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The motion:
We should take much stronger action against antisocial ideologies.

*PROPOSER'S OPENING:**

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, how do we define antisocial ideologies? A set of beliefs, values and
rationalisations that support or justify behavior that violates societal norms and the rights of others. In
short: thinking patterns that support antisocial behaviour.

Examples: Hans Frank, Hitler's lawyer, in charge of occupied Poland during WWII. A cultured man who
played piano beautifully and hung a Leonardo da Vinci painting in his office. Yet he was responsible for at
least six extermination camps. After the war, he was tried at Nuremberg and hanged for crimes against
humanity. His son Nicholas said: "I do not believe in the death penalty, except in the case of my father. He
was a lawyer. He knew what he did."

More recent examples: lan Brady and Myra Hindley, who tortured and murdered children; Fred and Rose
West; Levi Bellfield, who murdered Milly Dowler; Peter Sutcliffe, the Yorkshire Ripper. All these people fit

the description | gave. Should we punish that sort of behaviour more severely? If you have behaviour that
is antisocial, that violates the norms and rights of others, deliberately, knowingly, should they be punished
more severely?

*OPPOSER'S OPENING:**

Thank you, Mr. Chair. The proposer talked about a historical example and UK crimes, suggesting
increased punishment via the death penalty. But | want to look more broadly at antisocial ideologies—the
far right, radical left groups, groups like the Palestinian Action network that was banned as a terrorist
organisation.

What antisocial ideology is NOT is individuals acting antisocially—someone throwing a loud party or
accidentally causing damage. We're talking about organised groups with ideas that impact society
antisocially.

But we already take really strong action. Palestinian Action network—banned as a terrorist organisation
despite huge public support. Look at the arrests of protesters. The cases the proposer listed received very
long sentences, restricted parole. We take strong action against lawbreakers in this country.

Tonight's debate isn't about the death penalty. Studies show it doesn't deter crime. Let's talk about the flag
controversy—Stevenage taking down St George's Cross flags, painting over roundabouts because far
right groups are using them as anti-immigrant symbols. That's pretty strong action for a national flag. This
government, police, and justice system take these actions seriously. We don't need to go further.

*FLOOR SPEECHES:**



*Speaker 1:** People called terrorists in the past are considered heroes now. Nelson Mandela, the
suffragettes—both considered terrorists. Without suffragettes, would women have the vote? Without
Mandela, would South Africa still have apartheid?

*Speaker 2:** We have freedom of expression in this country, part of the Human Rights Act. But it comes
with duties and responsibilities. You can say what you want, but when there's public harm, threats to
national security, disorder, protection of health—authorities assess and make judgements. Where do you
stop?

Charlie Kirk says things like "If I'm dealing with somebody in customer service who's a marauding black
woman, | wonder, is she there because of her accent, or because of affirmative action?" Or regarding
feminism: "submit to your husband, you're not in charge." When you say socially disruptive things that can
cause public harm, where do you draw the line? We have adequate punishment measurements. The
question is: where do you stop?

*Speaker 3:** The most extreme form of antisocial behaviour is the kind that leads to extreme
violence—in concentration camps or elsewhere. If it's ideology that leads to extreme violence, that's the
most pernicious kind. None of us want to be victims of extreme violence. We can go down to gradations
from most to least violent. This could be the root of our definition.

**Speaker 4:** The world is increasingly polarised. People feel you have to be this or that, left or right.
We're seeing antisocial behaviour from both sides. People feel justified because they believe so strongly
in their extreme views. Now more than ever we need stronger action because people are justifying it in
their heads, when we should be seeking even ground, coming together to speak rather than taking
extreme action.

*Speaker 5:** [Discusses Alice Miller's book about Hitler's upbringing, suggesting childhood trauma leads
to adult violence, only addressable through long-term therapy]

*Speaker 6:** In interpersonal relations we have the Golden Rule: do unto others as you would have
them do unto you. In politics, especially democracy, you don't want to give powers to your opposition that
you wouldn't want them to have over you. That's the delicate balance of democracy.

Defining antisocial ideology is tricky. As leftists we say it's the far right, but the far right says it's the left.
They weaponised the Charlie Kirk murder, despite evidence the shooter was also far right.

Before clamping down or bringing back the death penalty, consider: the media has been most responsible
for increased polarisation and violent rhetoric. They enjoy rage bait, bringing in controversial people. How
many times was Nigel Farage on BBC Question Time when he didn't have a public post? Ann
Widdecombe—a nobody—yet always there with actual Cabinet ministers. Why? To make you angry, and
anger leads to violence.

**Speaker 7:** [From Australia, works in conservative radio] | understand why Rupert Murdoch went
Fox—that conservative wall is really strong. In Australia, elections are compulsory, everybody votes,
everybody's vote is counted, so you don't cater to minorities. The general people's attitude is
predominant. People mistake the loudest voices for the most influential, when the influential voice is much
more moderate. Yes, we have to stand up—you get death threats, it's difficult—but if you don't, you see
what happens in the United States.



*Speaker 8:** We need to look at the motion's words: "antisocial ideology.” What society are we defining,
and at what point in time? Societies change and evolve. Ideology is a thought process that leads to
actions.

In the 1920s, a divorced woman couldn't be in society—she was shunned. That would have been
antisocial. Within 100 years, society completely flipped. So we must be careful defining antisocial,
because it depends which side you're on and can change with time.

To punish more, you need a system that evaluates facts equally, makes valid conclusions, isn't inherently
biased. Look at Lucy Letby, convicted of murdering babies—experts now say evidence was flawed,
wouldn't stand up. Two points: (1) Be careful how you define antisocial behaviour—it's particular to time
and people; (2) Punishment needs to be attached to facts.

*Speaker 9:** Murder is not antisocial ideology as per the motion—that's a clear crime. We're talking
about ideologies: far right thinking, supremacist views, toxic masculinity. | was on the Stand Up To Racism
march Saturday. In a paper this weekend, they weren't just throwing missiles at police—they were
throwing them at people on the march. The toxicity in the media can't even report news properly. We get
misinformation.

The issue is cost of living, poor education. Oxford Street pedestrianisation—£90 million, while police have
a £260 million deficit. We need to look at what's happening. Even democracy is toxic in this country. We
haven't had real democracy in a long time—just people there for power and egos.

*Speaker 10:** We're missing the point. We've talked about toxic masculinity, the far right—no one's
looking at the far left. The issue is government corruption. | was there Saturday. I'm technically "far right"
according to the Guardian, but I've never met anyone from the far right.

The big issue is mass illegal immigration. No one's against asylum seekers—that poor girl from
Afghanistan who wanted to go to school, came as asylum seeker, now at Manchester University—she's
absolutely welcome. We're against the terrible regime coming in, not normal people.

The media is dividing everybody, pitching far right against far left, toxic this against toxic that. Why? So
we won't unite, which is the whole point of satsang—unite far left, far right, everybody. The government:
open the books. That's when we'll find out what's going on.

*Speaker 11:** Where does this ideology stem from? The antisocial establishment who control 95% of
wealth and power—the 5% rich, those in the House of Lords, the Church of England, the monarchy
(immigrants themselves—what were their names before Windsor?). The ideology, the sleaze of the royal
family. Charles was "the people's prince," went to the miners, then had tea with Hitler. The economists
peddle statistics on media, think tanks claim billions in false benefits.

*Speaker 12:** Up to a point | agree with the proposer, but he's picking extreme examples. There may be
a small question whether that Nazi governor actually knew what was going on in those death camps—it
wasn't generally known until after the war.

As we come down the scale, it becomes more a matter of individual opinion. | don't agree with what
Parliament did regarding Palestinian Action. | would back the pro-Palestinian demonstrations. If
Parliament is wrong, you take to the streets.



I'm studying the role of police in these events. I'm concluding that, for most of the time, the problem is
caused by police. The constable's origin: Peel formed a paramilitary force to replace the hated army that
kept the king in power. Constables came from manors, responsible to the people, not the occupier or
Norman kings. So it becomes a matter of opinion. In some cases, we can support people causing the
protests.

*OPPOSER'S CLOSING:**

This has been an interesting debate. It's a woolly topic, and we've been swirling around the definition.
Just picking up on the last speaker's point: | agree some protests need to be let go more freely. That's
actually an argument against the motion—we don't need to crack down as strongly as we are.

This is partly about free speech. An antisocial ideology—an ideology itself, believing something, speaking
about it—if it doesn't harm others, we're in a country with free speech. If they start to take action on that
ideology, that's when we must consider action.

One caveat: the manosphere was part of the genesis of this motion. If you have an ideology that's going
to spread and lead to dangerous antisocial behaviour, should we do something before it becomes
dangerous? We didn't fully address that tonight.

The Golden Rule in politics—not too much authoritarian power over others—combined with free speech,
these are the bedrocks of our society. But there are very dangerous ideologies. We haven't talked about
radical Islam, which is massively antisocial and hugely dangerous. The Prevent programme arguably
failed in some areas; now they're refocusing it.

On balance, are authorities taking action and preventing big problems from antisocial ideologies? We
have to allow free speech. We have to take action when there's risk to lives and society. Sometimes it's
too heavy-handed, occasionally too light. Have we got the balance right? | think we have.

*PROPOSER'S CLOSING:**

The opposer brought out one word that encompasses the whole debate: woolly. And he himself is the
main proponent of that. After | spoke, he talked about far right, far left, flag-waving—he completely diluted
the debate, which is about antisocial ideologies, not antisocial behaviour, not far right or left.

Antisocial ideologies: beliefs that support or justify violence; no concern for feelings or suffering of others;
no support for lawful or ethical conduct. That's what this debate was supposed to be about, but it went off
the rails.

If you have antisocial behaviour that will justify violence or lead to extreme violence, you have to take firm
action to stop it. If you have ideology that pays no attention to feelings or suffering of others—like my
opening example—you have to take firm action. We went to war in WWII to stop that sort of ideology. We
need to take firm action, and that's what this debate says: we should take much stronger action against
antisocial ideologies.

The motion carried.



Al analysis of the result:

Analysis:

- Framing battle: The Proposer defined “antisocial ideologies” narrowly as beliefs that justify or
lead to violence, disregard others’ suffering, and undermine lawful/ethical conduct. Although his
opening leaned on extreme criminal and Nazi examples (blurring ideology with individual
pathology), his closing sharply re-centred on ideologies that enable violence, invoking the moral
clarity of WWII. This gave hesitant moderates a clearer, limited target for “stronger action.”

- Opposition’s stance: The Opposer stressed existing robust measures (terrorist bans, arrests,
long sentences) and free speech norms, arguing the balance is about right and the death penalty
is ineffective. However, calling the topic “woolly,” focusing on flags and current protest policing,
and conceding that some ideologies (e.g., radical Islam) are “massively antisocial” and that
Prevent has “failed” undercut the claim that no stronger action is needed. These concessions
implied gaps in current safeguards.

- Floor dynamics: Many speakers warned about definition creep, historical re-labelling of
“terrorists” as heroes (Mandela, suffragettes), time-bound norms, state bias and error (e.g.,
policing, miscarriages of justice), and media-driven polarisation—points that bolstered
civil-liberties caution and explain the six abstentions. Yet others foregrounded the hierarchy of
harms, placing ideologies that incubate extreme violence at the top and arguing polarisation is
normalising such beliefs, thereby justifying earlier, firmer intervention.

- Persuasive inflection points:

- Speaker 3’s “gradation of violence” lens legitimised targeted, proportionate escalation against
ideologies tied to serious harm.

- Speaker 4’s polarisation argument framed urgency: ideological fervour is increasingly used to
rationalise harm.

- The Proposer’s closing reclaimed clarity and scope, distancing the motion from general
crackdowns on dissent and anchoring it to prevention of violence.

- Why it was close: Substantial unease remained about vague definitions, the risk of overreach,
politicised enforcement, and errors within the justice system. These concerns, amplified by
speakers citing police conduct and media incentives, kept a solid minority against and pushed
many to abstain.

What drove the result: The motion carried narrowly because the Proposer ultimately defined the
target tightly—ideologies that legitimise or facilitate violence—and linked “stronger action” to
prevention of serious harm, while the Opposition’s own acknowledgements of current
shortcomings weakened the claim that existing measures suffice. Nonetheless, ongoing concerns
about civil liberties and state misuse prevented a wider margin.



