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E&OE TRANSCRIPT

Michelle Ainsworth:

Hi everyone, and welcome to Work With Purpose, a podcast about the Australian public sector and how it
serves the Australian community. My name's Michelle Ainsworth, and I'm a former Editor of Politics at the ABC
and A 2023 Churchill Fellow. My research topic focused on the global decline of trust in democracy, examining
how media organisations are tackling this challenge. With me in the studio is IPAA's National Secretary,
Samantha Palmer, who's also the interim Commonwealth Aviation Consumer Ombudsman. Before we get
started, I'd like to acknowledge the traditional owners and the land on which we are meeting here in Canberra,
the Ngunnawal people, and pay our respects to their elders past, present, and emerging. | acknowledge the
ongoing contribution they make to the life of our city, and | extend that respect to other First Nations families
connected with this region. I'd also like to acknowledge the custodians of all the lands from where you are
listening from. Today we have a very special conversation lined up for you with Sir Geoff Mulgan who we
nabbed while he's visiting Australia. Geoff's had such a varied career. He's a professor of collective intelligence,
public policy, and social innovation at University College London, a former CEO of Nesta and has served as a
strategic advisor to Tony Blair and governments worldwide, including here in Australia. Geoff describes himself
as an academic writer, sometime bureaucrat, CEO, and social entrepreneur who's curious about how the world
works and how to improve it. Sir Geoff Mulgan, welcome to Work with Purpose.

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Thank you for having me.

Michelle Ainsworth:
And Sam, thank you for coming in and joining us.
My pleasure.

Let's start off with a biggie. It really feels like the world is in a really weird place right now, Geoff, where are
we?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Australia's relatively sane, but certainly in Europe it feels like this is a very hard time to govern. You don't know
next week what the tariffs will be, which country's about to be invaded, what sort of social media, crazy
hysteria will be dominating the public's minds. And yet it's also a time when the public wants governments
probably to do more than they did 20 years ago. There's more demands on health or the economy or the
environment, and so there's a weird paradox of intense demands, a sort of crazy environment, which makes it
very hard to think and act long-term. And | think also in many countries they're quite unhappy relationship
between bureaucrats and I've been a bureaucrat most of my life and politicians with both slagging each other
off rather a lot in private and not quite finding the common cause you need to actually solve problems.

Michelle Ainsworth:

And | guess from that, certainly my time in the press gallery over the years, | saw a lot of that polarisation in
the media and in life really expand. And | know we're nowhere near the other side of the world, but we are all
connected now globally through big tech. And so are there lessons that we, are there things that we should be
thinking about to try and prevent? Can we?
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Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Yeah, yeah. Well, | mean the city | live in, according to Elon Musk, the world's richest man who owns X, London
has an absolute crime epidemic is run by Sharia Law. It's about to have a civil war. In fact, the murder rate
Saturn pretty much all time low. Nowhere is run under Sharia law. So there's a kind of fantasy being driven by
some very powerful corporate interests. And at the same time actually Russia and China are doing very
aggressive cognitive warfare to confuse people, to distract, to create chaos and polarisation in the
democracies. | think we haven't really reacted enough, | think we don't have strong enough laws, institutions,
counter forces to stop this kind of craziness being, in a sense, destroying our abilities as society to think clearly.

Michelle Ainsworth:

You say you're curious about how the world works and how to improve it. Have public institutions around the
world lost the art of curiosity, and with that, the drive to innovate in how they deliver services to the
community,

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

| think innovation is always difficult for governments and strangely it's become less well organised in the last
10 or 20 years, probably since the financial crisis. So it's very weird. If you look at business, a company like
Amazon this year will spend probably well over a hundred billion Australian dollars on innovation and r and d.
Now that is vastly more than almost any government in the world and in governments, the idea that you need
to as Amazon does really systematically develop new services, new ideas, test them out rigorously and then
scale them rapidly. That happens still in an almost amateurish way in most of the public sectors across the
world. They do not approach schooling or crime or courts or health or even democracy in anything like that
way. And | think that's a problem. | think that's creating a widening gulf between extraordinary technological
dynamism and innovation. 1.5 trillion was spent on Al last year globally, and governments, which often seem
too rigid, too slow to adapt, too stuck in old methods, which maybe did work 20, 40, 50 years ago, but don't
work so well today. So | think we have a deep structural problem, which | would characterise as great fluidity
in the external environment and speed of change and often rigidity within governments.

Michelle Ainsworth:

It kind of feels like for a lot of systems within government, it's set and forget the school hours are still the same
school hours that when | went to school many, many years ago, nothing's changed in some of the, even
though we know that there's evidence that kids perform better later in the day, and so we don't seem to sort
of have those big conversations.

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Yeah, | mean one interesting counter example on school hours is the city of Barcelona, which started looking at
time management across the city. Are there new ways of organising time, like school opening hours or when
people go to work to improve people's wellbeing, make it easier to combine being a parent and having a job.
And so they've shifted around the time organisation of the city in quite intelligent ways, but as you say, in

most countries didn't even occur to anyone to ask that question. And this mountain of evidence showing that
teenagers think better later in the day that it's not great to get them out of bed at seven or six-thirty in the
morning has just been ignored by most education systems, which is kind of weird.

Michelle Ainsworth:

| had hope that COVID might have changed some thinking on that. But now we went back to our set ways and
we'll talk more about innovation later. But first if we can zoom out a little, you've got deep experience in
Australian government systems both as an ANZSOG fellow and as an advisor to governments over the years. Is
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there something distinctively unique about the Australian public service that stands out from other parts of
the world?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Well, | think more and more you stand out for relative stability actually, that your economy has been growing
for as long as anyone can remember. You haven't had anything like the political turbulence of the US but also
many other countries. And your public service at state and commonwealth level therefore has been able to get
on with the job reasonably well resourced. Everyone thinks they haven't got enough money, reasonably able
to look at problems to develop policies, to implement them over time and in a way that probably didn't look so
special 10 or 20 years ago. But it does look rather enviable if you're coming from a country like the UK where
our public service has been in really 15 years of trauma with austerity and Brexit, political turbulence and so
on. What | think Australia could be doing and should be doing is actually using that extraordinary, and | say
relatively rare solidity, strength and clear values, which you are not a corrupt public service like again, many
others I'm afraid around the world are. You should be using that for really pushing the frontiers of what should
government be in the late 2020s. And that's what | think you could be doing a bit more of that to help the rest
of the world, to give models for us to copy and learn from. You've got all the underlying conditions to do that
really well and really systematically, but perhaps, perhaps precisely because things are relatively stable, there
isn't the drive, the hunger to really experiment and push the boundaries.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Sam, turning to you, Australia is a very different country than it was 125 years ago when the Commonwealth
Public Service was first established. What does trust and integrity look like now in a modern public service?

Samantha Palmer:

It's a great question and it's something that the Australian Public Service Commission has been working on
through measuring trust, remembering all the reforms and the expert advice that has been received over a
number of occasions. That advice that the APSC has published indicates that Australians are very trusting of
their public service. And when we say what does that look like? That's more than 62% of people saying that
they have trust. And in terms of specific service delivery, it gets up into the seventies. So particularly where
people are engaging with a public service and can see and hear and have that experience of that at a personal
level, they're more likely to have that level of trust. But there's a large part of the public service, of course
that's a bit like oxygen. We expect it to be there, but it's invisible. And when it operates well, you don't notice
it.

When it doesn't operate well or it turns toxic, then we know very quickly that we're in a lot of strife. And so it's
interesting to look at the people who are least satisfied in terms of the current public service and why they're
least satisfied. And those are older people. So our younger people, younger cohorts who are using digital
services are likely to be more satisfied, older, less, and those who can't find ways to provide feedback or to
understand the reasons why certain decisions are being made, not having them effectively explained, they're
the people who the survey and the research says are least satisfied. So the public service is quite different
now, | think, than in the past in terms of meeting those consumer or citizen expectations, wanting to be
involved, wanting to understand, needing to have the why. And that's a very important part of why the work
that many services, not just the commonwealth but state and territories have been doing on co-design and
putting the policy and programme designers in the shoes of the users and engaging better, produces better
outcomes and produces high levels of trust.

Michelle Ainsworth:
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Geoff, trust in government is declining in Australia or being not as rapidly as in other parts of the world. In an
Australian context, how much of this would you say is a trust problem versus a performance problem, or are
they now so intertwined that they can't be separated?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

I think they are intertwined, and I've several times tried to do studies on trust in government in Europe and
North America, they're very uneven patterns. Some countries have relatively stable high levels of trust, others
very low. And if you try and look at what's causing it exactly as you said, there's an element of competence.
You've got to do your job well, otherwise you're going to lose trust. But there are also quite a lot of other
factors, moral purpose being seen to actually have integrity matters a lot. And often when an organisation
loses trust, it has to both rebuild its competence and its perceived moral purpose. | think the relational aspect
is really important. People want to feel often that they have a say in decisions. And in Europe, governments
which have a high level of people feeling they have a say in how decisions are made, have much higher trust
than those where they don't.

And as you said, this everyday interaction, so with teachers and health and so on, those services tend to be
more trusted. Local government tends to be more trusted to the national government and so on. And so |
think all over the world, governments in a sense having to rethink how they have a much more conversational
relationship with the public. So it's not just about announcements and press conferences, it is something much
more human in a sense is vital to rebuilding trust and when things go wrong and they often will go wrong. It's
how you handle the crisis, how you are seen to apologise, to take responsibility and then to act is key to
rebuilding trust. And again and again, we've seen public institutions get that wrong. They try and cover it up,
they try and deny it, they try and blame someone else, and it's quite hard then to build your way back up even
if you're relatively competent. | think it was thought perhaps 20 years ago by some people, they've only, you
have achieved your targets and had performance management and delivery, you'd be trusted. And that's again
and again turned out to be slightly wrong.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Your thoughts on this, Sam?

Samantha Palmer:

| completely agree with you, Geoff. In fact, when | think about my history as a state public servant, one of the
premiers of my time when | was junior in my career was very good at putting his hand up repeatedly to say,
we've stuffed up. That wasn't good enough. We apologise wholeheartedly. Here's what action I'm taking to
make sure it doesn't happen again. And internally thinking about that as the aaa, acknowledge, apologise,
action, and using that to great effect very quickly takes away the story. It takes away the dissatisfaction that
people have when they think that someone, as you say, is trying to cover up. And that's the part of the step
that's frightening for a lot of people because it is natural to perhaps want to hide when something goes wrong
and to find a reason. And sometimes it's just that you didn't think that scenario through or you didn't perceive
that that risk may come to effect. And it's okay to say that it's okay to say we didn't think about that happening
and we could have done it better and we're sorry we didn't do it better and we're going to do it better next
time. So being human in that moment and being real and everybody hates the pretend apology, I'm sorry you
took offence at such and such ...

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

"If you took offence..."

Samantha Palmer:
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That is so disappointing and it's so unnecessary and people see it a mile coming and it just destroys your trust
straight away.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Geoff, you've written specifically about Robodebt as an example of when public institutions lose sight of basic
ethical principles. The 2023 Royal Commission found that it was a costly failure of public administration in both
human and economic terms. The response to Robodebt seemed to have focused more on improving legal
oversight and then compare that to the Netherlands, which had its own public service failure where thousands
of parents were accused of childcare subsidy fraud based on ethnic profiling. The Netherlands framed it as a
systemic failure, which led to substantial structural reform of the public service. What does this say about how
Australia handles big ethical failures and is there something we could learn from how others have responded?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

So there've been quite a lot of big digital IT failures in the UK. Probably the biggest one was | think called the
Horizon post office scandal, which led a thousand post office managers were wrongly accused of fraud. You've
had Robodebt, so you say there've been quite a few in countries like the Netherlands. And | think there are
lots of lessons to learn from those because we are going through the next 10 years, there will be massive
investment in Al in public services, and it's important we don't repeat the same mistakes. Now that's partly |
think a matter of expertise. When our Horizon post office was being commissioned, | was literally the only
person in 10 Downing Street from the cabinet office with a background in tech. I'd done a PhD and | advised to
close it down, but | was overridden by people who were easily manipulated by the vendors, including Peter
Mandelson rather famous at the moment.

And so | think it's vital in this era that at the highest levels of public service, you need a critical mass of people
who've just got to feel for how software works, what can go wrong, what's plausible, what's not. So they can't
be manipulated by, in our case it's Palantir is the most recent example of selling and extraordinarily costly and
quite a dangerous system. | think the second thing goes back to what you were saying earlier is actually test
these things out with users don't have an enormous blueprint and enormous project, which then lands on the
public service. Iterative testing with the public, with the managers or staff will be using it is always vital to get
rid of the bugs. And that didn't happen properly in any of these examples. There was proprietary, it was
secretive, it was imposed in sort of big bang implementations, which then unravelled very quickly.

And then as you say, there has to be an ethical dimension to this. Our data and what's done with our data is a
deeply ethical question. If you are going to have algorithms which are using risk profiling as happened in the
several Dutch examples, that needs to be transparent. Otherwise you will get all sorts of racial and other
biases embedded in how your public service works. And at some point that will become visible and will again
destroy trust. So having an ethical lens and a technology competence lens built into procurement,
commissioning and then staged implementation, which has learning built in, these are the minimum things we
need to do to ensure we don't have floods of Al scandals in the next five or 10 years. Unfortunately, most of
what I've described isn't being done. So if | had to make one prediction, it's that there will be lots and lots of
Al-ish scandals in pretty much every country across the world in the next 10 years, and the smart governments
will get ahead of that.

Michelle Ainsworth:

When we caught up in London last year, we were talking about how the public needs to see institutions stand
up for them. And you mentioned there were three things that were essential when dealing with the fallout of
a big institutional failure like Robodebt. It was that you had to, and Sam mentioned it had to apologise, return
to what your social contract or mission was and develop a new way of engaging with the public. Looking at the
Australian public service, do you think they've done enough to rebuild trust with the community it serves?
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Sir Geoff Mulgan:

| don't really feel qualified to answer that, and there are probably lots of different answers in different
agencies and different state governments and commonwealth. | would just reiterate, as Sam said, there does
often need to be though this conversational approach with government. Sometimes that means politicians
using social media every day to be telling a story of what they're doing, what's happening, what isn't, and
probably also more public servants being willing to be more visible, which is sometimes a tricky topic. But |
suspect in an era where more and more have to be willing to be a face of the state and not just to hide behind
a bureaucratic role. But | also think, and we did talk about this once before, and one of my main areas of work
is the design of new public institutions because | think in many fields we need actually a very different kind of
public institution to solve problems and provide services. And most of our public institutions look pretty much
the same way they did 20, 40 or even a hundred years ago.

Michelle Ainsworth:

If you were designing a new Australian institution from scratch, what would it be and what do you think is
missing from our current institutional landscape in Australia?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

So at the moment, I'm working with a little team around the world. We're based in Brazil and India and the US
and Europe working with various governments and foundations on exactly that question and our premises that
the last 20 years have seen extraordinary innovation in organisational forms. Companies like Google, Alphabet,
TikTok, platforms like Airbnb and Uber, but also in civil society, things like Wikipedia or citizen science. By
comparison, the public sector still has its very traditional pyramid like organigrams agencies set up by law,
which could have been set up in 1970 or 1950. And that's a problem because there's a whole series of tasks at
almost every level which are missing appropriate institutions. So an obvious example is regulation of Al, which
pretty much every country is struggling to work out how to do that. A few have started creating regulators,
Spain has, China has, and that needs a very careful design.

How does that work with such a fast changing technology? A very different example is mental health, which is
live in this country. Most countries have very strong institutions around physical health hospitals and so on,
and very weak ones around population mental health. Now that's going to be a very different kind of
institution to a regulator or a funder. And what we've been trying to do in the last few years is publish
methods, case studies, ideas of how to do that. And one which I've been working on this week came out of a
gathering we had last month at Harvard on cities, what are the new institutions at a city level, which we need
in the next five or 10 years? And we had cities from around the world gathered and one topic was
emergencies. So more and more cities are facing a constant flow of emergencies, floods, heat, fire, but also
terror attacks and so on.

And the ways of responding to an emergency are different from 20 years ago. Lots of new intelligence tools for
data, satellite observation analysis, ai, but also new ways of thinking about social capital. What makes a city
resilient so people can pull together very fast when something shocking happens. So there's no shortage, |
think of gaps. What's strange is all over the world, the public sector slightly lost the ambition, the capability,
the confidence to design new institutions. It was very different in other periods. So in Europe, the 1940s for
example, was a period incredible institutional innovation, although were ones like in my country, the NHS or
the BBC and America, things like DARPA. And that disappeared in the eighties, nineties and two thousands.
Perhaps an assumption business was better at doing things than government. But | think given the challenges
facing governments all over the world, they need to recognise it's not enough just to reform existing
institutions. Sometimes you need ones with a new ethos, new methods, new people to do the job well.

Michelle Ainsworth:
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Well there you go, Sam. There's a challenge for you.

Samantha Palmer:

Indeed. And | think this is the great thing about having a professional body for public servants, public
administrators and all those who contribute from academics and charitable institutions and the community
organisations that actually contribute to deliver public administration. These things are not just done by public
servants alone and bodies like IPAAs in the state and territory in the divisions, but also nationally thinking very
broadly about the craft of being effective public administrators. What does that require? What does that mean
for us in terms of ethical framewaorks, in terms of professionalism frameworks? How can we add to the work
that's done by those who are in charge of the quality and capability of services agencies, like public service
commissions that exist right across different jurisdictions, but how can we add to that on top of that
professional capability in the role of ipa? And so encouraging people to think not only about what the
professional technical advice that you're getting in your jurisdiction, but what other advice and support is
available through your professional bodies and through academic institutions and through think tanks,
thinking more broadly about your own practise in that way.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Geoff, with one of your many hats on at University College London, you're looking at intelligence, Al and
algorithmic governance. All governments are grappling with how to best apply algorithmic decision making.
Who do you think is doing it well in this space and what framework should the APS be looking at as it builds its
capacity in this space? Because as you said, there's so much going on and everyone's realising that regulations
have not caught up at all with the technology advancements we've been seeing over the years.

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

So as you say, | teach a course on Al in government to people from governments around the world, which | try
and make as boring as possible because the problem with Al is people think of it as something magic. You sort
of spray it on. And so we go through in detail how Al is being used in criminal justice, in health, in tax
collection, in welfare, in policy design and evidence. And there's lots and lots of different ways. Al has been
used for decades, and so quite a lot has been learned. It's quite boring. It's a set of tools, it's got strengths and
it's got weaknesses. And | think for most governments are still, especially ministers in the magic phase, they
think they have to spray Al and everything and they incentivize public servants just to prove they've deployed
it fast, which is not a smart way of doing anything.

So | think we definitely need much more skilling. Obviously many more courses which look in detail at the pros
and cons and ideally aren't provided by the vendors. Most of the courses governments are doing are provided
by sellers, which is insane. I'm not sure if there are any other field where we'd allow that to happen. We need
evidence orchestration, almost no country on the planet as far as | can tell. And | did another search last
month. Has anybody whose job it is to look at all the Al deployments and ask, is it working? Is it cost effective?
Is it delivering ROI? All those sort of questions, which are pretty basic. Some have lists, some have frameworks.
But as far as | can tell, not a single ministry of finance or treasury anywhere in the world has really created a
proper learning system around Al, which again guarantees there'll be some successes, but lots and lots of
failures and lots and lots of wasted money.

And then the procurement and commissioning task is quite a specialised one. And the institutional
architectural lab, which is this team | helped set up a couple of years ago, we about a year ago, published a
whole set of proposals on the commissioning of ai, which came out of work with Singapore, Estonia, Finland,
India, and others, but really emphasised that actually procurement is still a relatively low status activity in
most governments is 12% of GDP across the OECD, quite a large part of that is going to be ai. So we can't
afford to do this in an amateurish way and we can't afford to it be captured by the vendors who are doing
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great things, Open Al, Google Meta, and I'm admiring of lots of what they do, but they can't be in charge of the
purchasing and the training because that will guarantee we the public sector get bad value for money.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Sam, one of the things that our senior public servants | know fear is that the workforce in Australia has
become very risk adverse when it comes to ai, especially post Robodebt. How do you overcome that? Is it, as
Geoff was talking about training?

Samantha Palmer:

There's lots of things and in fact mindset is the first part. And you can see in the commonwealth there's been a
lot of emphasis on behaviours and mindset. How are people thinking? Because doing nothing can be far more
risky than doing something. And that's where we can get caught, right? The challenge in the public service for
many people is they have too much to do and prioritising and engaging and learning a new skill and identifying
how to practically and appropriately adopt a new technology into the system requires a lot of effort. And so
it's great to see a number of departments and systems issuing very clear guidance to support entities,
individuals, leaders and managers on how to do this, sharing their experience, sharing their learning, being
very open about when things don't deliver as they expected, learning about the promises that don't actually
deliver the outcomes, which is something that we've all seen in many examples.

But having that learning mindset and having that approach to sharing is really helpful in this space. And it's just
great to see it in preparation for this conversation, having a look at how many departments, how many
jurisdictions have clear guidance and how they've provided that in a way that makes it engaging and isn't just a
boring list of things to do, which we love. Our little templates when we're public servants is nothing better
than a tick list. But actually thinking about how to engage us as humans with that curiosity about how to use
this technology ethically, appropriately, productively, efficiently is also really clear to see.

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Maybe could just throw in two examples of that. So | used to run a fund for the British government on
commissioning Al to help teachers, and this was very practical and we would open it up to tech people,
startups and so on to show how an Al tool could help them with doing assessments or classroom planning, all
those sort of very everyday tasks. Those would then be implemented, experimented and evaluated, and the
good ones. Then you try and scale up. | mean, that's the very obvious way you should be using ai. You
experiment, you test, you try, you improve and then you absorb. But that's still not being done very
systematically in any part of government. And the same is true of the tools for policy makers. So | used to run
the strategy team in the British government. We had a couple hundred people at times doing strategy.

| now with undergraduates, and | also do this with civil servants, can get them to take a topic and use multiple
large language models. First of all to design a possible strategy to synthesise the evidence, to develop
mathematical models of its implementation, then to critique all of them using other Al tools, having a red
team Al tool. And within four or five hours they can do what used to take us two or three months. And this is
completely game changing. This should be part of the toolkit of any policymaker. They're full of flaws, what the
LLMs produce, and we get the teams to spot the factual incorrect, what's factually incorrect where there's
biases and so on. But if you have a constant loop between the Al tools and the humans and you discuss it in
teams, you can just work far faster and more efficiently than when | was last in the UK government in a full-
time role.

Michelle Ainsworth:

You mentioned efficiency and that's, we often hear about the efficiency dividend where governments will
impose cuts to the public service and could be seeing that again soon. But so you are talking about
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productivity with policy makers doesn't necessarily mean that you need to lose stuff. You could put policy
makers in different areas and use them in different areas, but you're getting things done more quickly. It
doesn't necessarily mean that because Al can do the job or part of the job for you that we need to lose stuff.
We could actually use that to harness different sort of innovation.

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Absolutely. And the work with teachers | mentioned, wasn't designed to replace teachers. It was to help them
do their job better. So it was a compliment, a tool, and most public servants feel they don't have enough time
to do anything. So if being freed up perhaps to spend more time going out, talking to people, seeing things in
the real world should be a bonus of ai. | don't really see Al in the policy world cutting the, but | do see it
enabling a different mix of tasks, a different way of organising the diary.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Geoff, you argue for a constitutional right to truth. I love this, the right not to be lied to by powerful
institutions. It's quite radical sort of thought really when you think about it and it is being tested in the UK this
year. If Australia were to embed this in our constitutional framework or through legislation, what would that
look like in practise?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Well, it's not being implemented in the UK. | wish it was. | think we're in an era when all of us suffer from far
more lies and misinformation, sometimes inadvertent, but often deliberate, and that we need a stronger legal
foundation, which makes it difficult or problematic to knowingly spread lies. And | think the courts can do this
quite well. The fact that in the us, the Fox Dominion case over the last, the 2020 presidential election, when
Fox News had claimed Dominion's voting machines were flawed and that had caused Trump to lose an
election, he should have won. It turned out that was a conscious lie by them and they had to pay a $800
million fine for lying, and that came through the courts. In other fields, it's quite normal to have rights to truth
in the finance world. It is illegal to doctor your accounts or to have an investment prospectus which you have
fictional material in.

You go to prison if you do that. | think the idea that what's good enough for capitalism should also be good
enough for democracy should be a bit obvious. What is happening legally in the UK is in Wales, its parliament
this month is considering a law which would make it illegal for politicians to lie knowingly, to lie in parliament
or elsewhere. It may not get through, but it's trying to, in a sense, rebuild trust by saying, if we are your
servants, you should at least have a right not to be lied to by us, the elected politicians. And | would love to see
such a law become general. It shouldn't apply to individuals. | should be able to say whatever | want. But if you
are an organisation, a media organisation, a government agency, a big company, it should not be freedom of
speech should not be the freedom to lie. And George Orwell, who I'm a great fan of, is sometimes
misunderstood on this. He was a great champion of protecting the small person against big brother. But he
said, freedom of speech is not the freedom to say two plus two equals five. It's the freedom to say two plus
two equals four. And that is so important when we have very powerful bodies now who demand the freedom
to lie on an industrial scale. With Elon Musk, obviously a leading figure, but not alone.

Michelle Ainsworth:

And politicians. In your work on institutional architecture, what would a resistant public institution look like?
Not just rules against lying, but design features that make institutional dishonesty structurally difficult?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:
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Well, | think we've made some progress in the last hundred 50 years, and in a way it's about how we think of
what intelligence is in government. So back in the 19th century, intelligence in government meant spies meant
highly secret knowledge, which you hoarded. There was a thing called the evidence bureau in Austria, for
example, and that meant entirely how did you know what your enemies were planning to do or perhaps of
your own citizens were about to revolt. Nowadays, | think we think of intelligence or we should think of
intelligence as something which is open, which is shared. And in the last 20 years, lots of governments have
opened up data. Millions of data sets have been opened up in machine readable form, including here. It means
being open about how you are spending money, transparency on budgets. It means being open about the
evidence you are using to make decisions.

Again, publishing that transparently. And | think increasingly we've learned, | hope that the more you share
intelligence, you give people knowledge about health or knowledge about education and knowledge about the
economy, they can make better choices as families, as individuals, as businesses. And in a sense that's what we
need to design into the next generation of public institutions where that, | call it generative shared intelligence
is right at the core of what they do. And that's as true for a neighbourhood body thinking about a new play
area as it is at a global level for the next generation of global institutions, which might govern outer space or
the oceans or cybersecurity. And that should be the default, that intelligence is open, transparent, and shared
and in a way that is absolutely aligned with the right to truth, the right to the public, to have access to the
most reliable, the best possible knowledge to help them make decisions in their lives.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Sam, do you want to comment on that?

Samantha Palmer:

| do actually, having worked at the Australian Bureau of Statistics, and so if you think about some of the
debates occurring in different democratic systems around the world, a lot of them coming down to the
importance of institutions that actually do produce reliable data upon which decisions can be made, informed
decisions can be made, and how important it is for anyone in a public government system that's working in
one of those entities to understand the criticality of their role. When you think about what decisions Australia
has made in respect of increasing the transparency of the reserve bank's decision making, now you can read
more information about why the bank's boards have made certain decisions about interest rates in the past,
we didn't have that information. And so the increasing trend towards creating access so that people can be
informed, but also that transparency as the flip side or an important builder of trust.

And that's why when you do make mistakes or when things go wrong or when your methodology is no longer
fit for purpose because you can't, for instance, get enough people to complete a survey in the same way that
they used to because they don't answer phones or they don't live at home and answer the door. And all sorts
of processes in those types of institutions about how data is collected also needs to reflect the times. And we
also need to be honest and upfront about how those methodologies change and the impact of those
methodologies changing because it will change sometimes the data when you shift. So that's a lot of technical
mumbo jumbo for people, but it's an inherent part of our system that we do have institutions that produce
reliable, impartial, independent information upon which governments, businesses, and citizens can rely, and
that those people in those institutions have the capability, they have the right authorising environment and
they have the democratic legitimacy. If you think about Mark Moore's strategic triangle to be able to do that
work and to be supported in that work, even when the outputs they produce may not be popular.

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

| totally agree with that. And | think this is becoming more and more a divide globally between the healthy
democracies, which | think are pointers to a more advanced civilization where there is shared intelligence and
you have reliable statistics, independent bodies which can provide it, and the country's moving the other
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direction, whether it's Donald Trump's sacking, the head of the Bureau of Labour statistics because he didn't
like the numbers which were coming out or indeed China, where you cannot believe half the statistics in China
because they are unreliable. And I've actually worked in the central government in China, which can't believe
what comes from the provinces and cities because they're incentivized around GDP growth and other things.
And it just means that all the numbers are suspect, and that means China will be a less well run society than it
could be if it had independent organisations with solid statistics.

Samantha Palmer:

And the flip side too is the evaluation and improvement and accountability agencies like the ANAO and the
Ombudsman, and of course you see all those institutions in jurisdictions at different levels. They have an
important role on the other end to be holding, to be reviewing practise and holding people to account and to
be suggesting improvements so that we can actually be making better decisions and be a better quality
service. So all of that institutional quality and being open, you might not like the things that are found by the
auditors sometimes you might disagree with them, but being open to them and understanding and engaging
with that rather than trying to be less transparent is part of making high quality public service and having a
high quality community and country.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Geoff, you've got another book coming out, you don't seem to stop, do you? And one is where you're sharing
lessons of innovation. What are the big innovation challenges looming for government and public policy?
We've talked about Al, that must be one of the biggest ones, but are there other ones that you can sort of
point to?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

There are so many. So the book just tries to draw on several decades of experiments around the world, some
of which I've been involved in, some of which I've just observed, where there've been labs set up in national
governments or cities, new ways of using money to fund innovation, new ways of trying to do whole of
government programmes around things like net zero or ai. And there's a lot of quite detailed, | think craft
knowledge about how to do this well and how to do it badly, which I've just tried to put in one place. It's quite
boring, but it's very much about the practicalities of what do you do if you're a public servant? And
unfortunately, there's no shortage of tasks which | think need very big innovation. I'll just mention one of them
because I've got another thing coming out next week on this from the Inter-American Development Bank,
which is demography.

Now it's probably less of a problem here, but in many parts of the world, the birth rate has collapsed in the last
20 years. It's way below replacement levels. Korea is probably the most striking example where it's now at a
third of replacement level. Japan is not too dissimilar. Italy not too dissimilar, but what's really striking in Latin
America is cities like Rio de Janeiro and Bogota, they also have a birth rate about one which is half - it has to be
2.1 for a population to stay stable. And that means there will be huge stresses on government, on fiscal
sustainability because there won't be enough people to pay taxes to pay for the pensions of old people or to
pay for their care. So this is really quite an existential threat. It is also in China where the birth rate has also
collapsed. And what's fascinating and troubling is that nowhere in the world knows what to do.

China has been throwing incredible financial incentives at people to have children, which they're not taking
any notice of. It's sent municipalities to knock on people's door and say, why aren't you having kids yet? Last
week France announced it was going to send a letter to every 29-year-old also saying, why haven't you had
children yet that will probably have literally no effect whatsoever. And so we have an existential crisis with all
sorts of challenges for our society, our government, our fiscal sustainability and social conflict, and a dearth of
good ideas of what to do about it. So that's to my mind, a massive innovation challenge. What could
governments be doing to test out? There could be financial incentives, new ways of encouraging relationships,
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helping with childcare, parental leave. There's lots of things you could be doing, but it needs to be done fast
systematically with the gathering of the data and the evidence or else many countries are going to face really,
really severe crises in the quite near future.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Reminds me of Peter Costello's "Have one for the country." Finally, can | just ask you, how can innovation
strengthen trust in governments and public institutions?

Sir Geoff Mulgan:

Well, | think the public now expect any organisation to be trying things out, to be experimenting, to be using
science and say they look at most of the big businesses which they use every day. And a matter of course, they
are spending 10, 20, 30% of turnover on innovation. And in a way that's how they keep up the confidence of
their users and consumers. Almost no government spends anything like 1% on innovation. So they're often
seen therefore as sluggish, slow, moving behind the times, unable to keep up with the pace of change. And
that's one of the things which | think undermines trust. | think this also affects democracy. So one of the weird
things about democracy, and I'm doing quite a bit on democracy with colleagues here in Australia, is that most
of the forms of democracy were set in the 19th or even the 18th centuries.

You send a group of people to a parliament in the capital city, they sit in a chamber. There's an election every
three, four or five years. They passed laws, which was great in 1890. But it's weird that when the ways in which
we do shopping or tourism or relationships are so completely transformed by digital technologies that they
still haven't really permeated the forms of democracy. And to my mind, the big challenge of reinventing
democracy is how can a democracy make the most of the collective intelligence of a whole society? The ideas,
the insights, the brain power, millions of people. So you don't just rely on the people who happen to be sitting
in parliament, however wonderful they are. That's the possibility of our era is to really reimagine democracy in
a way which aligns with all the other things we've been talking about here, about using data and knowledge
and inside of all kinds, as a matter of course. But of course, the people who are the incumbents in democracy,
maybe the last people who realise just how much they've fallen behind and how that is one of the factors
which is driving distrust. Because if you are an 18-year-old and you look at certainly the British Parliament, you
see a weird institution which looks like it should have been closed a hundred years ago. You look at the House
of Lords, which probably should have been closed 200 years ago, and that's not a good way to build trust.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Geoff and Sam, thank you so much. | feel like we could just keep talking forever, but | know you're both very
busy and need to go back to other things today. But thank you so much for your time. | really appreciate it.
Samantha Palmer:

Thank you. Thank you.

Michelle Ainsworth:

Work with Purpose is produced in collaboration between Content Group and the Institute of Public
Administration Australia, ACT. You can tune into past episodes via Spotify, apple Podcast or wherever you get
your podcasts from. Follow Content Group and IPAA ACT on LinkedIn to stay up to date on Work with purpose.
My name is Michelle Ainsworth. Thanks so much for listening.
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