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European and External Relations Committee 

Human Rights Inquiry 

Christine Bell 

The European and External Relations Committee have called for evidence in relation 
to proposed UK government changes to the Human Rights Act 1998.  I submit this 
response based on  

(a) My academic background and research in relation to human rights and 

devolution  

(b) My role in the Good Friday / Belfast Agreement and my knowledge of the role 
in the peace process of the commitment to the Human Rights Act 

(c) My experience in drafting a Bill of Rights for Northern Ireland (to propose 

additions to the European Convention on Human Rights addressed to the 
‘particular circumstances of Northern Ireland’)  

(d) My engagement with the UK Bill of Rights Committee  

(e) On-going deliberation on the issues through seminars and activities as a 

member of the Edinburgh University Centre for Constitutional Law and the 
Europa Institute and the Global Justice Academy. (See further Annex B, 
About the Author) 

My submission can be read together with a report launched recently as a result of a 

legal expert seminar at the University of Edinburgh (see appendix) submitted by 
Tobias Locke, and I add points additional to that report here rather than repeat it.  I 
further resource references in an appendix to this submission and also information 
about myself. 

Introduction  

1. It is impossible to address the proposed changes in detail as we have very 
little information on what they are.  The proposal for repeal is set out in a 
Conservative Party proposal of October 2014, and mentioned in the Conservative 

Party manifesto on page 60. Not included in the Queen’s speech, work nonetheless 
appears to be underway.  However, the proposals as set out are unclear and 
incoherent, for example, matters are proposed to be addressed which the Human 
Rights Act already provides for.  It is difficult to judge exactly what the consequences 

of repeal and replacement will be without seeing the manner and form in which they 
are proposed.   

Substance General 

2. The thrust of my submission is to raise key devolution issues with the 

proposals.  However, I begin by answering a few of the more general questions 
asked by the call for evidence.   
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3.  In my view while it would be possible to supplement and extend the Human 
Rights Act through a British Bill of Rights.  However, the current proposals and their 
outline content suggests that the government seeks to restrict access to rights, and 

interpret rights more narrowly at present, rather than extend them.  It would be very 
regressive and out of line with international legal commitments of the UK to move 
backwards in the protection of human rights.  In my view the current situation 
sufficiently respects the sovereignty of the UK Parliament and indeed in recent years 

judges have clarified this relationship in a way that already goes to address many of 
the UK Government’s concerns that apparently drive the push for reform (see Grieve 
lecture). 

4. It is therefore my view the case has not been made for why the Human Rights 

is not working, or what the ‘wrong’ is that these proposals are intended to remedy.  
While there is always room for improvement in protection of rights at both the UK-
wide and general level, proposals for ‘improved protection’ should be focused on 
improved protection and not aim to restrict rights.   

5. Given the distinctive role that the Human Rights Act plays in the UK’s 
constitutional framework, and the distinctive relationship it has to sub-national 
political settlements in each of the UK’s proposed parts, no changes should take 
place without the clear consent of all of those governments, on the basis of full 

country-wide consultation, as a political matters.  As I outline below there are also 
legal requirements as to forms of devolved and even international consent.  
However, it is also my view that a serious attempt to produce a Bill of Rights for the 
UK that did seek to provide some sort of ‘indigenous’ concept or rights, would need 

to be done through a wide and deep educational and consultation programme, such 
as took place with the Canadian Charter.  Evidence from other countries suggest 
that the process of achieving a Bill of Rights is crucial to a sense of ownership by the 
people who it affects.   Such a process does not currently appear to be on offer.   

Devolution and the Human Rights Act  

6. The Human Rights Act is Westminster legislation applying throughout the UK, 
if it is repealed in its entirety it will be repealed for the whole of the UK without more. 

7. The Scotland Act, gives powers to the Scottish Parliament, so long as they 

comply with the ECHR (among other things).  This would not change with repeal of 
the Human Rights Act alone, the obligation to comply with the ECHR would remain 
as long as this Scotland Act provision was in place. 

8. However, the Conservative Party proposals indicate not just an intention to 

repeal the Human Rights Act, but an intention to try to renegotiate the relationship 
between the UK and the Council of Europe by:  

Seeking ‘recognition that our approach is a legitimate way of applying the 
Convention’; and that ‘In the event that we are unable to reach that 

agreement, the UK would be left with no alternative but to withdraw from the 
European Convention on Human Rights’  (pg 8).   

 

https://www.conservatives.com/~/media/files/downloadable%20Files/human_rights.pdf


3 
 

9. Withdrawal from the ECHR would affect the entire framework of devolution.  
At present all the devolved Acts require that legislation is compatible with the 
European Convention on Human Rights.  While it would be technically possible to 

keep the ECHR as a framework for devolved government, even if the UK were not a 
member of the Council of Europe and were no longer bound by the ECHR, it would 
be very strange if a treaty that no longer bound the UK was the basis for the 
devolution settlement and legal decisions relating to the scope of devolved powers.  

Moreover, it could lead to chronic uncertainty: withdrawal from the ECHR or even the 
ECtHR’s supervision of rights, would be likely to make it unclear how ‘compliance’ 
with the ECHR was to be evaluated, and whether interpretations by the Strasbourg 
Courts were to be taken into account or not with different bases for interpreting rights 

in different parts of the UK.  For an example of how significant this could be in the 
devolved context, one merely needs to look at the differences between the Scottish 
and Supreme Courts in significant rights cases, based in part on the way in which 
each differently ‘read down’ the ECtHR judgements as they apply the provisions of 

the Convention to criminal law practice in Scotland. 

10. There are further devolved complications with repealing the Human Rights 
Act.  Human rights are partially devolved in Scotland, where the devolved institutions 
have a power to promote rights.  Therefore, any unilateral repeal of the Human 

Rights Act by Westminster would be likely to violate the Sewel Convention, whereby 
the Westminster government will ‘not normally legislate with regard to devolved 
matters in Scotland without the consent of the Scottish Parliament’.  Similar 
understandings apply through memoranda of understandings with each of the 

devolved legislatures in the UK.   

11. Some commentators have argued that the Sewel Convention is not affected 
(see Elliot). This argument suggests that repeal of the Human Rights Act would not 
affect ‘devolved matters’ and therefore is out-with the scope of the Sewel 

Convention.  In my view this is incorrect, and in later blogs Elliot acknowledges the 
limits of his position in response to a counter argument by Jamieson and somewhat 
rolls back from it.  But nonetheless his position is a good articulation of the counter-
argument.   

12. As regards Sewel, the UK Government has stated that ‘The convention 
applies when legislation makes provision specifically for a devolved purpose’.  It is 
clear that the Human Rights Act was in part made – indeed that it was a significant 
purpose of the Act - to ensure that there was a common human rights standard 

across the UK as a whole, and that public bodies in the devolved regions would 
indeed comply with the ECHR and be judicially reviewable when they did not.   In 
fact, the precise devolved purposes in each devolved region were somewhat distinct.  
This is clearest in the case of Northern Ireland, where a clear devolved purpose of 

achieving peace lay behind the legislative intent, and indeed the Northern Ireland Act 
sets up a Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission with specific powers with 
relation to enforcement of the Human Rights Act.  The fact that there was also a 
‘non-devolved’ purpose does not negate that the Act made provision ‘specifically for 

a devolved purpose’.   

13. If we look at arguments that the Sewel Convention does not constrain the UK 
Government, they do not hold up.  Elliot finds two parts to the concept of ‘devolved 
matters’, legislation (a) that a devolved legislature could have enacted or (b) affects 

http://ukconstitutionallaw.org/2015/05/16/hra-watch-reform-repeal-replace-mark-elliott-could-the-devolved-nations-block-repeal-of-the-human-rights-act-and-the-enactment-of-a-new-bill-of-rights/
http://publiclawforeveryone.com/2015/09/28/the-scottish-parliament-the-sewel-convention-and-repeal-of-the-human-rights-act-a-postscript/
http://www.scottishconstitutionalfutures.org/OpinionandAnalysis/ViewBlogPost/tabid/1767/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/5741/Iain-Jamieson-The-Repeal-of-the-Human-Rights-Act-and-the-Sewel-Convention-in-Scoltand.aspx
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/60985/post-devolution-primary-scotland.pdf
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the scope of the legal authority of a devolved legislature or a devolved 
administration.’  He suggests that whether condition (a) or (b) is satisfied is a 
‘question of law’.  Elliot suggests that criterion (a) is not affected because the Human 

Rights Act could not have been passed by the Scottish Parliament.  In fact in the 
event of repeal of the Human Rights Act, the Scottish Parliament could within its 
power enact to restrict its own devolved powers in a manner similar to the Human 
Rights Act, unless and until a different superior human rights law was applied by the 

UK Parliament.  This is not therefore strictly accurate.   

14. However, leaving aside this first condition, the second condition more clearly 
comes into play.  Elliot argues that repeal of the Human Rights Act ‘would not affect 
the extent of the devolved institutions’ competences.’  Here he enters very technical 

terrain.  Those competences he argues (correctly and as noted earlier) are limited by 
the ECHR and not the Human Rights Act.  As he puts it ‘In other words, devolved 
administrations and legislatures are bound by the ECHR independently of the 
Human Rights Act, because the ECHR rights are effectively written into the devolved 

nations’ principal constitutional texts’.  He suggests that ‘the Human Rights act could 
be repealed in a way that would leave unaltered the range of rights that circumscribe 
the devolved institutions’ competences, meaning that it would not trigger Sewel’.  
The argument in my view underestimates the extent to which human rights are 

devolved as well as reserved (see Christopher Himsworth).  So, for example, the Act 
of the Scottish Parliament establishing the Scottish Human Rights Commission, 
which was an Act clearly within the Scottish Parliament’s powers to pass, relies on 
the Human Rights Act. As Jameison points out, in a context of repeat the Scottish 

Parliament’s competences would increase, and so the scope of powers would 
indeed be altered. 

15. Moreover, the proposal is not merely to repeal the Human Rights Act, but to 
replace it with a British Bill of Rights.  The purpose of such a Bill of Rights would be 

very definitely to govern and restrain devolved powers and devolved executive 
action, and this even more clearly requires devolved consent under the Sewel 
Convention/ memoranda of understanding.  Indeed, successive governments have 
opposed legislating on the Bill of Rights in Northern Ireland contemplated by the 

Agreement, because it did not have the support of the political parties in Northern 
Ireland, and cited the need for legislative consent to amend the Human Rights Act. 

16. Of course a final judgement cannot be made until the proposal are seen, and 
proposals also could receive the consent of the Scottish Government.   

17. Even Elliot concedes that any attempt to reduce or excise the influence of the 
ECHR throughout the UK, which would require amendment of the devolution statutes 
themselves would trigger the Sewel Convention.  He also acknowledges that any 
new British Bill of Rights that, for example, required devolved institutions to comply 

with peculiarly British rights that were no found in the ECHR, thereby imposing limits 
upon the devolved institutions that went beyond the obligation to comply with the 
ECHR would also run foul of the Sewel Convention.   

18. To further complicate matters, the Smith Commission proposals and draft 

clauses propose putting the Sewel Convention on a legislative footing, rather than 
merely relying on either a memorandum of understanding between the two 
governments, or the idea that there is a ‘constitutional convention’ that this is the 

http://www.law.ed.ac.uk/includes/remote_people_profile/remote_staff_profile?sq_content_src=%2BdXJsPWh0dHAlM0ElMkYlMkZ3d3cyLmxhdy5lZC5hYy51ayUyRmZpbGVfZG93bmxvYWQlMkZwdWJsaWNhdGlvbnMlMkYyXzE4NV9kZXZvbHZlZGh1bWFucmlnaHRzLnBkZiZhbGw9MQ%3D%3D
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case (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/scotland-in-the-united-kingdom-
an-enduring-settlement). However, the Bill at present sets out a much narrower 
concept of the Convention than that set out in earlier Governmental notes.  It is 

unclear at present what the practical effect will be of the Bill provisions which put 
Sewel on a legislative footing, however changes to the Human Rights Act could be 
an early testing ground depending on the timing of legislation.   

19. The repeal of the Human Rights Act raises even more problems in Northern 

Ireland where peace remains important to all of the UK, including Scotland.  Here a 
similar commitment not to legislate against the wishes of the NI Assembly (a 
complicated 'shared' Unionist and Nationalist Assembly) exists.  As noted above, 
successive UK governments have viewed proposed amendment to the HRA to 

require a legislative consent motion, arguing that their hands are tied on human 
rights legislation such as the enactment of a Bill of Rights promised by the 
Agreement, if the devolved institutions do not agree.  However, In Northern Ireland 
human rights are even further devolved than in Scotland, and the Human Rights Act 

is explicitly mentioned in the Northern Ireland Act 1998, meaning that it would have 
to be immediately amended if the Human Rights Act was repealed, with a number of 
consequential legal amendments in other devolved legislation.   

20. In Northern Ireland, the commitment to the Human Rights Act mechanism was 

also put in detail into the Belfast or Good Friday Agreement which forms the 
constitutional DNA of the Northern Ireland Act 1998.  The Agreement has also been 
found by courts to be in-effect, the ‘constitutional underpinning’ of the Northern 
Ireland Act. Paragraph 2 of the Rights, Safeguards and Equality of Opportunity 

section of this Agreement states:  

“The British Government will complete incorporation into Northern Ireland law of 
the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), with direct access to the 
courts, and remedies for breach of the Convention, including power for the 

courts to overrule Assembly legislation on grounds of inconsistency.”    

At the time it was negotiated the Labour proposals for the Human Rights Act were 
well developed and in train. 

21. The UK government as part of the peace agreement also signed a legally 

binding international treaty with the Republic of Ireland government, where both 
committed to implement the Agreement commitments that required action on each 
government’s part.  The Republic of Ireland as part its implementation of Agreement 
and Treaty, changed its Constitution removing historic claims to jurisdiction over 

Northern Ireland, and incorporated the ECHR into its law, as part of the reciprocal 
agreement to ‘match’ human rights provisions in the UK (in part to assuage Unionist 
concerns).    

22. Repealing the Human Rights Act unilaterally would put the UK in violation of 

the letter of the Good Friday Agreement, and its international treaty obligations to 
Ireland.  This would have international reputational consequences and 
consequences for the reciprocity on which the Treaty depends.  However, it would 
also be understood within Northern Ireland as a violation of both letter and spirit of 

the Belfast / Good Friday Agreement, and potentially a signal that the Government 

http://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/IE%20GB_980410_Northern%20Ireland%20Agreement.pdf
http://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/IE%20GB_980410_Northern%20Ireland%20Agreement.pdf
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were no longer committed to the Agreement and that all its provisions were up for 
grabs.   

23. This Agreement also was subject to a referendum in both Northern Ireland 

and the Republic of Ireland with both parts having to consent for the Agreement to 
be implemented.  The referendum enabled the Agreement to have widespread 
legitimacy, but more notably by taking place in both parts of the island of Ireland 
answered historic Republican claims to be using violence to secure the ‘right to self-

determination’ of the Irish people.  It was also necessary to changing the Irish 
Constitution.  So any unilateral move away from its commitments carries major 
democratic legitimacy and bad faith consequences, with deep and problematic 
historical resonances.  In fact, the UK is normally very scrupulous about not 

unilaterally breaching its treaty commitments, it would therefore have to seek to 
withdraw from the Treaty (and by implication the Agreement), or get the Irish 
government to consent to the revision as in compliance with the treaty (both 
governments previously made an agreement that changes to Irish citizenship 

requirements that impacted on clauses negotiated in the Agreement did not breach 
the treaty).  However, these changes are of a first order, and the Irish government 
has expressed its ‘dismay’ at the proposals.  It is perhaps worth noting here that the 
Irish government has also recently applied to the ECHR to reopen the famous 

Ireland v UK torture case – one of very few interstate cases in the entire system -in 
the light of papers suggesting that the UK failed to disclose material matters when 
the first case was taken, suggesting that it views UK compliance with the Convention 
as very important.     

24. It should also be noted, that while the Human Rights Act is now described 
throughout Conservative documents as ‘Labour’s Human Rights Act’, in fact there 
was an explicit ‘bi-partisan’ approach agreed across the two main parties to support 
the peace process and Agreement in Northern Ireland, which was and remains 

crucial to its success.  That UK government support, rooted in the bi-partisan 
commitment, has up until now carried clearly through successive governments and 
changes in power. Repeal of the Human Rights Act in Northern Ireland would 
constitute a remarkable and unfortunate break with the bi-partisan approach.  

25. There are other, more political, unfortunate consequences.  Incorporation of 
the European Convention on Human Rights was a long-standing Unionist Party 
proposal, and one of the key human rights contributions that had cross-party support 
in Northern Ireland unlike many of the agreement’s provisions which were agreed to 

in a complex set of ‘trades’ between parties.  It has proved very difficult in Northern 
Ireland to get political consensus to modify the rights basis of the ECHR, even 
though the Agreement provided a mechanism to extend rights in Northern Ireland 
beyond it.  So again, the proposal undercuts what is a fairly fragile area of ‘common 

commitment to common values’ between the parties, and may even undermine 
moderate Unionism in holding to its affirmation of the ECHR.  Northern Ireland needs 
consensus on ‘difficult’ issues such as human rights protections to be further built, 
rather than having the slivers of existing consensus fractured.   

26. Recently, Theresa May’s former special advisor wrote that arguments of 
violation of the Belfast Agreement were ill-made.  He suggested that the letter of the 
Belfast Agreement would be met, if the UK were to replace the Human Rights Act 
with their proposed British Bill of Rights because it would provide for the ECHR and 

http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/e1ad7d2e-fa48-11e4-b432-00144feab7de.html#axzz3caHjKQMb
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/e1ad7d2e-fa48-11e4-b432-00144feab7de.html#axzz3caHjKQMb
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/11641247/Scrapping-the-Human-Rights-Act-must-mean-escaping-Strasbourg-too.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/11641247/Scrapping-the-Human-Rights-Act-must-mean-escaping-Strasbourg-too.html
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for judicial enforcement and so continue to comply with the letter of the Good Friday 
Agreement and British Irish Treaty.  However, the proposal for replacement is in fact 
a proposal for a modified ECHR in ways which will restrict the rights.  The suggestion 

that the Agreement’s letter will be observed is also rather undercut by the proposal 
that the UK withdraw from the European Convention.  Any attempt to work with the 
‘letter of the agreement and treaty’ cannot be divorced from its underlying intention: a 
proposal to a more restricted model of rights protection with more limited judicial 

review would not have found favour with the political parties negotiating the 
agreement then, and is unlikely to now.  A commitment to incorporate ‘The ECHR’, is 
very different from a commitment to incorporate ‘The ECHR but not as you or 
anyone else knows it’.   Indeed, as noted, the ECHR was seen as merely the starting 

point in the development of a much more specific and extensive set of human rights 
for Northern Ireland. 

27. So to put it shortly, repeal of the Human Rights Act would require the consent 
of the devolved regions and the Republic of Ireland.  Even if such consent was 

forthcoming, moving away from the Human Rights Act could be considered a breach 
of the Belfast or Good Friday Agreement by the ‘people of the island of Ireland, North 
and South’, who formally ratified the Agreement with its explicit commitment to the 
Human Rights Act mechanism, in a referendum, and could be similarly so seen by all 

those who voted for devolution in Scotland and Wales, who view rights as part of 
their common and devolved constitutional framework.   
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Appendix A Resources  

The proposal for repeal is set out in a Conservative Party proposal of October 2014, 

and mentioned in the Conservative Party manifesto on page 60.  These proposal 
were not included in the Queen’s speech, reportedly due to a threatened back-bench 
rebellion.  However, the Government appears to be moving forward with them, with a 
proposed proposal next Autumn.   

UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH RESOURCES (SOME COLLABORATIVE) 

Bell, Christine, ‘Human Rights Act Repeal and Devolution: Quick Points and Further 
Resources on Scotland and Northern Ireland’ at  

http://www.scottishconstitutionalfutures.org/OpinionandAnalysis/ViewBlogPost/tabid/

1767/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/5597/Christine-Bell-Human-Rights-Act-Repeal-
and-Devolution-Quick-Points-and-Further-Resources-on-Scotland-and-Northern-
Ireland.aspx 

Bell, Christine, Briefing, on Human Rights Act Repeal and Devolution at  

http://www.centreonconstitutionalchange.ac.uk/papers/human-rights-act-repeal-and-
devolution-points-and-further-resources-scotland-and-northern 

Dzehtsiarou, Lock, Johson, de Londras, Green, and Bates, ‘The Legal Implications 
of a Repeal of the Human Rights Act 1998 and Withdrawal from the European 

Convention on Human Rights’ at  

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2605487 

OTHER USEFUL RESOURCES  

Reports 

2010 JUSTICE, ‘Devolution and Human Rights’, at http://justice.org.uk/devolution-
human-rights/ 

2012 O’Cinneide, Colm, ‘Human Rights and the UK Constitution’ (British Academy) 
at http://www.britac.ac.uk/policy/human-rights.cfm 

UK Bill of Rights Commission process and reports (dealing with repeal and 
replacement of HRA) at https://www.justice.gov.uk/about/cbr 

Lectures 

Dominic Grieve, ‘Is the European Convention Working?’ Faculty of Advocates, at 

http://www.advocates.org.uk/media/1859/domgrievelecture.pdf 

Useful Blogs 

See also blogs / positions from: 

https://www.conservatives.com/~/media/files/downloadable%20Files/human_rights.pdf
https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/manifesto2015/ConservativeManifesto2015.pdf
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/david-cameron-faces-tory-backbench-rebellion-over-plans-to-scrap-the-human-rights-act-10248313.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/david-cameron-faces-tory-backbench-rebellion-over-plans-to-scrap-the-human-rights-act-10248313.html
http://www.scottishconstitutionalfutures.org/OpinionandAnalysis/ViewBlogPost/tabid/1767/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/5597/Christine-Bell-Human-Rights-Act-Repeal-and-Devolution-Quick-Points-and-Further-Resources-on-Scotland-and-Northern-Ireland.aspx
http://www.scottishconstitutionalfutures.org/OpinionandAnalysis/ViewBlogPost/tabid/1767/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/5597/Christine-Bell-Human-Rights-Act-Repeal-and-Devolution-Quick-Points-and-Further-Resources-on-Scotland-and-Northern-Ireland.aspx
http://www.scottishconstitutionalfutures.org/OpinionandAnalysis/ViewBlogPost/tabid/1767/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/5597/Christine-Bell-Human-Rights-Act-Repeal-and-Devolution-Quick-Points-and-Further-Resources-on-Scotland-and-Northern-Ireland.aspx
http://www.scottishconstitutionalfutures.org/OpinionandAnalysis/ViewBlogPost/tabid/1767/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/5597/Christine-Bell-Human-Rights-Act-Repeal-and-Devolution-Quick-Points-and-Further-Resources-on-Scotland-and-Northern-Ireland.aspx
http://www.centreonconstitutionalchange.ac.uk/papers/human-rights-act-repeal-and-devolution-points-and-further-resources-scotland-and-northern
http://www.centreonconstitutionalchange.ac.uk/papers/human-rights-act-repeal-and-devolution-points-and-further-resources-scotland-and-northern
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2605487
http://justice.org.uk/devolution-human-rights/
http://justice.org.uk/devolution-human-rights/
http://www.britac.ac.uk/policy/human-rights.cfm
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Committee on the Administration of Justice. Tory Plan to Repeal Human Rights Act 
in NI would constitute flagrant breach of GFA, at http://www.caj.org.uk/contents/1293  

Committee on the Administration of Justice.  Fighting Repeal of the Human Rights 

Act, at http://www.caj.org.uk/contents/1318 

Elliot, Mark. HRA Watch: Reform, Repeal, Replace?  Could the Devolved Nations 
Block Repeal of the Human Rights Act and Enactment of a New Bill of Rights?’ at 
http://ukconstitutionallaw.org/2015/05/16/hra-watch-reform-repeal-replace-mark-

elliott-could-the-devolved-nations-block-repeal-of-the-human-rights-act-and-the-
enactment-of-a-new-bill-of-rights/ 

Jamieson, Ian. The Repeat of the Human Rights Act and the Sewel Convention in 
Scotland, at 

http://www.scottishconstitutionalfutures.org/OpinionandAnalysis/ViewBlogPost/tabid/
1767/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/5741/Iain-Jamieson-The-Repeal-of-the-
Human-Rights-Act-and-the-Sewel-Convention-in-Scoltand.aspx 

Aileen McHarg.  Will Devolution Scupper Conservative Plans for a ‘British’ Bill of 

Rights?, at http://ukhumanrightsblog.com/2014/10/02/will-devolution-scupper-
conservative-plans-for-a-british-bill-of-rights/ 

Colm O’Cinneide.  Human Rights, Devolution and the Constrained Authority of the 
Westminster Parliament, at http://ukconstitutionallaw.org/2013/03/04/colm-ocinneide-

human-rights-devolution-and-the-constrained-authority-of-the-westminster-
parliament/ 

Andrew Ticknell.  Scotland and Human Rights Act Abolition, at 
http://lallandspeatworrier.blogspot.co.uk/ 

A resource put together by the Global Justice Academy, University of Edinburgh 

For further information contact: Christine Bell christine.bell@ed.ac.uk, or Tobias Lock 
tobias.lock@ed.ac.uk. 

For on-going blog activity relating to Human Rights Act in blogs connected to the 

University of Edinburgh (and others), see further Global Justice Academy, 
www.globaljusticeacademy.ed.ac.uk, The Europa Institute’s, European Futures blog, 
Centre on Constitutional Change resources, and Scottish Constitutional Futures 
blog.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.caj.org.uk/contents/1293
http://ukhumanrightsblog.com/2014/10/02/will-devolution-scupper-conservative-plans-for-a-british-bill-of-rights/
http://ukhumanrightsblog.com/2014/10/02/will-devolution-scupper-conservative-plans-for-a-british-bill-of-rights/
http://ukconstitutionallaw.org/2013/03/04/colm-ocinneide-human-rights-devolution-and-the-constrained-authority-of-the-westminster-parliament/
http://ukconstitutionallaw.org/2013/03/04/colm-ocinneide-human-rights-devolution-and-the-constrained-authority-of-the-westminster-parliament/
http://ukconstitutionallaw.org/2013/03/04/colm-ocinneide-human-rights-devolution-and-the-constrained-authority-of-the-westminster-parliament/
http://lallandspeatworrier.blogspot.co.uk/
mailto:christine.bell@ed.ac.uk
mailto:tobias.lock@ed.ac.uk
http://www.globaljusticeacademy.ed.ac.uk/
http://www.europeanfutures.ed.ac.uk/about/european-futures
http://www.centreonconstitutionalchange.ac.uk/
http://www.europeanfutures.ed.ac.uk/about/european-futures
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Christine Bell, Cantab (Law), LLM (Harvard), Fellow of the British Academy 

Christine Bell is Assistant Principal (Global Justice), Co-Director of the Global Justice 

Academy, and Professor of Constitutional Law and member of the Edinburgh Centre 
for Constitutional Law, University of Edinburgh.  She is a founder-member of the 
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