6 December 2005
KEVIN SHORT ON GIBSON’S ‘INQUIRY’

Dear All,

With regard to the Ian Gibson MP’s "Inquiry" please note the following:

1. PLEASE WRITE TO COMPLAIN TO IAN GIBSON:

Dr Ian Gibson MP promised a "definitive" and "acceptably independent" Parliamentary Inquiry into Myalgic Encephalomyelitis. However, as one can unequivocally see from his December 1st press release, Dr Gibson has not only failed to live up to his promises but has put in place something which may cause actual harm to ME sufferers. Please, please, please write to Dr Gibson NOW to complain that nothing less than his original promise will do. As Dr Gibson states in his press release that he cannot reply to all e-mails please send him a typed paper letter - this will have more impact than an email and may be replied to. Please write to him at: The House of Commons, London, SW1A 0AA (Tip for the future: if, like me, you have difficulty with typing, try voice dictation software like IBM ViaVoice. It does take a long time to get used to you, but I found it is worth it!).

I have attached a pdf version of the open letter I sent to Ian Gibson By Royal Mail recorded delivery yesterday. I have also sent it to various websites and hope that they will make it available for free download.  Permission is given to re-post my letter to Ian Gibson and this e-mail if it will be of any help.

2. MY RESPONSE TO CRITICISM:

Jane Bryant has publicly criticised my approach, and that of Professor Malcolm Hooper by e-mail, with respect to the Ian Gibson proposals since the summertime. For reasons of clarity, I feel that I must respond to this and will try to do so constructively. Firstly, I wish to make it clear that I approached as many genuine ME activists, clinicians and researchers as I knew for help, not just Ms Bryant - I hoped we could all pull together in spite of our differences. Secondly, Ms Bryant apparently makes the assumption that I did not consult others about certain matters on the basis that I did not consult her. Ms Bryant stated this summer that she did not want to be involved in matters pertaining to Ian Gibson's proposals. That was her choice. I understand her choice and her reasons for making it and, though I disagree with them, accept her right to them - and would hope that she would have the courtesy to do likewise for Professor Hooper and myself. The reasons for my approach to Ian Gibson's proposals are as follows:

When Ian Gibson surprised us all by saying he wanted an inquiry, he stated that he was fed up with all conflict between the "warring parties" that he had witnessed over the years and that he wanted to get "to the bottom of things". It is my view that, regardless of what I or other activists did, he was determined to press ahead with establishing some sort of inquiry anyway. This is an important point because, as I see it, for me to have not lobbied, pressured and supplied Dr Gibson with facts, would have made it more likely that what he eventually came up with would be unsatisfactory. Indeed, Ms Bryant needs to consider that if it were not for the efforts of myself, Professor Hooper, Margaret Williams and many many others, what Dr Gibson did eventually come up with could have been even worse than it is.

It is my view that those who were able to lobby and pressure Ian Gibson to try and hold him to his word yet chose not to, actually made it more likely that the fruits of his work would be unacceptable to us. Though I of course understand that many would simply be too ill to contribute.

I have been criticised for making a hasty press release this summer with regard to Ian Gibson's intentions. I do not agree with these criticisms; the reason the press release was made so quickly was simply that I wanted to make public Dr Gibson's statements that he wanted a proper and "definitive" inquiry - because I felt that putting him on the public record would assist us all in holding him to his word.

Ms Bryant seems to suggest that instead of taking Dr Gibson at his word this summer, and doing our best to hold him to it, we should have worked on the assumption that he was some sort of establishment stooge conspiring to stitch us all up. Whilst I was not naive to the point of not realising that this was a possibility, I think it would be going too far to have worked on this assumption right from the start. Particularly given that Dr Gibson has in fact a long record of publicly speaking out against the establishment, voting against his own party/government on matters of conscience, and had just been effectively sacked by Blair as chairman of the Science and Technology Committee for being a rebel.

With regard to Professor Hooper, I am extremely grateful for his work, his good judgment and his counsel. I think that the entire ME community owes this man a huge debt of gratitude for his work on matters pertaining to Gibson and that he can be rightly and thoroughly proud of himself. For myself, I am very ill, and have had a very difficult and upsetting family situation to deal with over the past couple of months. 

No ME sufferer has to be perfect in order to be an activist, if they did there would simply be no activists and we are all entitled to do things differently to Ms Bryant. Under the circumstances, I think that what I've done has been remarkable and I am justly entitled to be proud of myself, and my judgment. We could all of us waste more time on inter-activist "I told you so's". Please, let us spend no more time on this fruitless activity, agree to differ, and focus on the most important task of calling Ian Gibson to account for his broken promise. 

I hope also that this message will not generate pointless recriminations against Ms Bryant, she is entitled to her view and I am entitled to state mine in response. Please save your energy for campaigning.

Best wishes,

Kev Short, 06 December 2005.

Cc: Professor Malcolm Hooper.

Enc (1 x pdf file).
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