News story: The Rule of Law and the
role of the Law Officers

The Advocate General for Scotland The Rt Hon Lord Keen of Elie QC delivered
this keynote address at the Scottish Public Law Group (SPLG) annual
conference in Edinburgh:

ADDRESS TO SPLG Conference, 11 June 2018

I am pleased to have been invited to address this Group on its tenth
anniversary. The creation of the SPLG in 2008 was a timely event, during a
period of great change in public law, and the last ten years have given the
Group much to continue studying and discussing. I think it is an extremely
good thing that we have a cross-section of the legal profession represented
here today, including from the Bar and government.

I propose to begin by providing a flavour of what I, as a government Law
Officer, do.

Of course, I appreciate that as public lawyers you will all have a grasp of
the role of the Law Officers. I also appreciate that this Group has been
addressed by other Advocates General in its ten year history. So, although
perhaps telling you that which you already know, I am hoping to demonstrate
that the importance of the role is well understood.

It is essential that the Law Officers are champions of the rule of law within
government, and it is equally important that you are given reassurance that
we fulfil that role. Our advice, both formal and informal, is confidential -
a private matter between client and lawyer, so the extent to which we are
effective in our advocacy to government is not necessarily on public view. I
hope today to reassure you that all such advice is given in the best
traditions of maintaining the rule of law.

I am, of course, the Advocate General for Scotland, (the full title given by
the legislation which created the office) and have a specific remit to advise
the UK Government as principal legal adviser on matters of Scots law, and to
act on behalf of the UK Government in Scottish Courts. As a Law Officer I am
also able, like the Attorney General, to exercise rights of audience before
the courts of England and Wales.

Within the UK Government, to government ministers and civil servants, I do
frequently stress that Scots law, and the jurisdiction of the Scottish
courts, is no small matter — it is the law applicable to about one third of
the territory of the UK. Every decision which civil servants or Government
Ministers make, every piece of legislation prepared, must be tested for its
application in the context of that legal system, and may be subjected to
review by those courts in Scotland.

But the essence of my role is that I am a Law Officer of the UK Government,
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part of a team with the Attorney General and Solicitor General, and we should
perhaps pause to consider what exactly that means.

It is obvious that a government Minister in the Ministry of Defence is
concerned with defence; that the Secretary of State for Health deals with
health matters, and so forth, but what are the Law Officer ministers actually
for?

It is sometimes said that we are the Ministers for the rule of law, and,
given that is a more abstract concept than health, defence or welfare, it
requires further explanation.

The duty of the Law Officers is to ensure that the Government acts lawfully
at all times — that is, that Ministers act within the law, and civil servants
stay within the law. This is reflected in the Ministerial Code which states
that “the Law Officers must be consulted in good time before the Government
is committed to critical decisions involving legal considerations”. The
current version of the Code contains a section specifically dedicated to the
role of the Law Officers, but in its introduction it also makes it clear that
it “should be read against the background of the overarching duty on
Ministers to comply with the law and to protect the integrity of public
life.”

Law, in particular statute law, is the instrument of government — it is
perhaps the primary means governments have of giving effect to policy.

As a member of the Cabinet committee known as the Parliamentary Business and
Legislation Committee, I as a Law Officer exercise high-level oversight over
the preparation of legislation by all government departments. In seeking to
uphold the rule of law, I try to ensure that all legislation the Government
prepares meets the requirements of legal certainty: the law should operate in
a clear and predictable manner where possible. A change in the law should be
clearly understood (or at least understood with the assistance of a
reasonably competent legal adviser).

A change in the law should also, ideally, take place in the future. That is
why there is a strong presumption against legislation being retrospective or
commencing early — and by ‘early’ we mean ‘within two months of Royal
Assent’. The consent of the Law Officers is required where either of these
options is being proposed — there are occasions when the rule of law is best
served by retrospective or early legislation, but we have to ensure that the
limited exceptions remain exceptional.

If the rule of law is disrespected, and falls into disrepute, elected
governments will not be able to govern effectively — any government is simply
shooting itself in the foot if it undermines the rule of law. When faced with
proposals made by my colleagues, I ask them to consider not just what they
wish to achieve in the short-term, but also to reflect upon what the next
government might do in their shoes and thereby place these proposals into
context.

Support for the rule of law is not just a matter of following rules



obediently — it places a greater responsibility than mere observance of the
law on public servants — simply following the letter of the law is not
enough.

An example which affects everyone in government — officials and Ministers —
is the ‘duty of candour’ before the courts, which arises from a respect for
the rule of law and the importance of the role of courts. In court we are
obliged to do more than avoid telling outright lies — rather, we have a duty
to be transparent, not to withhold significant information from the courts —
in short, not to dissemble in any way. The duty of candour applies to all
those “who derive their authority from public law”, and so includes both
Ministers and their officials. The principle was explained by Lord Donaldson
MR in the Huddleston case , and the relevant passage is worth quoting in
full. He said that the development of the remedy of judicial review and a
specialist administrative or public law court..

“.has created a new relationship between the courts and those who derive
their authority from public law, one of partnership based on a common aim,
namely the maintenance of the highest standards of public administration..The
analogy is not exact, but just as the judges of the inferior courts when
challenged on the exercise of their jurisdiction traditionally explain fully
what they have done and why have done it, but are not partisan in their own
defence, so should be the public authorities. It is not discreditable to get
it wrong. What is discreditable is a reluctance to explain fully what has
occurred and why..Certainly it is for the applicant to satisfy the court of
his entitlement to judicial review and it for the respondent to resist his
application, if it considers it to be unjustified. But it is a process which
falls to be conducted with the cards face upwards on the table and the vast
majority of the cards will start in the authority’s hands.”

Similarly the court in Al Sweady talked of a “very high duty on central
government to assist the court with full and accurate explanations of all the
facts relevant to the issue that the court must decide”.

Now, to many in government those dicta seem challenging — and perhaps they
are challenging — but it is part of the job of lawyers within government to
remind them that it is to the benefit of government that its decisions and
actions can be challenged in court. Those of us in government with
responsibility for promoting the rule of law must deliver this message to all
of our colleagues: do not be afraid of Judicial Review. Do not fear the
courts. By providing an external check on the limits of executive power, the
courts are a powerful ally to those within government who restrain the zeal
of our colleagues or encourage policies which promote the rule of law.

It is perhaps a useful thought-experiment to imagine a world with no Judicial
Review of our public administration — where no citizen has recourse to a
forum which will vindicate his rights against the full power of government.

I think from within government it is sometimes easy to forget the enormous
power the state can bring to bear against individual members of the public —
not just the power to imprison or wage war, but the power to take your home
into public ownership to drive a new motorway or railway through it; the



power to take your children into care; the power to put an individual on a
plane destined for a hostile country.

The executive arm of government wields power over the most intimate and
personal aspects of the lives of every single person in the country: our
homes, our families and our jobs. Faced with the fearsome responsibility of
exercising the full coercive powers of government, we should actually be
grateful that the courts are there to offer guidance and set boundaries.

And in order for the courts to fulfil this role, there must be parties —
individuals, companies, organisations — able and indeed prepared to take
their cases to court. The cases I’'ve mentioned already required a Huddleston
or Al Sweady to seek Judicial Review in the first place. The language that we
use in discussing any aspect of law is coloured by the names of the litigants
who brought the cases which form the basis of our legal shorthand. Without
them, there would be no common law, the law would not develop, our Acts of
Parliament and Statutory Instruments would not be tested in court — in short,
there would be no rule of law in any meaningful sense.

And yet, to many commentators, the media and even to some involved in the
administration of justice, the litigant is too easily characterised as a
thrawn and difficult individual, unable to compromise his or her dispute and
too single minded to explore the alternatives to a day in court. There is
sometimes a tendency to see a desire to have one’s dispute adjudicated by a
judge in court as an expensive form of self-indulgence. This approach, I
suggest, is unfair.

Court cases which establish important legal principles are of value to us
all, not just the parties to the case. Even a simple action for, say, a
recovery of a debt, establishes the normal practices and understandings which
underpin our daily business — we can ask for a debt to be honoured because we
know that right can be vindicated in court, and the fact that debts are
upheld by courts on a daily basis gives us some confidence that we can enter
a transaction knowing that when necessary we can recover a debt. It is not an
exaggeration to say that the rule of law underpins our economy: that the rise
of the mercantile countries in the last 300 years, those that are the most
prosperous in human history, has been parallel to the development of the rule
of law in those countries.

“The importance of the rule of law is not always understood” — so said Lord
Reed, last year, giving the judgment of the Supreme Court in the UNISON case

I would certainly commend that case to all lawyers, administrators and public
servants — you will find there a very elegant explanation of the connection
between the rule of law, access to courts of law and the continued existence
of Parliamentary democracy. Courts exist, Lord Reed explains, to ensure that
the laws made by Parliament, and the common law created by the courts
themselves, are applied and enforced. The role of the courts includes
ensuring that the executive branch of government carries out its functions in
accordance with the law, and in order for the courts to carry out their
function, people must have unimpeded access to the courts. And he continued



if I may quote:

“Without such access, laws are liable to become a dead letter, the work done
by Parliament may be rendered nugatory, and the democratic election of
Members of Parliament may become a meaningless charade. That is why the
courts do not merely provide a public service like any other.”

Now, those of us whose work involves a consideration of the level and quality
of service provided by the courts (and here I suppose I declare an interest,
given my role in the Ministry of Justice as well as the Office of the
Advocate General) may sometimes employ the language of consumerism when
talking about the courts. We might refer to “users” or talk about “value for
money”. In some contexts, where our aim is to make the court process more
efficient, we can find the language of business and commerce useful, but we
should not forget — and indeed Lord Reed has provided us with a reminder —
that the analogy with the commercial world is not always apt. There may be a
business-like way of running a court system, but it does not follow that the
courts are only providing a service to litigants — they perform a wider
function in the public interest.

The analogy with commerce is not apt for two reasons. First, a case in which
a relatively small amount of money is at stake may in fact have a great
significance for the individual who brings the case to court. The litigant
makes a decision balancing the cost and risk of going to court against the
possible benefits (and I don’t think that Lord Reed was suggesting that there
should be no cost in taking a case to a court or tribunal) and having made
that choice is entitled to have his case heard. Secondly, the principle or
point of law at issue in the case may have a huge significance far beyond its
importance to the parties to the case. The case becomes a form of wider,
public, property, guiding legal advisers, informing decisions made in the
shadow of courts, or inspiring legal reforms.

In this way, individuals like Mrs Donoghue and Mrs Bourhill achieved a kind
of immortality (at least to Scots lawyers); as did companies like Caparo
Industries or the Carbolic Smoke Ball Company. And the same fame or notoriety
can attach to the defender of the court action — the Wednesbury Corporation,
for example, now a byword, perhaps unfairly, for unreasonableness.

This legal roll of honour includes James Somerset, the escaped slave who took
his case to the Court of Kings Bench in 1771, which resulted in the judgment
by Lord Mansfield to the effect that there was no common law basis in England
for chattel slavery. Mr Somerset had been purchased by a Mr Stewart in Boston
and brought to England. He escaped, was recaptured, and placed on a ship
bound for Jamaica, where he was to be sold to a plantation. His backers (a
group of abolitionists) applied for a writ of habeas corpus (invoking one of
the most stirring remedies underpinning the rule of law).

There are many aspects of that case which sound odd to modern ears, one of
which was that when Lord Mansfield first heard the parties, he suggested that
they might consider reaching a compromise settlement. We might wonder, with
all the arrogance of history, how such a fundamental human right could be the
subject of a compromise agreement. In the historical context, the suggestion



is not so unusual — apparently such cases did settle. It could be agreed that
the slave would be indentured for a fixed period, for example, giving the
master time to find a replacement. Charles Stewart was not a wealthy man (a
civil servant!) and could not afford to replace his slave or pay a servant,
but the suggestion was that he might be better off reaching an agreement with
James Somerset than defending the application any further:

“Mr Stewart” said Lord Mansfield, “may end the question, by discharging or
giving freedom to” Somerset.

And there it may have ended if Somerset and Stewart had gone in for mediation
sessions or some form of alternative dispute resolution. If the case was only
about James Somerset’s freedom, saving him from the sugar cane plantations of
Jamaica, then it might have settled with Somerset spending a further six
months grumpily serving out his time with Stewart. But of course it was not
just about Somerset. The case had what we would now call a wider public
interest. Somerset’s backers wanted, and succeeded in gaining, a foothold in
the law of England which resonated around the world.

The earlier Scottish case, the Tumbling Lassie of 1687 does not record the
name of the slave — only that she was a performing gymnast exhausted by her
efforts in a travelling show. The case citation, however, records the name of
her master, Mr Reid (also known as “the Mountebank”) and the benevolent
couple who took the Tumbling Lassie in: Scot of Harden and His Lady.

The Scottish case which followed Somerset, Knight v Wedderburn, does record
the name of the slave, Joseph Knight. We know he had the effrontery to demand
wages from his owner, Mr Wedderburn, and that when freed (as a result of the
court action) he married Annie Thompson, one of Wedderburn’s servants. Apart
from that we know nothing about his life as a free man — we can only hope
perhaps he lived on happily with Annie, with knowledge that by asserting his
rights in court his name would live on in Scots law, having established an
important principle.

This tradition continues: more recently, Gina Miller might find her name now
attached forever to some important principles of British constitutional law
and the use of prerogative powers. Lists, often very long, of such names
feature in the written cases prepared for court actions.

Indeed the Ministry of Justice’s answers to the UNISON appeal were no
exception, and Lord Reed did not waste the opportunity to point this out to
us, I quote:

“The written case on behalf of the Lord Chancellor” he noted, “itself cites
over 60 cases, each of which bears the name of the individual involved, and
each of which is relied on as establishing a legal proposition. The Lord
Chancellor’s own use of these materials refutes the idea that taxpayers
derive no benefit from the cases brought by other people.”

It was a point made with force, although not one which the Ministry of
Justice would dispute in principle. A question arises over the level of fees
to be charged for access to a tribunal or court, and, set at a reasonable
level, these charges can promote access to justice by ensuring a sound



funding base for the court system (as Lord Reed acknowledges elsewhere in his
judgment). But there is no dispute in principle about the importance of
access to the courts.

So, I hope I, and more particularly Lord Reed, have provided you with some
ammunition to respond the next time you hear someone say that the courts
should be avoided completely in favour of the various forms of alternative
dispute resolution; or that the courts should be funded entirely by those who
are determined to use them regardless of cost. Without litigation, the rule
of law is undermined, and without the rule of law, democracy is undermined.

It is also important to establish, when we are considering cases in the
political sphere — such as the cases I have mentioned so far today — that
when a point at issue is a point of law and not a matter of policy, then we
must say so in unequivocal terms.

The cases in recent years on the various devolution settlements in the United
Kingdom reveal a tension between the language used in political discourse, in
the newspapers and in political speeches, and the language used by lawyers in
court. Fortunately, our judges have robustly supported the practice of
lawyers ‘telling it like it is’ when litigating on the statutes which set up
the devolved government in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.

In the Local Government Bylaws (Wales) case the Attorney General referred a
Bill passed by the National Assembly for Wales to the Supreme Court under
section 112 of the Government of Wales Act 2006 (that is, the equivalent
provision to section 33 of the Scotland Act 1998). In giving judgment, Lord
Hope stated some principles of general application which would also guide the
court when dealing with Scotland Act issues.

Incidentally, you may note that the examples given today have tended towards
cases in which the Government was not, ultimately, the successful party. I
make no apology for that selection — if the issue under consideration is how
the courts, applying the rule of law, may hold executive action to account,
then it is no surprise that many of the relevant cases are those in which the
government of the day has indeed been held to account.

Now, as I was saying, in the Wales reference, Lord Hope was kind enough to
explain the approach the court would take if it were the legislative
competence of the Scottish Parliament which was at issue. Firstly, he
explained, the question of legislative competence “..is a question of law
which..the court must decide.” He continued, I quote:

“It is not for the judges to say whether legislation on any particular issue
is better made by the Assembly or by the Parliament of the United Kingdom at
Westminster. How that issue is to be dealt with has already been addressed by
the United Kingdom Parliament. It must be determined according to the
particular rules that section 108 of the 2006 Act and Schedule 7 have laid
down. Those rules, just like any other rules, have to be interpreted. It is
for the court to say what the rules mean and how, in a case such as this,
they must be applied in order to resolve the use whether the measure in
gquestion was within competence.”



Lord Hope continued by explaining that the question of whether a Bill was
within competence must be determined simply by examining the provision by
which the scheme of devolution had been laid out. The task of the United
Kingdom Parliament, he said (quoting Lord Walker in Martin v Most) was “to
define the legislative competence of the Assembly, while itself continuing as
the sovereign legislature of the United Kingdom”. He went on:

“Reference was made in the course of the argument in the present case to the
fact that the 2006 Act was a constitutional enactment. It was, of course, an
Act of great constitutional significance, and its significance has been
enhanced by the coming into operation of Schedule 7. But I do not think that
this description, in itself, can be taken to be a guide to its
interpretation. The rules to which the court must apply in order to give
effect to it are those laid down by the statute, and the statute must be
interpreted like any other statute. But the purpose of the Act has informed
the statutory language, and it is proper to have regard to it if help is
needed as to what the words mean.”

To some of us, in 2012, this confirmed our understanding of the
interpretation of the legislation which constituted the various devolution
settlements. To others, the language of sovereignty, or of the devolution
acts being treated as something less than holy writ, was some sort of
political insensitivity.

Starting with the Inner House in Whaley, to the Supreme Court in Martin v
Most, Cadder, AXA Insurance, Imperial Tobacco, and Miller, judges have
interpreted the Scotland Act candidly, stating the law as they understood it,
not holding back for fear of criticism in the political sphere and on
occasion being subject to personal attack as a result.

In this tradition, Lord Reed stated plainly in AXA General Insurance, with
reference to the Lord President’s remarks in Whaley, that I quote:

“the Scottish Parliament is not a sovereign Parliament in the sense that
Westminster can be described as sovereign: its powers were conferred by an
Act of Parliament, and those powers, being defined, are limited.”

Later, in that same opinion, Lord Reed was obliged, because it was necessary
in the exposition of the law required in that case, to be explicit about the
relationship between the Scottish Parliament and the UK Parliament, and again
I quote:

“As a result of the Scotland Act, there are thus two institutions with the
power to make laws for Scotland: the Scottish Parliament and, as is
recognised in s.28(7), the Parliament of the United Kingdom. The Scottish
Parliament is subordinate to the United Kingdom Parliament: its powers can be
modified, extended or revoked by an Act of the United Kingdom Parliament.
Since its powers are limited it is also subject to the jurisdiction of the
courts.”

That is not the language of politics. It does not defer to popular sentiment,
but deference to popularity is not the function of the courts.



I have quoted extensively from these cases (albeit selectively) because it is
important to stress that by simply telling the law as it is, the judiciary
does practitioners such as ourselves an enormous service. When I stand up in
court, I know that I need not add any political sweetener to my submissions —
I can speak candidly without looking over my shoulder. The lawyers in my
office, in their duty to speak truth to power, know that they can explain the
law in such terms, with the authority of the highest courts behind them.

To conclude, I hope I've given you some food for thought and further
discussion. The importance of an occasion like this lies in the opportunities
to meet and exchange views. Thank you for your attention.

News story: Statement on the Sewel
Convention

Speaking in the House of Commons on the 14th June 2018, Mr Mundell said:

With your permission Mr Speaker, I would like to make a statement
on the operation of the Sewel Convention and its application to the
European Union (Withdrawal) Bill in relation to Scotland. Mr
Speaker, these are serious times and serious issues. I have come to
the House today with respect and ready for constructive debate, and
I hope that is the spirit of all sides.

Lord Sewel set out a commitment in 1998 that there should be a
parliamentary convention to recognise that where the UK Parliament
legislated in a devolved area it would and I quote ‘not normally
legislate without the consent of the Scottish Parliament’.
Throughout the passage of this Bill, the Government has
demonstrated its commitment to the Sewel Convention and the
principles that underpin our constitution. We have followed the
spirit and letter of the devolution settlement at every stage.

The EU (Withdrawal) Bill is about ensuring that the whole of the
United Kingdom has a functioning statute book on Exit Day. It is
about providing legal certainty to businesses and individuals up
and down the country.

From the outset we have been clear that as a result of the UK's
exit we would expect to see a significant increase in the decision-
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making powers of the devolved institutions. We have been clear that
Exit would provide the opportunity to bring powers home from
Brussels, not just to the UK Parliament, but to all of the
legislatures of the United Kingdom.

We must remember that the powers in question were handed to the
European Union through our membership in 1972, long before
devolution existed in Scotland. Exit was neither anticipated nor
provided for within the Scotland Act and the structure of the
devolution settlement.

So it is certainly fair to say — as Mike Russell, the Scottish
Government’s own Brexit Minister has said—‘these are not normal
times’.

Nethertheless, we have sought to respect the devolution settlements
at every turn and recognised the strength of feeling across this
House, as well as within the devolved administrations, that the
original measures set out in the Bill did not meet aspirations. No
one could deny this Government has come a long way from that
original position. Discussions have been conducted at multilateral
level through the JMC(EN) and the JMC(P) chaired by the Prime
Minister, bilaterally between administrations and extensive
official level engagement. And we have made significant changes to
the Bill.

These changes enabled agreement with the Welsh Government and to
gain the approval of the Other Place and this House.

And these changes have seen the original Clause turned on its head.
Now, all decision-making powers returning from the EU that
intersect with devolved competence will pass directly to Cardiff,
Edinburgh and Belfast, unless explicit steps are taken to
temporarily preserve an existing EU framework.

The Inter-Governmental Agreement underpinning the new clause set
out how those steps should be taken — with an emphasis on
collaboration and agreement.

Together, this means we are emphatically delivering on our
commitment to give significant further powers to the Scottish
Parliament.



The clause also provides in certain, limited cases the current
arrangements [Jwe have under the EU will remain until we have
implemented our new UK-wide frameworks. I want to stress that we
have already agreed with the Scottish and Welsh Governments where
this temporary preservation needs to be considered — the
governments are agreed that “freezing” areas is likely to be in
just 24 of the 153 areas of power returning to the UK from the EU.

And to anyone who has sought to present this as seeking to take
powers back from that the Scottish Parliament already has, I repeat
again here that the Bill includes a specific provision that makes
clear explicitly that no decision making powers currently exercised
by the Scottish Parliament can be taken away.

These amendments strike the right balance between ensuring that
Exit results in increased decision making powers for the devolved
legislatures, while continuing to provide certainty about how our
laws will operate and protecting our UK internal market, a market
so vital for Scotland’s businesses.

These amendments do not, and cannot, go as far as the Scottish
Government want, because the Scottish Government want a veto over
arrangements that will apply to the whole of the UK. But as Lord
Wallace, the former deputy First Minister of Scotland set out when
the Bill was being debated in the Other Place this was not part of
the original devolution settlement.

Our approach also helps to ensure the continued integrity of the UK
internal market, which is so vital to the people and businesses in
Scotland. At every stage, the Scottish Government has disregarded
the need to preserve this market and ensure there are no new
barriers to working or doing business in the UK. The UK internal
market is worth nearly four times more to businesses in Scotland
than EU trade, and we must make sure it is preserved as we leave
the EU.

We have reached a point now where, as the Welsh Government have
stated clearly, these arrangements reflect and respect how the
devolution settlements operate.

The devolved legislatures will have a formal role in considering
where existing frameworks need to be temporarily preserved. That is



what we have delivered.

However, Scotland has two democratically elected Parliaments, and
it is only this Parliament, the UK Parliament, that can speak for
the UK as a whole.

It is deeply regrettable that the Scottish Government were unable
to sign up to the compromise solution brokered by officials from
all the administrations working together.

But, Mr Speaker, as we all know, you can only reach agreement in a
negotiation if both sides actually want to reach agreement.

The Scottish Government’s position from the outset was that they

would be content with nothing less than a veto. However, such an

unreasonable position would fundamentally undermine the integrity
of that UK internal market. This would harm business in Scotland

and the rest of the UK.

Despite the numerous attempts to find compromise, and the fact one
was reached with the Welsh Government, the Scottish Government
position has not changed. As a result this Government, which
represents the whole of the UK, could not responsibly accept their
position.

We are now therefore faced with the reality that the Scottish
Parliament has not given consent for this critically important
legislation that provides certainty across the UK.

This is not a situation any of us would have chosen. It is not
however a crisis, nor is it unforeseen. While the devolution
settlements did not predict EU Exit they did explicitly provide
that in, situations of disagreement, the UK Parliament may be
required to legislate without the consent of the devolved
legislature.

In any situation agreement is our aim. And we will continue to seek
legislative consent, take on board views, and to work with the
Scottish Government on future legislation just as we always have



done.

We on this side of the House have compromised. We have made efforts
to reach agreement. We have sought consent. Now we are legislating
in line with the Sewel Convention to ensure the whole of the United
Kingdom leaves the EU with as much legal certainty as possible.
That is what the people and businesses of Scotland need.

Speech: Matt Hancock speaking at the
Future of Work Summit

Part of the job of the Digital Secretary during London Tech Week, and we'’ve
never had a Digital Secretary during a London Tech Week before so this is
very exciting, is to get out there and bang the drum.

And to make sure that we get our message across about the deep and rich
ecosystem that we’ve got and that we’re building here in the UK.

We doubled tech investment in the last year.

We are the biggest destination for tech investment outside of the USA and
China.

As a politician elsewhere elsewhere in Europe might put it, we are en marche.
And this isn’t just about the rhetoric; it’s about the depth of the ecosystem
and its richness.

But the reason I specifically wanted to come to this event is because whilst
the enthusiasm for the potential that tech has is unambiguous and is very
strong, we also must ensure that we harness it for the betterment of society.

And the question of the future of work and the impact of technology on work
is of course a very live one, which is why we’re all here today.

I think that it’s very important that tech companies, big and small, are
addressing this question. Firstly, we think that the exponential nature of
artificial intelligence means that by its nature, by the fact that it learns
for itself, it has the potential to have a bigger impact than almost any
technology yet invented.

As I like to put it, people talk about accelerating change. I like to think
of it the other way round. Which is that we are currently living through the
slowest rate of change that we’re going to experience for the rest of our
lives.
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At the same time, we are living in an era of record levels of employment,
both in the UK and around the world.

The figures out this week showed employment at record levels, both in
absolute and percentage terms.

It showed womens’ employment at a new record high.
And it showed real disposable income at record levels.

So the labour market performance in the UK is very, very strong. And around
the world there are record employment levels in many different countries.

And this is happening at the same time as an understandable concern about the
impact of technology and a sense that people don’t feel this very positive
economic performance for a complicated set of reasons.

So we need to understand it properly, not just with the ‘lump of labour
fallacy’ that the robots are trying to take the existing jobs and therefore
people will have nothing to do.

I think that view is static and wrong and it misses the point of human
ingenuity. That it is people who create jobs and that the technology itself
is creating jobs too.

But it seems to be that the risk is not that we adopt new technologies that
will change jobs.

That is not the risk, because that’s going to happen whether we choose for it
happen or not, because that is the nature of business.

I think the risk comes from not adopting new technologies and from failing to
create jobs of the future.

And that means that we have this difficult balance between the need to
support the disrupters who are creating new technologies, creating the new
jobs and ultimately generating productivity growth.

And at the same time supporting those who are disrupted. Because whilst in
the long term improvements in technology improve productivity, we live our
lives in the short term.

And it’'s no good having a job in the long term if you don’t have one in the
short term.

So we need to make sure that we support those who are disrupted as well as
supporting the disruption itself.

We want to see redeployment not unemployment, by creating the jobs of the
future and making sure people have the skills and capabilities to excel to
accept them and generate them.

And the nature of work of course is also changing as part of this. The



mundane tasks and some of the dangerous tasks are going and this is a good
thing.

Take the mining industry, which has far fewer people underground than they
ever have before around the world. And at the same time capabilities and
human skills like empathy will be more important than ever before.

I'm an optimist for human nature. I think there are things that human beings
can do that machines will never be able to do, like connecting between people
and having creative sparks that make life worth living.

And this greater productivity also has a big potential upside, not only in
terms of prosperity but also in terms of work life balance.

People throughout time have always worried about the impact on employment.

I declare a historic interest because when I was researching this I
discovered that my forebearers were leaders of the Luddites.

And a certain Richard Hancock in the early 19th century led a gang of a
thousand people in Nottinghamshire, who had been employed in the hand weaving
industry. And they went and smashed the Arkwright loom all the way across
Nottinghamshire and he was eventually deported to Australia.

I'm glad to say that the Hancock family has learnt a thing or two over the
following two centuries and now we accept that they should have been on a
digital skills training programme..

But the advantage of this greater prosperity is also an improvement in work-
life balance.

Since then the amount of work that anyone has had to do on average in the UK,
in order to feed themselves or feed their family and live a decent life has
collapsed, in terms of the number of hours. Even over the last couple of
decades this has continued. In 1995, Britons worked on average 39 hours a
week and now it’s 37.5 hours a week.

In my view that is using some of the increase in prosperity of the last few
decades to work a bit less. Because whilst many of us love our jobs and work
incredibly hard and probably work more hours than we absolutely need to, that
is not true for everyone. They might prefer a better work life balance.

And then, of course, there’s the skills piece, which I'm glad is now an
absolute core of the debate about the future of work.

And we need to make sure everyone is able to increase their skills and
capabilities to succeed in the digital age.

People who have never been online before all the way through to the very top
PhDs and that we are attracting the brightest and the best from around the
world.

And we’re making progress on both of those matters as you may have seen in



the news over the last couple of days.

Ultimately I'm optimistic that so long as we get the policy response right
and so long as the tech industry more broadly responds to this challenge in
the right way, then we can make a success of it.

After all, we are attracting the jobs to the UK that are building that
technology driven future.

We are making sure that the UK is at the leading edge of these changes in
order to try to bring that prosperity here.

And we’'re doing everything we can to ensure that prosperity is shared. For
instance, with the new National Living Wage, which has led to the fastest
rise in pay to the lowest paid quarter of the population in history. So
making sure that jobs are available, that people get the skills and that we
can benefit from this technology.

But we cannot be complacent about it and we must make sure we get the
analysis correct so we get the response correct as a society. And make sure
that this great technological revolution that we are all involved in and
living through works for everybody in our country.

That is our goal.

Press release: Fruit retailer fined
after failing to meet marketing
standards

Appearing at Sunderland Magistrates on 11 June, Marc Philip Farnsworth, owner
of M Farnsworth, in Bede Precinct, Jarrow, was found guilty of displaying and
offering for sale fresh fruit below the minimum standards permitted.

The court fined Mr Farnsworth £1,000 and ordered him to pay full
investigation costs of £2,826, prosecution costs of £620, and a £100 Victims
Surcharge — making a total penalty awarded of £4,546.

The case was brought following an investigation by the Rural Payments
Agency’s (RPA) Horticultural Marketing Inspectors (HMI). The inspectors are
responsible for the enforcement of the EU marketing standards for fresh
fruit, vegetables, salad crops, nuts and cultivated mushroom, throughout
England and Wales, wherever fresh produce is grown, imported, exported,
bought or sold. These standards will continue to be enforced after we have
left the European Union.
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Several visits were made to the Jarrow store, during which inspectors found
it was selling apples that were severely bruised— making them unfit for human
consumption. Rotten figs and bruised and rotten peaches were also for sale.

Mark Buckle, regional manager for HMI, said:

On visiting the store our inspectors found apples that were so
badly bruised they should not be eaten — let alone placed for sale.
Repeated attempts were made to engage the store’s owner in
addressing the issues, but he failed to take action and it was
necessary to progress this through the courts.

We will do all we can to ensure unsatisfactory produce is kept off
the market. The fine received here should serve as a warning to
others that if they are not labelling products correctly, or
selling fruit and veg that is of an unacceptable quality then
action will be taken against them.

Press release: UK responds to OPCW
report on chemical attacks in
Ltamenah, Syria

Minister Burt said:

Today the OPCW confirmed that the town of Ltamenah, in northern
Syria was attacked on 24 March 2017 with sarin and on 25 March 2017
with chlorine. This is confirmation of a spate of chemical attacks
in the town in just one week, the OPCW having previously confirmed
that a sarin attack took place on 30 March 2017.

Tragically there is still no international mechanism to attribute
responsibility for these attacks on Ltamenah. Just a few days after
the OPCW confirmation of sarin use on 30 March in Ltamenah, the
OPCW-UN Joint Investigative Mechanism was shut down, putting an end
to their ability to investigate responsibility for such attacks.

Repeated chemical attacks within Syria in such a short space of
time only serve to underline the grave threat to the integrity of
the Chemical Weapons Convention. Close to 90 countries have
recognised that threat, and supported a call for an urgent Special
Session of the Conference of States Parties on 26-27 June. The
international community should come together and strengthen the
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OPCW’s capability to prevent the further use of chemical weapons,
including by attributing responsibility for these heinous crimes.

Further information

e Follow Minister Burt on Twitter @AlistairBurtUK

e Follow the Foreign Office on Twitter @foreignoffice and Facebook

e Follow the Foreign Office on Instagram, YouTube and LinkedIn
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