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            When blows have made me stay, I fled from words.

            Coriolanus, ACT II SCENE II

            Abuses of our freedoms of expression … tear apart a society, brutalize its dominant elements, and persecute, even to extermination, its minorities.

            JUSTICE JACKSON, US SUPREME COURT JUDGE

            The one freedom they seem to truly care about is the freedom to incite bigotry; this freedom trumps the freedom of minorities to live unencumbered by prejudice, threats to personal safety, and discrimination … Perversely it is these right-wing abusers of ‘free speech’ who are the most chronically offended … [They] are offended by critiques of privilege, attempts to come to terms with the past, or simply ideas that challenge injustice.

            OWEN JONES, THE GUARDIAN

            The best lack all conviction, while the worst Are full of passionate intensity.

            W. B. YEATS, ‘THE SECOND COMING’

         

         

      

   


   
      
         

            Introduction

         

         IS POLITICAL CORRECTNESS (PC) a modern blight or a blessing? A neo-communist undertaking or a virtuous moral code? Is it unbelievable stupidity, a veritable threat to freedom, pathetic weakness or necessary disruption?

         Believers, agnostics and detractors fundamentally disagree about what PC is, the harm or good it does and its place in a liberal democracy. However, all sides agree that PC is potent, puissant, heady. It excites and enrages us. It provokes discord and derision, it stirs things up and promises – or portends – radical change. Millions of words have been written on this subject over the decades, and more stream out all the time, continuing to split and rupture populations, communities, families, friends and lovers.

         The confrontation between advocates of uninhibited communication and those who believe in self-restraint and fairness has gone on for several decades. But now, one side has decided to fight dirty, to purge the opposition. A multitude of websites and conservatives (with a small ‘c’) issue siren warnings about repressive thought and speech controllers, the new generation of Stalinists and Maoists. Facts are doctored; arguments scorned. These are closed fraternities, torrid, full of furies and complaints. They want their world back.

         These warriors feel persecuted or endangered all the time. Sad really. They got agitated because cartoon bad boy Dennis the Menace is no longer as horrible as he once was. When the character was rightly toned down by publishers in 2008 and the BBC in 2017, traditionalists were awfully vexed. They stamped their feet. They wanted their gnashing young bully back. Similar indignation broke out when Jodie Whittaker, a woman, was chosen to play Doctor Who in July 2017. New complaints pour in every day. And fantastical contentions too. Martin Daubney, erstwhile editor of Loaded magazine, warned in 2017: ‘London is becoming a global laughing stock. Both intellectually and literally, Londoners are dying under the weight of a virulent dose of political correctness.’1 Such alarmists need to be taken seriously, very seriously. They are mighty influencers in today’s fragmented and divided world.

         The war of the words can be whipped up in an instant. Let us remember the woeful furore over the Cadbury Easter egg hunt in the spring of 2017. Some mischief makers put it about that the word ‘Easter’ had been removed from the publicity for the annual children’s event. Not so, said Cadbury and the National Trust, who organised the event. They had changed one sentence to attract people of all faiths to the egg hunt; ‘Easter’ was still blazoned on the National Trust website. Cadbury and the charity were not trying to expunge Christ’s foundational story. Even so, anti-PC flames could not be contained. By then, a bogus accusation had more traction than the truth, as so often happens. The Archbishop of York, John Sentamu, grimly accused the organisers of spitting on the grave of John Cadbury, founder of the family firm. The family were, in fact, Quakers. And, as Quakers do not mark Easter, the long-dead Mr Cadbury will not be restive in his grave over this manufactured crisis. Theresa May, on her way to trade talks in the Middle East, condemned the airbrushing of faith from Easter. Who exactly was doing that, pray? Corbyn joined the fray, and confessed he too was upset by the way the company had behaved. The subtext was, as ever, cultural protectionism. ‘Real’ Britain was being blitzed by ‘multiculturalists’ and Muslims, who are all on a perpetual jihad. And godless white liberals. Meanwhile, a parcel had arrived for me at home. It contained a smashed Easter egg and a crucifix drawn on a scrappy piece of paper. No address, no name. Message understood. Is this acceptable? Is it even sane? 

         Within the Anglo-Saxon axis, anti-political correctness has gone mad, bad and treacherous too. Invective, lies, hate speech, bullying, intemperance and prejudices have become the new norms. Intolerable deeds are justified through invocations of liberty. Restraint is oppression. Anything goes. Freedom of speech and freedom of expression are weaponised. Trump and Farage have tapped into the worst of human nature and whipped up nativist populism and political toxicity. It is done with charm, humour, phoney humility and invocations to the common man and woman.

         As Salman Rushdie observes in his 2017 novel The Golden House, which is set in a modern America that is chaotic, amoral and dystopian; a place where millions voted in a boorish, sexually feral, unpredictable President:

         
            What was astonishing, what made this election like no other was that people backed him because he was insane, not in spite of it … Sikh taxi drivers and rodeo cowboys, rabid alt-right blondes and black brain surgeons agreed, we love his craziness, no milquetoast euphemisms from him, he shoots straight from the hip, says what he fucking well wants to say … he’s our guy’.2

         

         A meticulously researched, disturbing article in the Observer Magazine shed light on the way freedom is now exploited by those who most proclaim it. Backpage. com was America’s second largest classified ad website. One mother, Kubiiki Pride, used it to get second-hand goods. Then, in 2009, her thirteen-year-old daughter disappeared. After nine months of unimaginable agony, her husband suggested that they should look for her on Backpage. Pride was incredulous: ‘I thought it was a site where you bought and sold stuff … It never occurred to me that children were being bought and sold, too.’ She clicked on the adult section, and there she saw her thirteen-year-old daughter, almost naked, posing invitingly. She had been snatched by a trafficker, beaten, given drugs, broken and then sold. They found her and brought her home. Her torturer was imprisoned. But the publishers and editors at Backpage refused to take down the image. According to the US National Centre for Missing and Exploited Children, the number of such cases has gone up by 846 per cent since 2010, mainly because the internet is ungoverned and ungovernable. Several judges concluded that Backpage was not accountable because, under US law, internet companies have immunity for content posted by third parties. It was only in 2017 that affected families were able to take out civil suits against the publishers. 

         The men who own the business see themselves as upholders of non-negotiable freedoms. At long last, in 2016, these amoral millionaires were called before a Senate sub-committee. That day they closed down the adult listings on the website. Two of them published this statement: ‘Today, the censors prevailed … [This] is an assault on the First Amendment. We maintain hope for a more robust and unbowed internet in the future.’3

         Are these fiends or men? They are men who have fiendish notions of rights and liberties. They use their power and the US constitution to do what they damn well please. In Greek mythology, Hades was the supreme, cruel god of the underworld. He also abducted pretty young maidens like Persephone. She was picking flowers when Hades pulled her into the dark depths of earth. Contemporary libertarianism has turned our world as dark and fetid as Hades’s grim kingdom.

         But isn’t the UK more moderate, less extreme? No. There was once a civilised consensus about sensible, flexible limits to what was acceptable in public discourse. However, Steve Bannon, godfather of the hard-right website, Breitbart, Arron Banks, co-owner of Westmonster.com (wicked little brother of Breitbart), Nigel Farage and other hard nationalists have driven their ‘free speech’ tanks over that consensus to establish a new order where racism, sexism, homophobia, xenophobia and abuse are proudly expressed. Behemoths like the BBC are weak and querulous before these cowboys. Our world is changed – and absolutely not for the better. 

         Good people have been inert for too long while this malevolence was diffused through society. The new barbarians must be pushed back. The time feels right. In May 2017, two libertarian idols, Kelvin MacKenzie and Katie Hopkins, were pushed off the belfries from where they regularly rang their loud anti-PC bells. MacKenzie was sacked by The Sun, after he wrote a column about Chelsea and England footballer Ross Barkley, who is mixed race and thoroughly British. Barkley, who had been punched in a pub for no good reason, reminded Mr MacKenzie of a ‘gorilla’. Ms Hopkins, a mordant, attention-seeking columnist for the MailOnline presented a live phone-in show on LBC on which she quickly became a heroine to the libertarian right. She was outspoken, provocative, rude and nasty, mostly to those on the left and minorities. After a Muslim suicide bomber killed twenty-two children and adults in Manchester, Ms Hopkins called for a ‘final solution’ in a tweet. The radio station terminated her contract because those words evoke memories of the Holocaust. Her bosses sat back while she insulted and abused Muslims, black people, the poor – ratings were what mattered. But those two words did it for her. And four words: ‘letter boxes’ and ‘bank robbers’, caused a quake both across the nation and within the Tory Party. In his Daily Telegraph column, Boris Johnson used the terms to deride fully veiled Muslim women. A large number of Britons were offended, while others backed his candour. Theresa May proclaimed, ‘It’s imperative that everybody is careful in the language that they use.’ She called on him to apologise. The erstwhile Foreign Secretary remained defiant and went on holiday. You see, there is no total freedom of speech, and a very good thing, too.4 Most disputes and claims about ‘censorship’ are phoney.

         Charlie Gere is an esteemed professor of media theory and history at Lancaster University. His reflections on liberty and restraint are incontrovertible: ‘There are rather just degrees of tolerance, permissiveness and relative freedom, with boundaries, legal, social and cultural. And there are always limits, many of which we are barely aware of, so much do we take them for granted.’5 

         I sense an observable change in the weatherglass and the atmosphere. In our era of unregulated internet traffic, Britons are now more concerned about the dangers of untrammelled communication, and social Darwinism. This may be just my own fierce optimism of the will, but I see the shadow of something approaching, a transformative momentum. Or at least an emerging understanding that social responsibility matters as much as individual rights. As with all significant societal shifts, resistors are also regrouping and rebooting. The divide is not along political lines; defenders and attackers can be of the right and left, traditionalists or liberals.

         Although people of all persuasions are beginning to get uneasy about verbal violence and power inequalities, those who dread or disparage PC get more attention and respect than those who stand up for the concept and its impact. This means that there is payoff for being anti-PC and even better rewards for the converts, PC proponents who see the light and denounce their previous selves.6 

         For all its many flaws and idiocies,7 PC fosters civility between diverse humans and tames the beast within each and every one of us. Without PC, the social environment becomes coarse and contaminated. The law of the jungle prevails, ensures that only the strongest and cruellest survive. Britain has become edgy, tense, unfair, unequal, scrappy, eruptive and disjointed. Surely no one can feel safe and happy in such an environment?

         Truth be told, the politically correct are also to blame for the state we are in. We have been weak and risibly ineffective. We allowed the enemy to capture too much territory. We were laid low by counterattacks and slurs. When the going gets tough, the tough should get going, with conviction and integrity. We didn’t do that.

         We should have been more assured and sharp. We should have defended the ideals embodied in this credo. We should also have claimed credit for ensuring truly obnoxious statements and behaviours have become unacceptable. There have been many instances of individuals who were forced, by public anger, to withdraw iniquitous remarks and to apologise. Every time this happened, we should have pointed out that this was political correctness at work, cleaning up verbal litter and foulness in our joint, common habitats. Health and safety rules have made citizens, well, safer than they have ever been. As ever, there are always examples of foolish excesses, but should schools let kids climb up big trees without supervision and learn lessons through falling? Again, I do not believe Britons really want harassment or abuse to proliferate unchecked. Workplaces where sexism and racism are not tolerated are better for all employees and bosses, even the compulsive lech. In one debate I took part in, a Tory told me PC had destroyed male–female relationships. He is the father of many girls. I asked him what he would do if his daughter was leered at, touched, pinched or grabbed by strange men on her way to work: ‘I’d take my gun and shoot the buggers.’ Oh, so PC after all. 

         I commissioned the indomitable Claire Fox to write ‘I Find That Offensive!’ for this series. It is a sharp polemic against ‘censorship’, squeamishness and PC. At the book launch I said that though I disagreed with almost every word, her arguments were interesting and robust. This is my considered, emotional (as well as rational) response to Fox and others leading the charge against PC. In her book, Fox described taking part in a school debate on Ched Evans, the convicted rapist. Should he be allowed to play professional football again? During the Q&A, she said rape was ‘not necessarily the worst thing that could ever happen to an individual’. The pupils and teachers were ‘shell-shocked’. So, frankly, was I. Since 2010, various studies by reputable organisations have found that young men do not understand consent and do not think non-consensual sex is rape. A detailed NSPCC/Bristol University study found that three quarters of girls interviewed had experienced emotional aggression from sexual partners, a third had suffered sexual violence and of those one in ten reported severe violence. In higher education institutions sexual violations are endemic. Teachers and university academic staff are trying to re-educate sexually aggressive males, many of whom are also accessing violent porn online. I do not think Fox’s possibly throwaway words led to sexual assaults. But they did diminish the seriousness of a very serious crime.

         Fox also defends trolls who attack females in public spaces – even Milo Yiannopoulos, the hard right, Breitbart ‘provocateur’ who freely shared vile racist and sexist thoughts, until he (allegedly) backed adult sex with underage children. Then the golden boy of the hard right fell to earth.

         Words, I believe hurt, wound, incapacitate and cause mental distress. Worse than all of that, they intimidate and silence certain voices. The uncivil and brutish have weaponised freedom of speech. Large numbers of talented and exceptional people are now too frightened to speak up. Libertarians see that as contemptible weakness. To be human is to be vulnerable and sensitive. That is what I would dearly like Claire Fox and her ideological kith and kin to think about and understand.

         As this book was being written, Harvey Weinstein, the Hollywood mogul, was pulled down from his ivory tower. Several female actresses – a number of them young – led the way, alongside Ashley Judd, Rose McGowan, Mira Sorvino, Asia Argento and Ambra Battilana Gutierrez, who even reported him to NYPD and secretly recorded his advances. Dozens more followed, including top stars Angelina Jolie and Gwyneth Paltrow. So are these weaklings and perpetual moaners who can’t survive male advances? Or maybe just another batch of ‘snowflakes’?

         These were repulsive acts committed by an all-powerful, controlling man. But what stopped the women from coming out were his words – words that scared them, made them feel they had to comply.

         Words and deeds cannot be neatly kept apart; words can cause deeds. At times, words can also hurt more than actions. And words do not float around in a void. They connect us to lived realities, to each other. Language and communication affects well-being, psychological stability, relationships, sense of belonging and cohesion. Families break up, people commit suicide and neighbourhoods turn deadly when intemperate words are used without due care. Sara, a young mentee of mine, is sixteen, mixed race and very bright. Her skin is light, her hair brown and afro. Verbal bullying in school and online has turned her into an almost silent, introverted, frightened, housebound, self-harming creature. She has been called a ‘mongrel’ and a ‘half-monkey’. Twice she’s been slapped in the playground. Slaps, she says, hurt less than the daily verbal stings. She has tried to bleach off the blackness on her arms, ending up in blisters. In 2017, a young Indian couple I had befriended, abruptly returned to India before completing their employment contracts. They were both gifted designers, who had been brought over to London by British companies. They explained that though they loved London and their jobs, the murmur of intolerance and racist banter in their workplace had been too much to bear. Their idea of England has been shaken. They would never come back.

         Encouragingly, some men and women, who previously championed freedom of expression as if it was a sacred doctrine, are now listening and, at least thinking, about what should be off-limits. Journalist and bestselling author Dolly Alderton is one of them. At the Edinburgh Fringe, she went to a comedy gig. Reginald D. Hunter was on. She loved his humour. But a fun night turned into something else: ‘That night … he came on stage to perform a bizarrely sexist set, continuingly referring to women as “bitches”, claiming misogyny didn’t exist and making extraordinarily sweeping statements about female immorality.’ For the first time in her life, she heckled, told whoever would listen that he should not be allowed a platform. She is not and will never be PC in the way I am. But her reactions three years ago show she understands the impact words have on our lives and our world.8

         I am a freethinking writer who believes sticks and stones can break bones, but words can break your will. In November 2016, I was spat at by a middle-aged white woman in London, on a bus on High Street Kensington. She also verbally abused me and told me to go back to where I came from. The spit was easily wiped off. Her words still hurt. After forty-five years, in just a few seconds, a nobody took away my sense of place. How is this acceptable? Is this what we want in our multiracial, multifarious democracy? Those who breezily say such hurt is a price worth paying tend to be white, middle class, heterosexual and secure. They cannot understand what it is like not to be white, middle class, heterosexual or secure. 

         Liberty is one of the most precious of human rights. I was born and raised in Uganda, where there was no real freedom of speech – not when it was a British protectorate, not when it became an independent country and absolutely not under Idi Amin’s military dictatorship. After I was exiled to Britain in 1972 I was finally able to think and speak without fear. But liberty is neither anarchy, nor licence to degrade and destroy. Furthermore, censorship by the powerful is not the same as sensitive, considerate communication. Equality policies are not creeping communism; fairness and dignity are not revolutionary aims. The most ardent free speech warrior meekly accepts state secretiveness, libel laws, injunctions against Holocaust denial and intrusions into the royal family.

         As I finish writing this polemic, the Labour Party is engulfed in an almighty, long-running dispute with a large section of the British Jewish population. Jeremy Corbyn and his policymakers stand accused of anti-Semitism because they have decided not to accept the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance’s (IHRA) definition of the term, as they have serious reservations about the wording. Their opponents are furious and insist this reluctance indicates deep anti-Semitism. However, myself and many others, including top British Jewish legal experts such as Sir Geoffrey Bindman and ex-High Court judge Stephen Sedley, are uncomfortable about the definition because it could lead to a suppression of legitimate debate about some of Israel’s policies and actions in Palestinian and occupied territories.9

         In 2017, a large group of professors wrote a joint letter that was published in The Guardian:

         
            The government has ‘adopted’ the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance definition of antisemitism, which can be and is being read as extending to criticism of Israel and support for Palestinian rights, an entirely separate issue, as prima facie evidence of antisemitism. This definition seeks to conflate criticism of Israel with antisemitism.

         

         In 2017 Jo Johnson, the erstwhile minister for Universities and Science, instructed universities to adopt a definition of anti-Semitism, which could potentially supress debates about Israeli policies. This was censorship. Universities, we are always told by the right, should be open to all views. The mantra was often repeated by Jo Johnson. But Israel, it seems, gets special protection. Imagine how British Muslim students feel about the double standards. 

         These same people who say they uphold freedom of expression also vocally support the curtailing of free debates on Israel and Palestine. The clash between the Labour Party and the Board of Deputies of British Jews raises difficult questions. Should people be able to say what they wish in public spaces? Or do they have to be aware that words have meanings, histories and tremendous power to bring about consequences? Do citizens in liberal societies have the right to talk to extremists or those outside the social and political consensus? Or do they have to be careful about what they say and who they interact with? The conflicts, tensions and contradictions are playing out dramatically. This is a PC conflict writ large.

         In 2013 I wrote, ‘Freedom of expression in the West is hokum, I say. It’s hypocrisy dressed up as high virtue … The internet is almost absolutely free and look how ugly and frightening that space is becoming. Imagine all that poison coursing through the real world.’ That’s what has happened and now our human bonds are being corroded.10 The fractious, wild web has corrupted real, lived bonds between humans. You can see how across the UK. Men, women and children are unhappier and more mentally distressed than they have ever been.11

         For Margaret Thatcher there was no such thing as society. She was wrong. Humans are social beings. Unlike most other animals we form bonds with those outside our family and ethnic groups. More remarkably, we learn to accommodate (not rip into or eat) those who are different. This is only possible if we temper our instinctive feelings and behaviours. No collective human group would survive if each member spoke without any self-control or moderation or care. PC, at its best, is sensitivity to the feelings and needs of others and also fair power sharing. ‘Do unto others as you would have them do unto you’, said Jesus in his Sermon on the Mount. You could say PC is a nobly Christian doctrine. 

         Some months after Brexit, a right-wing journalist who wanted out of Europe confided he was feeling a bit wretched even though his side had won the referendum. He voted to leave because he is against regulations imposed by states or international bodies, particularly on small businesses. But, as we know, the referendum was used by UKIP and other nationalists to whip up atrocious anti-immigrant feeling. Some radio and TV programmes were turned into bear pits. My journalist friend now sees the noxious side effects of the campaign: ‘This is not a country I recognise. This is rude and boorish. We English are polite people. It’s one of our strongest cultural traits. How do we get that back?’ This man never knowingly described himself as PC but he clearly grew accustomed to certain codes of language and behaviour in his lifetime. He is forty, so grew up in a time when racist, sexist and homophobic attitudes could not be openly expressed.

         But what of his view of naturally civil England, a pre-PC civility that defines not only England, but Britain?

         Yes, it is true that in the ’40s, ’50s and ’60s, Brits were much more outwardly polite to each other, yet strangers in their midst were subjected to constant indignities, discrimination, insults and sometimes racist violence. Brazen notices declaring, ‘No Blacks, No Irish, No Dogs’, were everywhere. Females, too, were second-class citizens denied real respect, choices or equal opportunities. Working-class people knew their place and stayed put in it. The pyramid with a few at the top and everyone else below them was solid and unyielding. The structure depended on a belief system that things were the way they were because they were meant to be. Class determines the future for millions12 and racism is respectable once again.13

         The two world wars and the welfare state which was set up in the ’50s, transformed Britain. In some ways. Deference gave way to more assertiveness, rights took over from predestination. The state took care of citizens from cradle to grave, trade unions became more powerful, Labour governments were voted in. However, this was not some bloodless revolution. (Revolutions are thought to be very un-British.) In the home and in society, inequality between men and women and the classes continued. The country remained stable and recognisable. (Under Apartheid, South Africa, too, was much more stable and secure than it has been since it became a democracy.) A stable society is often thought to be contained, conformist, intransient, weighed down by a sense of inevitability. 

         The ’60s started to shake things up, but again, the claims made on behalf of this counter culture are much exaggerated, and so too the eventual impact. Yes, there was much free sex, love, drug taking, hippy happiness and rock ’n’ roll. And briefly, in 1968, student revolts flared up across the West – although all of which were duly stamped out by state forces. But this decade and the ’70s, too, continued to be racist and sexist and homophobic. By wearing bell-bottoms and flowers in one’s hair, an illusion was created of a collapsing social order. It didn’t happen. Thatcher and Reagan came into power at the fag end of this so-called social cataclysm. PC arrived soon after. It was a way of challenging the hold of the right and, more importantly, to create a more empathetic consciousness and modernism. Its aims were virtuous.

         When Andre Gray, the Premier League footballer who, in 2012 and 2014, had sent out homophobic and racist tweets, he was relatively unknown. In 2017, these tweets came to light and Gray was properly castigated by the FA. He was fined and seemed to be genuinely sorry. After the public humiliation, he said, ‘I am not the guy I was back then and will continue to work hard both on and off the pitch to become a better person.’14

         To be a better person. To be a better nation. To be a better world. That is what PC is trying to do. And has, up to a point, done. Most young Britons get that. In these tempestuous and emotive times, I feel compelled to defend and rehabilitate socially responsible political correctness. Well, someone has to.

         This book is divided into three parts.

         In Part I, I go back to the origins and evolution of political correctness to trace the history and development of the ‘ideology’ that first appeared in the US and was then imported into the UK. 

         Part II focuses on contemporary debates and cacophonies, including the myths, lies, follies and truths. Then the arguments for and against political correctness will be laid out and interrogated. At the end of this section I will examine current tensions and arguments between the new ‘free speech’ model army and their opponents. A critique of the negative effects of some aspects of modern political correctness will be included, so too the highly organised strikes against progressive individuals and institutions.

         In Part III, I will go on to look at the cultural/social Darwinism that has engendered this age of political uncertainty and chaos, endorsed racisms, populism, sexual degradation and human rights breaches. The book will end with a rallying cry. Those of us who believe PC is a civilising mission must resist the reactionaries who want to preserve and reassert old ways and inherited advantages, worst of all, nail down social values for ever more.

         
            1 Martin Daubney, ‘Politically Correct London is Becoming a Global Laughing Stock’, DPC website: https://atnnow.com/dpc/politically-correct-london-becoming-global-laughing-stock/

            2 Salman Rushdie, The Golden House (Jonathan Cape, 2017).

            3 Annie Kelly, Observer Magazine, 2 July 2017.

            4 I borrow this from a persuasive book, There’s no Such Thing as Free Speech: And It’s A Good Thing Too (OUP, 1994) by American law professor Stanley Fish.

            5 Letter in The Guardian, 1 October 2008.

            6 Trevor Phillips, a black Briton, made Channel 4 programme Has PC Gone Mad?, which started with his own conversion. The programme enhanced his reputation as a ‘freethinker’ and an honest broker.

            7 The anti-PC brigade has its own flaws and idiocies, passed off as ‘common sense’.

            8 ‘Dolly Alderton on Whether Political Correctness is Changing Comedy’, Sunday Times Style Magazine, 22 July 2018.

            9 See my column in i, 1 August 2018.

            10 The Independent, 24 September 2012.

            11 See research by the Mental Health Foundation, published in May 2017, which showed that two thirds of Britons have suffered from mental ill health. Our figures are higher than many developed nations and getting worse.

            12 ‘The Labour Force Survey Reveals Class Discrimination in UK Workplaces’, 13 November 2015: https://www.slatergordon.co.uk/media-centre/blog/2015/11/the-labour-force-survey-reveals-class-discrimination-in-uk-workplaces/

            13 See, for example, Katie Forster, ‘Hate crimes soared by 41% after Brexit vote, official figures reveal’, The Independent, 13 October 2016: http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/crime/brexit-hate-crimes-racism-eu-referendum-vote-attacks-increase-police-figures-official-a7358866.html

            14 MailOnline, August 2016.
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