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I've been thinking a lot lately about a phrase you see and hear people using with increased
frequency. A phrase which I'm becoming to grow ever more doubtful and suspicious of.

It's this one, here: 

"You have to respect his/her opinion..."

And as I write this, my reaction is gradually being shaped to say, "No! Actually, I don't have
to respect his/her opinion!"

I may have to respect that he/she is entitled to their opinion...but that is quite different. I have
to respect that I cannot FORCE someone else what to think. I have to respect the freedom for
a person to form their own opinions, or else I become a fascist.

But that is most certainly not the same as saying that, given I respect that he/she is entitled to
his/her opinion, that I also have to respect the opinion itself. Especially if it is at total and utter
odds to the opinions that I hold so dear.

I don't have to respect it at all. 

Respect is a state of:

esteem for or a sense of the worth or excellence of a person, a personal quality or ability, or
something considered as a manifestation of a personal quality or ability: 

and/or:
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deference to a right, privilege, privileged position, or someone or something considered to
have certain rights or privileges; proper acceptance or courtesy; acknowledgment: 

And I just cannot bring myself to feel either of these when it comes to the opinions of the
Tories, or of those who support the Tories.

This has all come about because of a Facebook discussion I got myself tangled up with. Here
is what the thread was all about:

Marcus Fysh is the Yeovil Conservative MP, elected in the May 2015 General Election. He's
been in our local newspaper a few times just recently,  having been repeatedly accused of
deleting people's questions and blocking users who ask challenging and difficult questions, or
questions that he appears to want to avoid.

The implication is that Marcus Fysh only wants to engage with people who agree with him,
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and is not remotely willing to engage with or entertain the views of people who do not.

A valid report, and worthy of our attention, I thought...as an elected MP, I personally believe
he has a duty to communicate with the members of his constituency, and if he chooses to
present himself via social media, then one would expect a degree of willingness to "play ball"
with the social media set-up. But by deleting difficult questions and blocking the people who
post them, there's a very real case for suggesting he's a coward who wants to put a Tory-based
gloss on everything. That he's turned the public forum for debate into a meeting place for the
like-minded only. In other words, I'd argue that if the allegations against him are true - which
it's looking as though it could be - then he's turned social media into anti-social media.

So I wrote on the thread:

And yes, I probably am guilty of tarring all Tories with the same brush. But recent years have
not done the Tories many favours in people's eyes (including mine) - especially with their
persistent failure and reluctance to cough up to the terrible consequences of their actions.

Having posted that, I saw that I wasn't the only person who felt this way. Other people were
saying similar things...
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And here:
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So, you can see that I was not a lone voice. But it didn't take long for the Tory-supporters to
come  out  and  start  defending  him...this  particular  person  was  a  South  Somerset  District
Councillor.

In response to which, some guy came forward with this:

To which he received this response from the District Councillor:
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Feeling that I wanted to have my say, I wrote this, not realising that it would trigger a long
and miserably pointless debate...

I could have worded certain parts a little better - I'll hold my hands up to that. But all in all, I
thought  it  was  a  fairly  coherent  response  with  a  fair  message.  This  was  the  response  I
received:
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Now, call me pedantic, but in my previous comment I didn't once say that name-calling is the
wrong way to get a point across. The reason I didn't say that, was because I don't believe it to
be true. I believe that a point may be put across in a multitude of ways, and song-writers,
comedians,  novelists,  artists,  philosophers  and other  such point-making people have been
putting their point across in many ways which have included name-calling.

It may not be right to directly abuse someone online. I think that's fair, but in talking about
someone, or referring to someone in conversation, surely I'm free to express myself how I like
- as long as I don't commit an offence of inciting racial hatred, or make libellous comments or
any other such unlawful activity outside the realms of free-speech.

I'm fine with that. I'm totally fine. If I think someone like Marcus Fysh is a prick, I can say
that in discussion about him. It might be inappropriate to write that directly to him. If I did,
he'd probably have good reason for blocking me. But just because some people don't like
reading that kind of stuff, it doesn't make it wrong in any objective sense. 

But I was also saying here that the name-calling, and the potentially 'abusive' comments stem
from people's anger at being denied the reasonable opportunity of connecting with Marcus
Fysh via social media. If he can't take the heat, he shouldn't have entered the fucking kitchen.
That's what I think. To delete challenging questions, and to block people for asking them is to
very much make an unrealistic attempt to gloss over the shit. And the Tories have been doing
that, collectively, for decades. So anybody who stands up to be counted with the Conservative
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Party may admittedly have differing views on certain policies. I get that. But when you fly the
flag of a particular party with a particular ethos, my view is that it's far too convenient to start
distancing yourself from any hint of blame when the shit starts hitting the fan.

But I also had a problem with the rant about swearing,  as I have long held a belief  that
swearing is no indicator of a) intelligence or b) vocabulary.

I responded thus:

I got this response:
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And then this:

The apparent implication here is that simply because this person hadn't heard of the author of
the report about some research on swearing, it somehow rendered the research meaningless.
Or unworthy of serious consideration.

Well, my four year old daughter hasn't heard of Darwin yet, but that doesn't make his theory
of evolution any less valid... 

But all that aside, the point that people had been making on this thread was that they had
indeed written to Marcus Fysh via his Facebook profile politely and asked questions that he
subsequently deleted. So the point the District Councillor was making was nonsense. She was
still banging the old swearing drum, assuming that everyone who got blocked must have been
swearing at Marcus Fysh, and consequently deserved being blocked. So I wrote this:
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Then I quickly added this (in relation to swearing on a public forum supposedly showing
nastiness):

To which I received this response from a friend of the above woman, a Tory parish councillor:
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Okay, so this got my back up, and it was for several good reasons, but mostly because a ton of
conclusions were clearly being jumped to.

1) We were talking here about an MP who refuses to engage in reasonable debate with his
constituents. We were talking about how I feel swearing isn't enough to render someone's
point unworthy of attention. We were talking about a man on social media, elected by the
public,  refusing to accept criticism and who has a valid case to which he should answer,
which was that he deflects negative attention in an attempt to portray an unrealistic positive
vibe.

2) Whoever this guy was, he was clearly here in defence not only of Marcus Fysh, but of all
those who were also out in defence of Tories per se.

3) Up until this point, I'd made some light criticism of the Tories, but I hadn't gone so far as to
say that all Tories were 'Bad People', and I hadn't said the folk who voted for them were,
either.

4) I didn't see why my argument should be labelled "bluff and bluster" just because it riled
him with it's anti-Tory vibe. Just because I write a lot in my Facebook comments, it doesn't
mean I'm some pompous raving fool.

5) Members within a political party may very well disagree on certain issues, but come on..!
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They're all pretty much there standing under the same umbrella. They all, give or take a few
policies here and there, joined the Tory Party, or support it because they have the same general
ethos in life. They all stand up to be counted with the same sort of ideology.

6) Again, at this stage I hadn't "proved" anything about myself other than the fact that I don't
like the Conservative Party. This was clearly the response of a defensive Tory-lover reading
rather a lot into what I was saying. The fact that yes, I don't like the Tory party, and that yes, I
don't want to socialise nor associate with anyone who makes it known that they support the
Tories, is neither here nor there at this point. I hadn't actually said it. So with all his guff about
being tolerant of other people's opinions in mind, he was a) concluding that I was hateful and
intolerant and b) using that conclusion to therefore dispense with his own "apparent" tolerance
and respect in order to give me a good ear-bashing right there on Facebook.

The  problem I  find  with  his  response  is  this:  He  says  we  should  respect  other  people's
opinions, unless they're hateful and intolerant, but by giving himself that little proviso, what
he seemed to be doing was allowing himself  some scope to  label  something hateful  and
intolerant if it was distasteful to him, to permit him the freedom to dispense with his own 'rule'
of respect.

And that, I believe, is total hypocrisy...
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To which I got these responses:
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Once again, this guy appeared to have read what I'd written, taking some of the points I made
before distorting them into something else and drawing an illogical conclusion from them. 

For instance: 

"I...don't consider anyone inferior who thinks any different to me. From what you've said on
this thread, you do think people who vote differently from you are inferior..."

I never said that people who vote differently are inferior to me, and to come to that conclusion
from the things I've written requires a certain amount of biased psychoanalysis, I'd say. He'd
assessed me in a particular light, and was subsequently trying to portray me according to his
assessment having convinced himself of what I appear to stand for, and was using false logic
to back it up. Trying to make certain pieces of evidence fit his theory, and rather clumsily too.
Like trying to ram square blocks into circular holes, because you've told yourself they'll go,
damn it! They WILL go!

I never said the Tories should be treated differently, either. They should damn well be exposed
for the harm they've done to society, yes. Yes indeed..! But I didn't say anything about being
treated differently. I take the view that any politician who fucks up or does wrong needs to be
exposed. Tory, UKIP, Labour or any other. It's deceitful to the voting public to keep it quiet
and I'm quite happy to partake in a social media shit-storm when some politician has messed
up (which, by the way was something the Tories wanted to stop when they proposed to keep
the names of MPs suspected of fraudulent expenses claims hidden from the public, and then
subsequently went on mass shredding spree of documents relating to expenses claims...) 

It seems to me that this guy is trying to turn the fiercely passionate sympathy I have for
families at the poorer and less privileged end of society into a negative and hostile prejudice
against the ones at the top, who represent the ideology of elitism and wealth and power - and
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that this is somehow a bad thing.

He was adamant,  it  would seem,  that  he was going to  portray me as  someone who was
commenting not on Marcus Fysh and the Tory party anymore, but on those who vote Tory. I
had clearly said no such thing at this stage, so what this guy was doing was manipulative and
sinister.

2) "That doesn't make them any less sympathetic to the disadvantaged, they just have different
views on how the issue should be addressed..."

Indeed, but by voting Tory, people are standing up to be counted with the party whose beliefs
about  the  way the disadvantaged should  be dealt  with  are  very unsympathetic  -  the  well
documented  criticisms  of  Atos  Healthcare,  for  instance,  show  that  very  clearly.  Tory-
supporting tabloid, The Sun also has a fondness for reports that cast the more disadvantaged
people in our society in a very, very unsympathetic light, as do much of the right-wing biased
documentary-making propagandists for demonising benefit-claimants and people in receipt of
costly NHS treatment.

But the other commenter,  Ms District  Councillor,  the one who proudly reminded me that
Marcus Fysh was elected by the public, had missed a few crucial points.

1) Marcus Fysh received more votes than the Labour candidate, or the UKIP candidate, or the
Green Party candidate. For sure. But Marcus Fysh did not get the most votes out of all the
votes that were made in the Yeovil constituency. Have a look...
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Of course, what this represents is Marcus Fysh's clear win in accordance with the First Past
The Post  system.  All  very well,  and no doubt  his  supporters  -  and supporters  of  a  Tory
government - would argue it's  just sour grapes to complain about it  now. That this is the
system we have, that it has worked for long enough and will continue to work long into the
future.

But the problem with this is that out of a total of 56,933 votes cast in the Yeovil constituency,
Marcus Fysh received 24,178. The remaining 32,755 voters - who outnumber the Tory voters
- DID NOT WANT a Tory MP, and yet their votes, under the FPTP System were arguably
wasted - which is of course one of the main criticisms of the FPTP system. The fact is this: the
majority of voters in the Yeovil constituency didn't want a Tory MP, yet now have to live with
one because of a minority of votes cast.

And that  is  how the  Conservative  Party stormed to victory in  the  General  Election.  Just

16



Respecting the Opinions of Others

twenty-four percent of voters voted Tory, and the majority, who didn't vote Tory, have to live
with a Tory government they didn't want.

* * *

So, this is where things fell apart. With Mr Parish Councillor appearing to take some kind of
moral  high-ground in asserting that,  unlike his  belief  about me drawn from some sort  of
illogical reasoning process - he himself was not intolerant of people who didn't vote the same
as him, I felt that I had to respond.

Sometimes, you just have to let these things go but on this occasion it felt like he believed not
only too much in his own dominance over me in some moral and intellectual capacity, but that
I should be called out and shamed for my yapping ignorance. So I wrote this:

And what I meant by declaring my intolerance for Tories, and for supporters of the Tories was
this:

I  don't  wish  to  pretend  that  I  want  to  be  around  people  whose  political  views  differ  so
fundamentally to mine, that stripped to a bare analysis, the way these people vote affects my
life as a fairly poor-to-low income citizen with three children. I don't enjoy the company nor
the conversation of people who have the kind of beliefs that incline them to support a political
party like the Conservatives. I have nothing generally in common with them. I've learned that
during the course of my life. But I've also learned in my life that if I don't enjoy people's
company, or if I find their company dis-pleasurable, then I am perfectly free to choose to no
longer associate with those people. No-one can tell me otherwise. I'll associate with who I
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damn well please. And most cases, I won't associate with many people at all. I'm made that
way. I'm something of a loner, and it used to bother me but I'm very much comfortable with
who I am now. If I don't like someone, I just won't interact with them. Where is the wrong in
that?

What Mr Parish Councillor seemed to take from this was something else entirely. But before
he responded, I directed this comment to him:

To that, Mr Parish Councillor  responded thus:
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This response pissed me off. And for several reasons. So the best way of dealing with why
this left me so angry is to take it apart and look at it carefully.

1) There's no psychoanalysis here, I'm telling you how it is.

My criticism of Mr Parish Councillor for trying to psychoanalyse me was in relation to him
claiming  things  about  me  that  he  was  asserting  as  knowledge,  in  the  absence  of  direct
confirmation or evidence. For instance, because I'd called Marcus Fysh a coward, and despite
reminding  people  that  the  issue  being  debated  was  his  refusal  to  engage  with  critical
Facebook posters, Mr Parish Councillor said:

"Fundamentally, I don't think you care what stance Marcus Fysh has on a particular issue
because  with  all  your  bluff  and  bluster,  at  its  core  your  point  is  that  people  who  vote
conservative or hold public office as conservatives are bad people."

I'd said, when I made my response, that I believe the Conservative Party are bad people - the
Conservative Party has a lot of blood on its hands here in our country. The poor two thousand
or more people who the DWP - via Atos Healthcare - deemed fit for work, when they clearly
were not, and who died. The 100,000 families who were homeless over Christmas 2015 as a
result of various Tory policies, not least of which was the benefit sanctions they imposed on
people.  The  selling-off  of  social  housing  that  wasn't  replaced.  Their  failure  to  protect
vulnerable  and  low-paid  tenants,  in  favour  of  giving  all  the  more  protective  rights  to
landlords. The proposals to cut tax credits which caused an absolute shit-storm of criticism
even within the Tory Party. The persistent failure to tackle tax-dodging, whilst attacking the
meagre income of families on life-line benefits.

So yes. I don't like the Tories. I probably could have used better language than calling them
"bad  people"  but  fuck it..!  Filibustering  several  different  proposed  bills  that  would  have
protected needy, poor and vulnerable people is pretty fucking low in my book. MP Philip
Davies, I'm talking about you.

Maria Miller, Lord Hanningfield, Eric Pickles - all of whom ripped off the taxpayer with their
fraudulent or questionable expenses claims, I'm talking about you, too.

And Theresa May... The Home Office tried and tried and tried, despite various court rulings,
to deport a kidney transplant patient back to Nigeria in 2013, where she would have inevitably
and unquestionably died, all because she'd outstayed her permit to study in the UK during the
time she was receiving life-saving kidney treatment. Had she been deported, there would have
been no chance whatsoever of receiving the immuno-suppressant medications that keep her
alive, yet Theresa May's Home Office were like a dog with a bone, absolutely determined to
kick this woman out of the country and to her death, despite court hearings ruling 'no more!'. 

I think there's a fair amount of evidence there to satisfy my assertion that the Conservative
Party  harbour  enough  prejudiced,  thieving  and  unsympathetic  bastards  for  me  to  remain
happily intolerant of them.
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2) There's no hypocrisy here...

Well,  actually  there  was...Mr  Parish  Councillor  was  preaching the  ideals  of  tolerance  for
others' views, whilst rapidly losing tolerance for mine.

3)  You have  openly  said  you're  intolerant  of  conservative  voters  which  is  fundamentally
wrong...

Fundamentally wrong by what standards..? Not mine. As explained above, I am intolerant in
so far as I simply don't want to interact with people whose political views I do not like. Why
is that wrong..? Why isn't it wrong instead that Mr Parish Councillor thinks I should do what
he tells me to do..?

4) You cannot group people together and decide to collectively hate them based on the way
they vote...

I NEVER said I hated them! Where did he see me write the word 'hate'? Hate is strong, and I
never fucking said it. This again has all the qualities of the unimpressive and outrageously
biased analysis  of the 'inner'  me based on comments from which he'd made some  deeply
flawed extrapolations.

5) The fact is you have zero respect for anyone on this thread...

What..? That's not a "fact" at all! Where on earth did he get this from? I had a ton of respect
for people on the thread, demonstrated by me clicking the "like" button on their posts...I just
had no respect for him and not for Ms District Councillor, either. It was pretty stupid to claim
I had no respect for anyone. It was pretty pathetic, and petulant, and pretty fucking childish. It
was  almost  as  though he was pointing  at  me and sneering,  and trying  to  rally  a  sort  of
supportive moral lynch-mob. It  shrieked "OUTCAST!" It  was trying too hard,  I  think,  to
discard the effort of deep-thinking, and instead resorting to saying: "This man is abnormal! He
thinks differently to normal, decent democracy-loving folk like us! Shun him, shun him!"

6) I made it clear that you should respect others...

Now it was like I was being told off by a headmaster..!

7) You are intolerant and now you have descended into the realms of Nazism which isn't in the
same league, ball park or sport as any of the mainstream British political parties...

Okay, okay, hang on now...let's just have this right. I DID NOT compare anyone to the Nazis.
I certainly did not compare any of the mainstream British political parties to Nazis. Come on,
mate! You can't be so thick as to have failed to understand the question I posed...it wasn't
written in Klingon.

Just wind back a bit...

Mr Parish Councillor had specifically been telling me that I should respect other people's
views. I was demonstrating that in actual fact, I did  not have to respect their views. So by
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asking Mr Parish Councillor the question I asked, which was whether if I MUST respect other
people's views must I also respect the views of Hitler, my hope was to show him that in actual
fact, it is wrong to dictate to me that I MUST respect the views of other people.

I  did not "descend into the realms of Nazism" in quite  the manner Mr Parish Councillor
would have apparently liked to portray.

I used an example - extreme though it might have been - to demonstrate that I believe his
statement ("you should respect the views of others") was flawed.

8) Ever heard of Godwin's Law..? We're done here.

And with that, the toys were duly thrown from the pram and the hissy-fit was over.

Godwin's Law, in case you're not familiar, is an "internet adage" which puts forth the theory
that if an online debate goes on for long enough, the probability rises that someone at some
point will make Nazi comparisons and by that very definition will have been deemed to lose
the argument.

The basis for the theory is that Nazism is clearly so damned extreme that to raise it in ANY
kind of online debate - when frustrations are probably rising - is highly inappropriate.

However...there  are  certain  exceptions  to  the  'rule',  such  as  a  discussion  about  matters
associated  with  Nazi  Germany,  like  genocide,  eugenics  or  racial  superiority  or  possibly
discussions about other totalitarian regimes or ideologies. 

Generally speaking, the idea is that falling foul of Godwin's Law makes the person drawing
Nazi  comparisons  lose  the  argument  or  lose  credibility,  but  herein  lies  another  problem.
Godwin's Law can often be quoted as a sort of distraction technique, thus attempting to shut
down the person who made the comparison without the person really having fallen foul of it
at all.

I guess that instances of this might be when a person hasn't understood the point being made
in  which  Nazis  were  mentioned,  or  not  understanding  the  situations  where  it  might  be
acceptable to mention Nazis.

In my situation,  mention of Hitler  was only and  directly in relation to my countering the
proposition that I MUST respect the opinions and views of other people. It would, I agree, be
true to say that Mr Parish Councillor  stated that I must only respect others' views  if they are
not hateful and intolerant, but as I've said before, viewpoints might be dangerously open to
interpretation. The thread about Marcus Fysh  had in fact shown this. Several people were
saying that he was a coward - me included - and several people felt that this constituted abuse
and was unfair and hateful.

What we can draw from this is that what one person thinks is hateful, another person might
not. So the danger in saying that we must respect other people's views unless they're hateful is
that the proviso entitles people to measure their own standard of what is hateful.
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I felt that I was cutting through all the bollocks by saying no...none of us would find much
respect for Hitler's views, therefore I am right to assert that we do not in fact HAVE to respect
other people's views. We merely have to respect that other people are ENTITLED to their own
views.

I realise that not everyone will agree with me here. That is the nature of our diverse opinions.
And whilst I respect that others are entitled to form their own opinion about what I've just
written, I won't necessarily respect the opinion if it is the same as Mr Parish Councillor's, in
just the same way I didn't respect his - but then, that's what all this is about isn't it..?

So, reflecting upon this online debate, as I have been doing, I find myself rather antagonised
by the responses from Mr Parish Councillor,  and not because I think he hit  a nerve.  Not
because, in some secret and embarrassed little place in my mind, I think he might be right.

No. Far from it. I believe he was wrong. And because I find myself antagonised by his idiotic
remarks, and being a fallible human being as I am, I find myself making potentially flawed
assumptions about him the way he did me.

All I keep thinking is that this Parish Councillor is clearly a fairly bright bloke, but is also a
totally  self-righteous,  pseudo-intellectual  prick  with  an  over-inflated  belief  in  his  own  -
(although  outwardly  denied)  -  superiority.  That  he's  an  officious  and  self-aggrandising
cocksucker. And he is exactly the reason why I do not tolerate people who support political
views that clash so fundamentally with my own.

But then, perhaps that's just downright unfair. Perhaps this is just another manifestation of the
difficulties often faced during online debating.

* * *

The Parish Councillor is a 26 year old chap, who lives in a fairly well-to-do area in South
Somerset. He doesn't appear to have kids of his own, but raises money for good causes and
ensures that he appears in the local news when doing so - as do his parents, who get in on the
act  too.  He  also  appears  privileged  enough  to  have  benefited  from  college/university
education, which is something less people are finding possible these days thanks to the Tory
coalition government.

I, on the other hand, am nearly 40 years old. I've worked extensively over the years in a
variety of jobs, I've paid my taxes just like everyone else, raised three kids and still find that
from time to time, we struggle. I've got a daughter with serious medical issues, and have
fallen foul of mental illness in the past which has taken a severe toll on my career, my family
relationships  and  my  relationships  with  friends.  Taking  political  advice  from  some  self-
righteous little prick is  not an easy thing to  swallow,  if  I'm honest.  Whilst  he's  out  there
running races and getting his face in the local rags, I'm reflecting back over nearly 20 years of
graft and wondering exactly where the fuck it got me.

So yeah...I refuse to take some sort of barely coherent condemnation from a young guy who
seems to me to be a jumped up little dickhead, especially when it doesn't appear to me that
he's had to struggle much, right down low in the muck and grit of existence. 
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But how can I truly know that for sure. I don't know the guy. I know very little about him in
fact, and what I do know about him makes me dislike him, so I'm bound to make judgements
about him that make me feel better about myself, aren't I..?

And we all form impressions about people. I also formed an impression about Ms District
Councillor when I discovered that she's a fan of Katie Hopkins. That impression led me to
believe that if there was even the  remotest spark of a possibility that I could ever take her
seriously, it had just been extinguished. But I might have judged her unfairly, too. 

Forming impressions about people is a problem. They can lead to false beliefs. And although
we all do it, I'm beginning to see that one of the biggest problems with online debating is
forming negative impressions and coming to false beliefs.

Mr Parish Councillor formed something of a bad impression about me from the things I was
saying, which led him to some false beliefs, as outlined above. He judged me unfairly because
of them. But this is only one part of the puzzle. The other is language itself. 

Debating online is restricted. Often, you've only got a certain amount of space to work with.
You also know that frequently people skim-read what you've written, and don't fully digest it.
But I've seen people comment on news items with these massive, lengthy responses that are
not only badly spelled, the grammar sucks and there's no punctuation. When people pick up
on it, they're called picky. They're called the grammar-police. But the problem isn't solved by
attacking those who identify a badly-written comment.

When we write our opinions down in any social media forum, I believe it is our responsibility
to make ourselves understood. It isn't fair to rant in one long stream-of-consciousness deluge
and expect our readers to give themselves a migraine trying to make sense of it.

That's not fair at all. And the time and effort one has to invest in picking apart someone's
badly-written waffle is very often not worth the trouble.

Long  rants,  unbroken  by sufficient  punctuation,  and  littered  with  incorrect  word-usage  -
incorrect context and a whole range of other things like this, easily lead to confusion. Tone
can be mis-interpreted very easily. Something not remotely sarcastic can easily be viewed as
sarcastic, and visa versa. But our understanding of specific words and their meanings can
confuse matters, especially where some words have multiple meanings. If I'm debating with
someone, but we're using words to which we're attributing different meanings, then we're
never going to understand each other. The debate is just doomed to fail. It's almost as though
before we debate with each other online, we should all agree on the meaning of a set of words
first to ensure we all perfectly understand each other, but of course, there just isn't time for
any of that.

Earlier, I showed that the word 'respect' had different interpretations.

esteem for or a sense of the worth or excellence of a person

and/or
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deference to a right, privilege, privileged position, or someone or something considered to
have certain rights or privileges; proper acceptance or courtesy; acknowledgment: 

So when I personally look at this, and I think about when Mr Parish Councillor said I should
respect other people's opinions, he seemed to be telling me that I have to hold in esteem or a
sense of the worth or excellence of other people's opinions.

Either  that,  or  he's  telling  me  to  show  proper  acceptance  or  courtesy  of  other  people's
opinions.

But I wasn't sure, because we hadn't agreed with each other what we both meant when we
used the word 'respect'  and the same goes for 'tolerance'.  All  I could work with,  and can
continue to work with, is what I understood I meant when I used those words.

If someone told me they thought I was a prick and they wanted to kill me, I am not likely to
hold that in a great deal of esteem. I'm not likely to feel that there's a sense of worth or
excellence to the idea that this person doesn't like me and wants to kill me.

"Well," Mr Parish Councillor could say, "I  did make it clear that you should respect others'
view unless they're hateful and/or intolerant."

Okay, so what if someone told me they found me attractive and wanted to suck my cock. Am I
supposed to  respect that?  It's  not  hateful,  and it's  not  intolerant.  But  I  might  still  find it
offensive.

And therein lies the problem; someone else may be flattered by the comment. Which makes
determining  the  hateful  or  intolerant  quality  of  a  statement  a  subjective  experience.  It's
personal. And that is why the idea of respecting other people's opinions can't work.

In truth, we're all free to find something within what people say unpleasant. The idea that we
have to respect those opinions is  deeply flawed, and in many instances probably forms a
psychological tool deployed in order to generate doubt in the debating opponent. Guilt, even.
It  is  a  means  of  exerting  dominance  over  someone  else  with  an  idea  based  on  moral
superiority.

And I won't play ball.

* * *

During the thread I've talked about, Ms District Councillor at one point wrote this:

"Being elected, and having elections/referendums etc etc makes us a democracy. Only in your
world, it's only a democracy if it  goes your way and everyone agrees with a minority on
facebook."

I just wanted to finish by commenting on that. 
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Firstly, we see here another manifestation of drawing a highly illogical and deeply flawed
conclusion from the things I'd said.

To begin, I'd never once said anything specifically or indirectly that alluded to a belief that in
my eyes a democracy is only valid when things go my way. It's another petulant and foolish
remark to add to the long list of those already received by that time.

I also never said anything about people who agreed with me on the Facebook thread.

But the fact is this:

Ms District Councillor and Mr Parish Councillor were actually the ones in the minority. There
were more people on that thread condemning the actions of Marcus Fysh, which was what the
whole thread had been started for in the first place. The people defending Marcus Fysh were
entirely outnumbered by the people criticising him, so where Ms District Councillor got the
idea that I was in the minority from I really don't know.

But crucially, is a democracy really defined by the election of a government on a minority of
total votes..?

Some would say yes, undoubtedly, because they agree with the FPTP system. But when you
see that on change.org there's a petition with over 200,000 signatures demanding a reform of
the electoral system, you start to see that actually, people aren't very happy that they're being
governed by a party voted in under those circumstances.

When you realise that, despite the media reluctance to give news coverage, people took to the
streets in the days following the election of the Conservative government, you start to see that
in reality, it's not a democracy if a country can be ruled by a party that the majority of the
country didn't vote for...is it?

Around the time of the protests, people did tweet their frustration and irritation with lefties,
and socialists, commenting that we should just shut up. That we were complaining about a
democratically elected government, and basically had to lump it. 

But that is a view-point offered from a mind that is perfectly content with the system as it
operates.

The fact is, when you really look at it, more people in the country took their vote elsewhere.
They voted for a party other than the Tories, because they didn't like the Tories, or were sick
of them, or whatever. Under a different electoral system - such as proportional representation
- the results would quite probably have been very different. Which begs the question: for all
the  guff  we  spout  about  our  democratic  society,  to  what  extent  is  it  really  and  truly
democratic?

I'll leave you with that thought, and with these pictures from the anti-Tory protests following
the 2015 General Election:
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