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Debates 1: Introduction and contents 
  
A few months ago I deleted most of the content of this blog. Some stuff 
(mainly the serialised posts) remains elsewhere in PDF form but much has 
disappeared forever. That was a necessary response to a change in 
circumstances and a move into the corporate world where the rules are a 
bit different from those of self-employment. However it was never my 
intention to stop blogging, simply to change the ‘feel’ of my blog. 
  
Now I think I’m ready to begin again with a new blog series. This one is 
dedicated to the memory of my late Grandfather, Martin Munro, a man 
from very humble beginnings who fought passionately for the rights of 
others throughout his 73 years. A lifelong socialist, educationalist, local 
politician (before politics was a career in itself) and magistrate, it was he 
who instilled in me a sense of justice and compassion that has remained 
with me throughout my life. 
  
Martin Munro died in 1978 when I was just 13 years old and I certainly 
don’t claim that he taught me all he knew. Actually he taught me 
something much more valuable. My grandfather taught me how to think, 
how to reason and how to debate. I cannot over-estimate the value of 
these lessons or the sense of gratitude I have for them. So I dedicate this 
series to his memory. 
  

But that’s not why I’m writing it. After 
all, Martin Munro is dead and gone. 
He’s in no position to care one way or 
another about what I do today. The 
reason I’m writing this stuff down is 
the same reason that I wrote the 
earlier series on ‘Emotional 
Management’ (now a downloadable 
PDF at http://www.thecareguy.com ). 
I write this for my own three children, 
Aidan, Megan and Jacob.  
  

Hopefully they can benefit in turn from these principles of debate and fit 
them to their own time just as I have adapted them to fit contemporary 
media and culture in mine. 
 
Further copies of this PDF can be downloaded for free (along with a range 
of other freebies) from: 
 

http://www.thecareguy.com/freebies.html 
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Contents 
  
As ever the series will develop over time but will include (more or less) 
the following topics: 
  

� The aim is to reach a reasonable conclusion – NOT to win at all 
costs; 

� Some people confuse debate with conflict; 
� These discussions are often not worth your time; 
� Real change agents do real things – they do more than just witter 

on social media; 
� Others have a right to disagree; 
� Not agreeing does not equal not listening; 
� Nobody cares what you think so much as they care about what they 

think; 
� The easiest way to ride a horse is in the direction that the horse is 

going so start with agreement if you can; 
� Most people want what they believe to be right – a good starting 

assumption; 
� Never begin from a position of ridicule or hostility; 
� Insults persuade nobody; 
� The weaker the other person’s argument, the greater their need to 

insult you will be; 
� ‘Straw man’ arguments don’t help; 
� Point scoring leads to no more than a Phyrric victory; 
� A man convinced against his will, is of the same opinion still; 
� When you’re wrong, admit it. Learn from it; 
� You can always learn from criticism (either about your own position 

or that of the other); 
� Never ‘checkmate’ the other person; 
� Never pretend that one injustice justifies another; 
� When there is nothing constructive to be gained don’t waste your 

time in pointless/circular arguments; 
� Six honest serving men. 
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Debates 2: The aim is not to win 

The aim of debate is to reach a reasonable conclusion – not to win at all 
costs 

We’ve all been there, especially if we’re on social media sites like Twitter. 
The other person is clearly intelligent enough to follow the argument and 
they have understood every logical step along the way. They have 
engaged well in the discussion so far and participated equally as both 
parties variously weigh up, concede and reject small points as the 
arguments are developed. And then, just as you think your case is made 
they change the subject, throw up a host of irrelevancies, change the 
terms of their (or your) argument or insult you and your motives in a style 
reminiscent of the old schoolyard. 

Unfortunately such opponents may well have been operating under false 
pretences. They may well claim to be interested in debate but they’re 
actually engaged in their own form of competitive banter. Their aim is to 
‘win’ (itself an inappropriate concept in genuine, honest debate) 
regardless of reality. Like 
the clichéd newspaper hack 
they will never let the truth 
get in the way of a good 
victory and you and your 
arguments are, to them, no 
more than pawns in their 
egotistical game of 
‘conversational chess’. 

 

Winning isn't everything 

 
 
The problem is that this approach really just ensures that nobody ‘wins’. 

 

The purpose of debate – at least constructive debate is to discover ‘the 
truth’ and to arrive at a reasonable outcome that all recognise as genuine 
(even if it’s not what they’d hoped for). 

Anything less than this isn’t victory, it’s egocentric nonsense that prevents 
serious learning and/or problem-solving. The harder we try to win the 
more entrenched both parties become and the less chance we have of 
solving anything. 

Never enter the debate to win – it’s never worth it. At least that’s my 
opinion – what do you think? 
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Debates 3: Debate isn’t ‘conflict’ 

Debating should be a constructive activity. That doesn’t mean that things 
won’t (or even shouldn’t) get heated from time to time but there should 
be more to it than that. 

If you choose to give people ‘a piece of your mind’ that’s one thing but it’s 
not debate. Nor is it particularly constructive unless you can see no further 
than your own ego. You certainly won’t change anyone’s mind that way. 
Conflict for its own sake may make insecure people feel a bit better about 
themselves for a while but it will do nothing to further their cause. 

You will change no one’s mind by attacking them but you may get them to 
submit – to pretend to agree with you. That is the worst possible outcome. 
You won’t even know who is genuinely on your side and who’s just telling 
you what they imagine you might want to hear. 

If you see debate as conflict you’ll lose even when you ‘win’. 

Not worth your time 

If you’re trying to debate with someone 
who wants only conflict, my advice (for 
what it’s worth) is to stop trying. Go 
away and do something constructive 
instead. 

Change agents 

Real change agents do real things. They 
don’t just sound off down the pub or 
over social media. They go out into the 
real world and that experience teaches them how to make their case 
reasonably without seeking conflict. Otherwise their cause will be lost, 
slaughtered by their own stubborn aggression. 

If your ‘opponent’ (such people really do see themselves as your 
opponents) wants only conflict then they’re unlikely to change themselves, 
their positions or anything else. Don’t waste your time. 

Go elsewhere and make a real difference. They’ll carry on talking to 
nobody about their ‘victory’ but as we shall see, it was really just another 
in a long line of defeats by any reasonable measure. 
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Debates 4: Differing opinions 

The right to disagree 

You have a perfect right to your opinion. So 
have I. 

Often we’d all prefer it if people thought a 
little before deciding just what that opinion 
might be but nonetheless we all have a right 
to our values, our beliefs and our points of 
view. 

I remember an old schoolteacher of mine, a biology teacher called Ian 
Davidson who announced regularly that he always held the best opinions. 
At the time my classmates and I thought that arrogant but in the light of 
maturity I can see that it was actually the reverse. 

Mr. Davidson was the consummate scientist and as such he was always 
prepared to let go of any belief or opinion, no matter how ‘treasured’ it 
may be if new evidence showed that he was wrong. Far from being 
arrogant he was, in fact quite the opposite. Mr. Davidson was both humble 
enough to acknowledge that he could be mistaken and intellectually 
honest enough to be persuaded by a good argument. And Mr. Davidson 
wasn't the only one. There was Miss McMurtry, our history teacher who 
gave me a love of social heritage and justice whilst retaining the ability to 
listen to the immature, dichotomous thinking of teenagers in her class 
and, of course, Anne  North, my first ward manager who took the mantras 
I'd learned at university and helped me to make sense of them in the real 
world. They were all great influences in my life and they all were open to 
the persuasion that comes from a good argument.  

But there’s the rub – it had to be a good argument. 

One of my favourite quotes (those who know me are well aware of my 
love of quotations) comes from Oliver Cromwell who, whilst addressing 
the elders of the Episcopalean Church of Scotland said: 

"I beseech you in the bowels of Christ, 

Think it possible that you may be wrong." 

We can all be wrong and a genuine debater is always aware of the need to 
admit good arguments and reasonable persuasion - but it really does have 
to be a good argument and the persuasion really does have to be 

reasonable. 

Not agreeing does not equal not listening 

So Mr. Davidson would listen to our points of view in the classroom and he 
would consider what we had to say. But that doesn’t mean that he was 
always persuaded. After all, we were naïve teenagers with only a very 
basic grounding in science. He was an experienced teacher with the 
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benefit of years of study and a lifelong interest in the topic he taught. So 
we rarely (if ever) changed his mind – but he did listen. 

If Mr. Davidson taught us anything at all (actually he taught us a great 
deal) it was that listening doesn’t equate to agreement. If it had then he 
would have been far less effective because through listening (which he 
was very good at) he would have left himself open to the very same 
vagaries of irrationality that plagued the adolescents in his classroom. You 
see it’s not enough to speak to a good listener – you also have to have a 
decent argument if you want to convince them. 

It is interesting how many people, especially on social media but also in 
the real world, think that if they have failed to persuade the other person 
it’s OK to claim that they’re just ‘not listening’. That’s rarely the case in 
my experience. It’s not that I haven’t listened – it’s simply that the other 
person hasn’t persuaded me. Their arguments have been too full of holes, 
of unanswered questions or merely a set of dogmatic statements with little 
or no actual substance to support them. 

If you believe that the person you’re debating with isn’t listening, that 
may be true but it’s at least as possible that you simply haven’t said 
anything convincing. Try asking them to recap your position. If they can 
do that, then they were listening after all – you need to reconsider your 
approach. 

Nobody cares what you think so much as they care about what 
they think 

It’s not enough to assume that the other person will be interested in your 
opinion so much that they will give up their own just because you’ve 
stated your position or given them ‘a piece of your mind’. As a rule people 
will be about as interested in your opinion as you are in theirs. You see 
you have to be a good listener too if you want the other person to hear 
and consider your point of view. I have come across so many people who 
expect the other person to hear, to listen, without once taking the trouble 
to listen back. Such is the arrogance of the zealot, the fanatic, the radical. 

You must listen if you expect to be heard and you must consider if you 
hope to be taken seriously. 

Unless you can genuinely give the other person a reason to change their 
view you won’t get anywhere. But that doesn’t necessarily mean that 
they’re not listening. It’s just as likely to mean that you have nothing to 
say that is worth changing their mind for. 
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Debates 5: The easiest way to ride a horse 

“The easiest way to ride a horse 

Is in the direction that the horse is going” 

Start with agreement if you can. Most people really do want the same 
thing: 

� They want a solution that makes sense (based upon their 
perception); 

� They want a solution that will work (based upon their experience of 
the world); 

� And they want a solution that is fair to all concerned. 

That doesn’t mean that they want to be hoodwinked or bullied into 
accepting a viewpoint that conflicts with their experience. Nor does it 

mean that they are prepared to 
forego deeply held convictions or 
that they will accept perceived 
injustices (whether real or 
imagined) that they have long 
believed in. 

Psychologists talk about the 
principle of ‘primacy’: the principle 
that people tend to continue to act 
in the ways that they have always 
done – the ways in which they are 
primed to act. 

So don’t focus upon disagreement. The primacy principle almost 
guarantees that such an approach will breed more resistance. Instead 
seek to find common ground and then build upon it. 

Assume that the individual wants what they can ‘square’ with their 
conscience and begin from there. 

I recently had a fascinating twitter conversation with a radical feminist 
who had tweeted a set of four principles with which I absolutely agree. 
The four principles were equality in: 

� Social rights; 

� Political rights; 

� Legal rights; 

� Economic rights. 

My stance was that I agree with all of those points but that I become 
frustrated that so many feminists seem to go beyond those principles (at 
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which point we part company) and assume that all men work to withhold 
that equality from all women. 

Instead of acknowledging that we had some shared ideals however this 
tweeter chose to focus only upon the fact that I am male. She spoke 
about the ‘patriarchy’, about my ‘male privilege’ and about the fact that I 
wasn’t listening (see the previous post). She spoke about her perceived 
injustice from others (as though that had anything to do with me) and 
about her resentment of an unfair system (I agree). 

Finally she retweeted (out of context) several of my tweets and created 
what became little more than an ‘ambush’ from ill-informed others. The 
result was a barrage of insults and insinuations from several people who 
knew nothing about me or my politics but who assumed I was both sexist 
(I’m not) and somehow privileged (I’m definitely not). 

Whilst this particular twitter spat is of little importance in and of itself 
(let’s face it – such dichotomies rarely influence anyone at all) it is a very 
good example of the sort of immaturity that passes for debate in social 
media. 

Had this person been less adversarial (and concentrated upon the many 
areas of agreement that we shared) the conversation would undoubtedly 
have been different. Indeed she may well have found an ally for her 
cause.  

Instead she simply found herself dismissed as a dichotomous thinker who 
seems far more intent upon being ‘right’ than upon understanding and 
actually influencing the world at large. She took a potential ally and 
created not so much an enemy as someone who sees her as largely 
irrelevant in the real business of making genuine change. 

What she failed to understand is that most people really want what they 
believe to be right. There is nothing to be gained by ignoring the points of 
contact, the shared values that almost all people share in favour of an all-
out attack upon small points of disagreement. 

If you want to influence another person – begin with agreement. Or at the 
very least, don’t be surprised when they write off you (and your cause) as 
the irritating special-pleading of a child whose only concern is their own 
backyard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Debates            www.stuartsorensen.wordpress.com 

© Stuart Sorensen 2013 Page 10 
 

Debates 6: Insults and ridicule 

In the last entry I referenced a recent twitter conversation. It was 
interesting because, although I hadn’t made more than a single statement 
(largely agreeing) before signing off to do things in the real world I 
returned about an hour later to see several comments ridiculing me and 
promising ‘humorous put-downs’ if I eventually ‘explained myself’. 

There is nothing to be gained from a 

starting position of ridicule, hostility or insult. 

This misplaced bravado appears to have 
set the tone for the ensuing 
conversation and made it almost 
impossible to have a reasonable 
exchange thereafter. The two other 
people (initially it was only two) had 
already locked themselves into conflict 
mode and to change 5akv would 
potentially have involved a loss of face. 

Had they not been so brazen in their 
assumptions of animosity it might have 
been different. But that was not to be. 

If you begin an exchange in a hostile manner you set the tone for the 
entire exchange. Nothing positive results from such conflict – especially 
when it’s so unnecessary. 

Insults persuade nobody 

Insults invoke one of only two main reactions: 

The other person disagrees wth you and writes you off as a fool; 

The other person agrees with you and then, in order to assuage their 
cognitive dissonance, finds ways to dismiss you as irrelevant. That is the 
only way they have to retrieve their self-esteem. 

The more you insult the other person the less seriously you will be taken: 
The less weight your arguments will have. Those debaters who use insult 
instead of argument have failed to understand the reality of debate – or 
they don’t care about the outcome so long as they get to feel good about 
themselves. In either case their arguments are likely to be flawed. 

Weak arguments tend to result in more insults 

The weaker the argument the greater the number of insults there will be. 
This tactic persuades nobody but, to those who understand the dynamic, it 
does expose the weakness of the opposition (yes the insulter really is 
likely to be ‘the opposition’). Whilst most debaters can be seen as 
collaborators in search of a reasonable outcome the insulter is merely an 
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opposer – a trivial time-waster with nothing to say beyond assumptive 
attacks and intellectual poverty. 

My advice (for what it’s worth) is to leave them to it. They’re not going to 
change anything so let them talk to the wall (or their PC). Nobody’s really 
listening. 

Debates 7: Straw men win no victories 

Think back to the film ‘The Wizard of Oz’, that irritatingly twee little tale 
that crops up with relentless regularity each year to ruin your Christmas 
television fayre. Remember Dorothy, the little girl with the face we’d all 
dearly love to slap, the cowardly lion and the heartless tin can. ….. er 
‘man’ whose legendary heartlessness is surpassed only by the overall 
pointlessness of the plot itself.  

And then remember the scarecrow – the brainless one who, although loyal 
and courageous would be easy meat in a debate. He may have been brave 
and he was undoubtedly compassionate but let’s face it – you wouldn’t 
want him on your side in a serious discussion. 

Of course if the scarecrow (the straw man) really was on your side that 
would be great for the other person – especially if all they want is to ‘win’ 

the argument; if they see 
themselves as your ‘opposition’. 
Some ‘opponents’ are so keen to 
oppose the straw man and his 
typically stupid arguments that 
they simply invent him and argue 
not against what you said but 
against what they wish you’d said 
instead. They invent the straw 
man because his arguments are 
easier to defeat than your own. 

I remember, for example 
discussing evolution with a 
creationist who, unable to argue 

against the science underlying evolution decided to try a different tack. He 
pretended that evolution meant immorality and that I was arguing for a 
lack of compassion in society. It didn’t matter that I never said that – his 
imaginary straw man apparently had and that was easier to argue against. 

‘Straw man’ arguments don’t help 

Of course all he really demonstrated was that he’d already ‘lost’ the 
argument (for all his sugary-sweet pretence of ‘love’ this evangelist clearly 
did see me as the enemy he wanted to defeat). But rather than do the 
intellectual work necessary to understand the arguments before beginning 
to knock on doors; rather than display the honest integrity that exists in 
those who genuinely seek ‘the truth’, he chose to distort the conversation 
and score a few cheap points. 



Debates            www.stuartsorensen.wordpress.com 

© Stuart Sorensen 2013 Page 12 
 

The problem with the straw man argument is that it’s really nothing more 
than an admission of defeat. People usually use the best arguments they 
have and if the best that this evangelist could offer was a straw man 
rebuttal then he clearly didn’t have a viable case – and what’s more, 
equally clearly he knew it. Why else would anyone twist the terms of the 
debate so deceitfully unless they knew that their position was hopeless? 

Point scoring leads to no more than an empty victory 

This tactic is so transparent and so dishonest, not to mention so common 
among evangelical creationists, that it has even attracted its own twitter 
hashtag: #lyingforJesus. 

 Indeed, the more a person uses the straw man argument the more 
obvious his own dishonesty becomes. And almost by definition the more 
he demonstrates how wrong his position is too.  

Just as so many deceitful evangelists demonstrate the untenability of 
creationism, so do many others illustrate the ludicrous nature of their own 
arguments by scoring the ‘own goals’ that straw man arguments 
represent. The radical accuses the other ‘side’ of privilege, of hostility or 
whatever ‘ism’ comes to mind without a shred of evidence to support their 
claim. The zealot resorts to claims of pejudice and discrimination in a wild 
attempt to shift the topic to easier (more favourable) grounds for their 
own case. That’s why the radical feminists I had the misfortune of 
‘debating’ with resorted to accusations of sexism – it was easier to argue 
against than my actual position. It’s far simpler to defeat a straw man 
than it is to engage a real person with an actual brain. So the straw man 
fantasist lies in a desperate attempt to win at all costs.  

But that doesn’t work. Even if they ‘win the battle’ in this underhand way 
they ‘lose the war’ the moment they sacrifice their integrity and abandon 
the real argument in favour of such rhetorical fantasy. 

I’d like to illustrate the futility of the straw man argument with a quote 
from the late, great Rudyard Kipling: 

“A man convinced against his will, 

Is of the same opinion still.” 
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Debates 8: Being wrong 

You will never ‘win’ any debate unless you can persuade the other person 
to take you seriously. This means that you need to take the subject (which 
may well be very close to the other person’s heart) seriously. You will 
need to demonstrate that you genuinely are interested in sharing 
information and that gaining honest insight in much more important to 
you than merely being ‘right’.  

That means being prepared to 
acknowledge when you have made 
a mistake – when you may have 
been wrong. Mature debaters are 
able to do this because they 
understand that to err is human and 
that there is no implied weakness or 
catastrophe in making a mistake. 
They simply admit their error and 
move past it. They learn from it, in 
other words. 

Paradoxically – the debater who 
cannot admit to being mistaken is 
much more likely to make the same mistakes over and over again. The 
first step in refining our opinions is to acknowledge our errors. Failure to 
do this is a failure to learn. 

So if you want to be taken seriously you must first stop taking yourself so 
seriously that you blind yourself to the possibility of error. That’s what 
children do. Such a perspective is perfectly acceptable among teenagers 
(black and white, concrete thinking is a normal, adolescent developmental 
stage) but in adult psychology it’s the hallmark of the ignoramous. 

Learn from criticism 

So don’t just ignore criticism – learn from it. Even if the criticism is 
unfounded (see the previous entries on ‘straw man arguments’, ‘ad 
hominem attacks’ and ‘not listening’) you can learn a lot about the 
debating ‘style’ of the other person. This is useful information in deciding 
whether or not to continue the discussion. Let’s face it, sometimes it just 
isn’t worth it. 

The individual who refuses to engage with genuine discussion and who 
prefers instead to meet your attempts at engagement with cheap ‘point-
scoring’ probably isn’t yet capable of genuinely reflective interaction. It’s 
OK to stick around for a while and try to help them to grow a little but 
there comes a point (in my experience it’s quickly obvious) when the 
discussion ceases to be worth the effort (more on that later). 

So when your ideas are criticised you can learn useful information about 
your point of view – let’s face it we can all be wrong. 
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When the other person confines themselves only to criticism of you as an 
individual you can learn about their closed-mindedness. 

Either way – the more you listen and try to understand, the more you 
learn. 

 
Debates 9: winning versus growing 

 
As we know an increasing number of people think of debate as though it 
were a competitive sport with winners and losers, where the objective is 
to ‘beat’ the ‘opponent’ at all costs. This leads them to employ a range of 
underhand, manipulative and ultimately futile strategies to ‘advance their 
cause’. Unfortunately however the result is precisely the opposite. Here’s 
why… 
 
‘Checkmating’ the opposition 

 
To ‘win’ a debate is to beat 
the other person into 
submission, to expose 
them as a fool (or worse) 
and to rise victorious as the 
other person lays bloodied 
at your feet – 
metaphorically speaking, of 
course). 
 

For some people that’s all they wanted to achieve and so they consider 
this humiliation of their opponent to be a job well done and move on. 
They’re the lucky ones. They have achieved their desired result and can 
now forget all about it. But their hapless opponent won’t. 
 
When we humiliate the other person (or worse, when we grind them down 
with the deceitful tactics described earlier) we create a sense of injustice 
and resentment that is hard for them to let go. Sometimes it festers and 
smoulders within them for years, decades even before returning to bite us 
and our cause just when we are at our most vulnerable.  
 
Checkmating tactics create enemies 

 
Never insist that the other person acknowledge your position or apologise 
unless you already believe that the situation is irredeemable and need 
others to understand the reality. I did this myself recently by repeatedly 
demanding an apology that I clearly was never going to get from a group 
of radicals on the social media site, Twitter.  
 
The reason for asking was not to get the apology – that would have been 
meaningless even if it had been forthcoming. The reason was to goad 
them into showing their hand in front of all my followers who had seen me 
accused of sexism and bigotry. By insisting that they either ‘put up or shut 
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up’ I ensured that they eventually felt obliged to find some evidence – and 
what they produced was so transparently weak that their accusations 
were exposed as the nonsense they really were. That in no way helped my 
case in the ongoing argument but it did save my reputation from the 
worst effects of their collective slander. Sometimes – just occasionally 
checkmating the opposition might be worth it – but it’s never a good 
debating strategy – more a form of ‘damage limitation’. 
 
Never pretend that one injustice justifies another 

 
This tactic is also depressingly common (and equally futile). I remember 
when I was involved in a campaign to push the American ‘charity’, Project 
Prevention out of UK, this tactic was extremely prevalent in their strategy 
to discredit the opposition. 
 
This group had decided that women who used drugs were not fit to bear 
children and so, having failed to get enforced sterilisation passed into law 
in their native USA they had begun a campaign of coercion in which 
addicted women were bribed to undergo sterilisation ‘voluntarily’. 
 
My perspective was that all women have the right to choose what happens 
to their bodies and to make their own reproductive choices without the 
interference of right wing ideological groups like this encouraging them to 
give up long-term rights for short-term benefits. This is the group who 
also targeted Haitian women for being too poor to breed and Kenyan 
women because of the prevalence of HIV. 
 
Because I was one of the most vociferous critics of Project Prevention I 
came under a lot of personal ‘fire’ from the charity’s founder, Barbara 
Harris and her family who essentially claimed that… 
 

1. Since some children are damaged by in-utero addiction then Project 
Prevention’s abuse of women by removing their right to bear 
children is justified. 

2. Anyone who disagrees with them is a child abuser by default. 
 
This is a clear attempt to pretend that ‘two wrongs make a right’ or that 
one injustice justifies another. Fortunately the people of UK saw right 
through the strategy and kicked them out (as did the people of Eire, 
South Africa, Haiti and a host of other nations). Nevertheless this is a 
perfect example of the fallacy that one injustice justifies another. 
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Debates 10: Don’t waste your time 
 
Just a couple of short and obvious points to conclude this series of posts: 
 
Unfair opponents are good for my cause 
 
As we have seen many people treat debate as conflict. Some do so 
because they don’t know any better but some do so because they think 
it’s the way to win, to score points, to humiliate or to ‘defeat’ the other 
person. 
 
These people are extremely effective at sapping the energy out of those 
with whom they argue but they’re not generally very good at persuading 
anybody of anything. Consequently, in terms of your cause, your 
argument or your sense of right and wrong they have made themselves 
irrelevant. 
 
People who already agree with them may think that they are great 
persuaders but those who don’t, those with whom they disagree are likely 

to be driven further away by such unconscionable bigots with their 
schoolyard tactics and bullying manner. 
 
So don’t waste your time arguing with 
them – you’ll gain nothing. 
 
Instead move on and let them find 
someone else to fight against. They’ll 
just make more concerts for your cause 
by insulting everyone they come across 
and driving them away. It’s in your 
interests to let them do that. 
 
Don’t waste time arguing with your most 
effective recruiters. Instead, let them 
move on and drive some more new 
converts to your cause. 
 
If on the other hand you want to get engaged in real, constructive debate 
I’d suggest you take the advice of Rudyard Kipling who wrote: 
 
I had six honest serving men, 

Who taught me all I knew. 
Their names were what and why and when 

And where and how and who. 
 
Ask questions, listen to the answers and be prepared to reconsider.  
 
Trust me, it’s better. 
 

Stuart  Sorensen 


