

ourideals.Isn'tthismoreadefinitionofadictatorship,oristhistooa

wordthathasmyriaddefinitions?Isthereapointtothisifitonlymakes

forhighlypaidpre-decidedrepresentativeswho,nomatterwhat,are

alwayswinners?Ithinkitrequiresanewdefinitionofsuchconceptsas

DemocracyandWinner-sinceDemocracywillnolongerhave'allthe

people'init,and'allthepeople'willalwaysbewinners.

Nowsayingallthat,andthattome,thatitdoesn'tsoundlikethisform

ofdebatecanpossiblybeinthebestinterestofourSocietyasawhole.

AndIsupposethattherecouldbeissuesofgreatimportancethatmust

bedecidedaspartofapointscoringgame-aswearetoldthereare-

andthattheseissues,notrequiringtruedebatearedecidedforus,for

ourowngood,andinourbestinterests.Butshouldtheseissuesthat

couldbejudgedasapointscoringgameorlikeaflowershow,should

theybedecidedthiswaybythispoorlydesignedDebatingClub?Isthisa

fairwaytocometoconclusionsthatwearetoldwill,andmust,befor

thegreatergood?Isittherightwaytocarryadebate,isitadebate?It

seemstomethatourrepresentativesmaysomehow-perhapsovertime

-forgeteithertheimportanceoftheprocessofdebatetotheir

communitiesortheimportanceofit'sresolutiontoallthecommunity

memberswholivewiththecommunitymemberswhodidn'tgetabig

enoughshowofhandstocallthemselveswinners.Andwhileitstrue

thatnoteveryonecanbeawinner,itwouldbenicertolivenextdoorto

someonewhodoesn'tfeelasiftheyhavebeencheatedbytheprocess.

Wouldn'tit?

Alsoourrepresentatives,whomweshouldhavechosenourselvesfrom



withinourowncommunity,maylosetheskillrequiredtoadequately

andresponsiblyadjudicatetheissueonbehalfoftheircommunities..

whichofcoursebelongtoacollectiveofcommunitiesthatwecalla

Society.Theymaygetboredorlazyintheknowledgethatnomatter

whattheydo,theirsideorthoseothermoreforceful,moregaralous

representativesoftheirentirecommunities,whoappeartohavethe

issueinhandandappeartohavesomeideaofwhatwouldbeinthe

bestinterestofallthecommunitieswillwinoutduetotheforcefulness

ofthegametheyplay,ortheirabilitytomovethegoalpoststhrough

theirwisdom,orthevolumeoftheirargumentorperhapsthenumbers

theybringintothegame.

Nowisthisscoring,thisgameofnumbers,alsotobepartofthe

definitionofwhatistobeinthebestinterestofonescommunity?Isthis

tobecometheparagonofthedefinitionofDemocraticDebate?It

appearstomethatwemustrewritedictionariestoaccommodatethese

idealsintheinterestofournewlydefinedknowledge.Thatwemust

turntheoldworldupsidedown..orthrowitout...Andthatthe

redesigningofsuchancientconceptsasDemocracyandDebate-andin

fact,Winner-isonlyforthebenefitofamajorityofrepresentativesso

thattheywillalwaysbeatthetopofacontinuallyinclining,and

thereforeincreasinglyslipperyslope.Thoughonceagainwithmyold

worldviewsthisseemstobeaparticularlyperilousplacetobe.

SowhilethisproblemofDemocracycanbesolvedviaaNeoLiberal

redefinitionofdebate..stillitleavesthevastmassofhumanitybaffled

beneaththatsteepandveryslipperyslope-lookingup,thoughperhaps

notanylongerwiththestarsshiningintheireyes,lookinguptoseethe

dribbledribblingdown...

However,mebeingachildofthepostWWIIenlightenment,Iam

thereforeloathtowasteallthelearningbuiltupbytheancients-whom

itistrue,hadnounderstandingofthepoweroftheprefixedneo-l

wouldratherfindasolutioninhavingthecommunitychoosetheir

representativefromwithintheactualcommunitythattheyaregoingto

represent...Andtokeepthedebateasaprocess.Sothattheprocess,the

debate,issomethingtrulyworthwhiletoallinvolvedandforallthose

whoselivesmaydependupontheresultandforthosewhoseactionsare



goingtobeinfluencedbyit.Iwouldliketoseetheprocesscarried

throughtotheend,toaresolutionthatperhapsdoesn'tmakeeveryone

awinnerbutatthesametimeproducesverymuchfewerlosers-and

verymuchfewersorelosersatthat.

Asanexample,adebate-definedin21stCenturyNeoLiberalese-ona

particularlawinaParliament.WemustassumethatthisParliament

actsintheinterestofallthepeoplewhohavesentrepresentatives-we

mustassumethisbecausethisiswhatwearetold-andwemustassume

thatalltherepresentativesacthonestlyandsincerelyintheinterestsof

thosewhohavehadthehonourofhavingthemdelegatedtothis

DebatingClub,calledaDemocraticParliament.(Thisbeingafactorof

thenewer,morereasonable,moreneoliberalandmodernredefinition

ofCorruption-adefinitionthatsaysthataparliamentary

representativefromthewinningside,orinfactanymemberofthe

DebatingClub,isincapableofcorruption).

NowthisLawtobebedebated,decidedupon,likemostlawsnot

consideredtobenecessarytoalmostallofthosewhowillbeeffectedby

thislaw,orrather,subjectedtoit,andthislawwilleffecteach

individualsubjectedtoitinadifferentwayaccordingtoDebatingClub

descretion.Itwillbewantedbysomeandnotothersandneededby

evenfewer,andthereasonthatthisDebatingClubhasbeenconvened;

collectively,collaborativelyandequitablyisbecausewhileweare

changingthedefinitionsofDemocracyandDebate,thelastthingour

representativeswantustounderstandisjustwhatthenewdefinitions

dotothesewords,thatwethinkofasIdeals,whenitcomestothe

process.Becauseitisonethingtoalterthesedefinitionsandquite

anothertoshaketheolddefinitionsloosefromthechainsofmilleniaof

knowledge,andevenmoreexpensivetore-educatesuchacommon

massembeddedwiththelearningofeons.Thiscommonmass,the

peoplesoablyrepresented,understandonething.Theyunderstandthat

lawsshouldbemadeinsecrecybecauseSecrecyisalargepartofthe

effectivenessoflaw.Youcannotbecaughtbreakingthelawsoeasilyif

youunderstandjustwhatthelawisand,ofcourse,oncealawis

understoodthenitopensupallthewaystosubvertit.Andsubverting

thelawisalawthatcanonlybeusedbythoselicencedtoprofitfrom

thebreakingoflaws-lawyersandDebatingClubmembers.



NowifthisParliament,thisDebatingClub,debatesthislawfor,saya

day,andattheendofthedaythemoderatoroftheparliamentsays

'timesup'let'shaveashowofhandsandthewinnerofthedebatewill

bechosenandthelawwillbecarriedviathescore-onceagain,its

abouttheprocessbecauselikeallgoodlaws,theprocesstoomustbe

seentobeadheredto;itmustbeviewedasatransparency.Inreality

ourrepresentativesneednothaveturneduptothedebate,andpossibly,

becausethedebateisheldinsecrecy..perhapstheydidn't.Butits

irrelevantnowundertheredefinitionofDemocracybecauseitsthe

scorethatdecidesthedebate.Itsexpedient,therehasbeenadue

process,thedebatehasbeencarried..andmorelikelythannotwehave

anewlaw.Abrandnewlawtobepiledupwithalltheother

corruptionsofmoralidealsoverlappinginoffence,andtoourobvious

benefit,thatwemaycallTheLaw-athingtobepolicedforprofit.

Sosinceweareworkingunderthisredefinition,andwecanseethat

thereisaprocess;whatcanwenowsayaboutthisprocess?Doesthe

processkeepus,themass,happy?Content?Doesitsatisfyour

DemocraticIdeal?

Wellifthereisonlyonerepresentativewhoisatoddswiththerestthen

Isupposethatourrepresentativescanusethescoreandsay,'Hey,thisis

agoodmethod,let'senshrineitaslaw-themethod-anduseitevery

timewehavesomethingtodebate'.Regardlessofthemachinationsof

thisminorityDebatingClub,thisParliament,aslongasthereisa

majorityinnumbers(andlet'sjustassumethatthereare100honestand

wisecommunitydelegates,justtomakethemathseasy,..andletsalso-

forthetimebeing-assumethatwehaven'tyetredefinedany

mathematicalprinciples)andasitsnowagameofpointscoring,a

majorityofonewillsufficetowinthegame.Sowehaveawinnerwhen

thescoreis51to49.TheDemocraticSystemofDebatethatwenow

accepttheNeoLiberaldefinitionfor,thatwemustbelievetobe

Democratic,thisscore51/49isnowascorethatcanwinadebateforall

thepeopleofthecollectiveofcommunities.Soaslongastheprocessis

misunderstoodbythemass,that'sus,werehappy.Wegoonwithour

livesknowingthatourinterestshavebeenserved.

Secrecyisthetruepowerbehindthisprocess.Secrecyistheidealthat



needsprotectionwithintheneosystemsofredefineddemocratic

process.Thisisoneidea,Ideal,thatneedsnoredefinition..Secrecy

remainsthesamethroughNeoLiberalDemocracyasithasthroughall

theeonsofMan'sdealingswithMan.BecauseManwillalwayswantto

removesecrecyfromthedealingsofothermenwhileholdingfasttoits

securityinthedealingsofhisown,andsoaslongasthemembersofthe

DebatingClubcanprotectthisIdeal,andtheycanensurethatMan

acceptstheredefinetionsrequiredbyNeo-liberalism.Or,inlueofthe

acceptanceoftheredefinition,thatthemassofMancanbeheldin

ignoranceofthem..thenlifeinthenewworldwillrunsmoothly.

Oncesecrecybreaksdownoronce,forwhateverreason,somemenwill

notbeheldinignorance,thentheDebatingClubwillneedtofind

anotherwayorwaystocontroltheserecalcitrants.TheDebatingClub

memberswilllookbackintoMan'sHistoryandtheywillfindtriedand

truemethodsfortheexerciseofthiscontrol.Firsttheywilluseexcuses

fortherequirementsofSecrecyandiftheseexcusesarefoundnottobe

adequateforthemassofManinthecollectiveofcommunities..then

theywillfindtheultimatetoolofcompliance-Fear.Andthroughthis

tooloffear(whichalsorequiresnonewmoderndefinition)theywill

findthetoolofForce.Butforceisadangeroustoolforaminorityto

placerelianceonbecauseitsatoolthatcanbeusedequallybya

majority-eventhoughamajorityshouldfindnoneedforitsuse.The

problemforthemajority,regardlessofwhethertheyhavemanagedto

slipintoastatewheretheymayhaveoncebelievedthattheirselfisbest

servedbyastateofignorance,wherethecontinualredefinitionof

Idealshas,notsomuchfoundacceptance,buthasbeenignoredina

falsesenseofself-interest,isthattheymayfindthattheynolongerhave

anyothertooltousethanforce.Thatinfact,forcehasbeenforcedupon

them.

Sowhileredefinitionscanbeclever,theytakeapowerfulamountofre-

educationtoensuretheiracceptanceandthere-education,despitehow

itmaybedefined,mostoftendegeneratesintoagoodoldfashioned

definitionofforce.AndMan,ashistoryshows,resiststheuseofforce.
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