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Scottish Parliament

Wednesday 6 October 1999

(Afternoon)

[THE PRESIDING OFFICER opened the meeting at
14:31]

The Presiding Officer (Sir David Steel):
Before we start this afternoon’s proceedings, may
I indicate, as the more observant among you will
have noticed, that I am not in Canada, although I
announced last week that I would be. In view of
the court case brought against the Scottish
Parliamentary Corporate Body by The Scotsman I
did not think that it was appropriate for me to be
absent. I am, therefore, most grateful to George
Reid, who at short notice undertook to make the
presentation of the Scottish Parliament to the
international conference.

Mr Alex Salmond (Banff and Buchan) (SNP):
On a point of order, Presiding Officer. Further to
the point of order raised last week, I want to raise
again the question of topicality. How can we bring
topical subjects to the floor of the chamber? I do
not expect an emergency statement every time
there is a U-turn in Government policy on
lobbygate—that would be impossible. However,
something of great importance to the Parliament
happened this week through the excellent work of
the Standards Committee: the committee has
established the principle that the Executive is
responsible to the Parliament through its
committees and that the Parliament, through
openness, is responsible to the people. Our
procedures must allow some way of reflecting on
the floor of the chamber the importance of such
developments.

The Presiding Officer: I am grateful to the
member for giving me notice of his point of order—
the courtesy is appreciated. However, there is no
need for further comment on the matter in the
chamber. The committee has decided the remit of
its inquiry, all of which is in the public domain. We
need say no more about the matter at the
moment.

On the question of raising more topical issues, I
have written to the convener of the Procedures
Committee, as the member will know. I understand
that the matter will be included among the
committee’s questions for urgent consideration
and that the committee will report back to the
Parliament in a few weeks.

Expenditure Plans

The Presiding Officer (Sir David Steel): We
now move to this afternoon’s business, which is a
ministerial statement and a debate on the
Executive’s expenditure plans. Before we begin, I
remind members that we are today operating a
new procedure for the first time. The ministerial
statement will be treated as a two-stage process:
the statement, with questions only for clarification,
followed by a debate on the statement.
Spokespersons from the main non-Executive
parties will have the right to ask the first questions
and to open the debate. However, all questions
should be brief and should seek only elucidation of
facts. The chair will enforce that rule strictly and
will not allow questions to turn into statements.
Members who are called to ask a question will not,
in principle, lose their chance to take part in the
subsequent debate. There should, therefore, be
no interventions during the minister’s statement.

14:33

The Minister for Finance (Mr Jack
McConnell): Thank you, Presiding Officer. I, for
one, am glad that you are here and not in Canada.

This is a statement on the Scottish Executive’s
plans to reallocate public expenditure for the years
1999-2000, 2000-01 and 2001-02.

When we in Scottish new Labour and the
Scottish Liberal Democrats agreed to work
together to deliver for Scotland the stable and co-
operative Government that the people of Scotland
expected and deserved, we published immediately
in the “Partnership for Scotland” document our
policy agreements for the first term of the
Parliament.

In September, we built on those agreements and
set out in our programme for government a
detailed, timetabled work plan for delivery of our
agreed priorities. Those priorities reflect the fact
that we want a country where our children can be
healthy and play in a safe environment; where our
young people can achieve their full potential
through a first-class, modern system of education;
where our families can raise their children, safe in
the knowledge that they will be cared for if things
go wrong and that they will be free to express their
creativity and enterprise in the work place; and
where our senior citizens live at peace, in safe
neighbourhoods and can see out their days in
comfort. At the root of all that, our driving
ambition—our prime motivation—is that we want a
country where someone’s postcode does not
affect their life chances.

Today’s Scottish financial statement delivers on
those commitments. It is the third piece in our
strategic plan. The partnership agreement set out
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what we had agreed; the programme for
government sets out when those agreements will
be delivered; and today’s statement sets out the
details of how we will fund that programme. The
final stage will be the process of monitoring,
evaluation and review—but that will come later.

My thanks go to those who have passed us such
a good legacy.

Mr Murray Tosh (South of Scotland) (Con):
Hear, hear. [Laughter.]

Mr McConnell: That gets the Christmas party
prize for the best intervention of the year—well
organised, Mr Davidson.

My thanks go to those—members will learn
about them in a moment—who have passed us
such a good legacy. We do not start with a blank
sheet of paper. After two years of a prudent
approach to public finances, we can spend an
extra £1.8 billion on health in Scotland and we can
spend an extra £1.3 billion on education. We are
doing so while slashing Government borrowing.

I call on everyone in this chamber to give credit
where it is due. Scotland felt the scourge of mass
unemployment under the Tories. Now, within two
years of the new Labour Government’s coming to
power, unemployment is at its lowest for a quarter
of a century—that is a Government delivering for
the people. Interest, mortgage and inflation rates
are also at their lowest levels for 30 years. All that
has been achieved without increasing the tax
burden on Scottish businesses and hard-working
Scottish families.

With Scotland’s public finances now on a sound
footing, our partnership is able to direct the
people’s money to their priorities. That is what this
financial statement is about. It stands on the pillars
of economic success, financial competence and
social justice.

There are those who will seek to use today’s
debate for the facile political point scoring of the
past. I want to look to the future, to take
responsibility and to use this debate well. This
Executive will make the best use of public
spending in Scotland, but we should not do so
alone.

I have started a major initiative to ensure that we
achieve best value across central Government.
We aim to ensure that, in Scotland, every pound of
public money is used to maximum effect, with
efficiencies identified and implemented and
services delivered with only one objective—that
the Scottish public, our customers, are entitled to
the best and most cost-effective services to meet
their needs. I will announce how we intend to take
that forward in November and I invite the
Opposition parties to engage with us to provide
creative, workable ideas for the development of

efficient services. I want to challenge them—I want
to challenge the Conservatives and I want to
challenge the SNP—to find common cause and
become part of the solution and part of that future.

I am announcing a significant increase in
spending on key priority areas. I want to start by
identifying how we have achieved that. Since our
election in May, ministers have been discussing
the estimates published previously and the review
plans. We have carried out the most stringent
review of our resources. In some cases, we have
seized opportunities to save or redirect money.
That has resulted in new opportunities for a sound
strategic approach to be taken, allowing the new
plans to be laid before Parliament today.

I pay tribute to my ministerial colleagues who
have worked together and carefully scrutinised
their budgets to find how we can best match our
priorities to our spending. We have worked
together on this as Scottish ministers in
partnership, and I want to thank my colleagues for
their commitment.

The new arrangements for end-year flexibility,
introduced by the Chancellor of the Exchequer,
have enabled us to carry forward significantly
more money from last year to this and subsequent
years. The arrangement is new; it is linked closely
with the move to three-year settlements within the
comprehensive spending review. In the past,
unspent provision had, in many cases, to be
returned to the Treasury, but now, the extent to
which it can be carried forward from year to year
has been extended and we are making full use of
that facility. That will, of course, remain an
important part of our budgeting process for the
future, and I will be introducing rules for
departments not only to encourage management
innovation, but to help to create reserve funds
year on year. That is appropriate for the creation
by a new Parliament of a new financial framework
for this legislature’s decisions. However, I reserve
the right to respond to any new developments as
they occur.

In addition, we have been looking at some
moneys previously earmarked for the redemption
of housing debt. The Scottish Homes debt has
been reduced from £400 million in 1997 to £200
million now. Under previous arrangements, the
Scottish Office had intended to make early
repayments of this debt over the next three years
and £59 million had been set aside for that
purpose. We now propose to meet the debt
charges over the life of the loan, rather than
continuing with the arrangements of making up-
front payments.

NHS trusts have built up surplus working capital,
which under Treasury rules they cannot spend.
We intend to use this money to good effect, in an
imaginative use of resources that were previously



1029 6 OCTOBER 1999 1030

tied up and unusable. The effect of those changes
is to reduce the published figures for spending on
housing, but not to reduce the investment in
housing. When the effects of those two technical
changes are removed, the underlying investment
profile for the communities programme shows a
rising trend. Spending will increase by £50 million
over the next three years.

I will now discuss the process. This Parliament
inherited expenditure plans for the current year
and the two following years. With some minor
adjustments, those were the plans that appeared
in the final departmental report of the Scottish
Office—“Serving Scotland’s Needs”—which was
published in March this year.

In this year’s spending plans, we are operating
under the special transitional provisions laid down
in the Scotland Act 1998. Under those special
transitional arrangements, I will follow up this
statement by presenting supplementary estimates
at the end of the month. Those amendments to
our spending plans for 1999-2000 will be
presented to Parliament for implementation by
order in council.

For the next two financial years, 2000-01 and
2001-02, we enter for the first time the
consultation process proposed in the Public
Finance and Accountability (Scotland) Bill. As
members will know, the Executive is committed to
that process. Under the new arrangements, the
process of this Parliament will be as follows. In the
first part of any financial year, the Parliament and
its committees will strategically consider
Scotland’s future requirements. The Parliament
will have available to it the Executive’s provisional
forward plans. Those are being announced today
and will be formally published in a new form to
replace the departmental report in the spring. That
exercise should help to define future directions in
Scottish public spending.

In the light of the outcome of that stage 1
process the Executive will, by October each year,
publish its expenditure plans for the next financial
year and its provisional plans for any following
years. That is the point at which we are now. In
this transitional year, we have not been able to
fully implement the first stage. Today I am
announcing the Executive’s proposals for 2000-01
and estimates for 2001-02.

The process that I will now describe deals with
those two financial years. Later this month, I will
issue more disaggregated plans for consultation
with Parliament, the Finance Committee and the
public. Members may safely assume that the
figures that I announce today represent a clear
view by the Executive of its strategic direction, but
the figures for future years are not set in tablets of
stone. I will agree our plans for producing more
detailed figures for the Finance Committee with

Mike Watson, the committee’s convener, and the
committee will consider our proposals over the
weeks that follow. Our plans will also be subject to
wider public consultation. My colleagues and I will
pay careful attention to any recommendations that
can be met from within existing budgets.

The final stage of the process is the introduction
and passage of a formal Budget Bill for one
financial year, drawn up by the Scottish Executive
in the light of comments received. The bill is the
formal process of the Executive’s seeking
Parliament’s authority for expenditure in 2000-01. I
can announce today that I will introduce that bill to
Parliament as early as possible in January.

Looking beyond the present spending plans, I
can say that the Treasury will conduct a spending
review next year, which will, for the first time,
provide figures for public spending by the Scottish
Executive for the years 2002-03 and 2003-04.
That review will be undertaken in accordance with
the funding rules set out in the statement of
funding policy; it will be the first real test of those
rules. It is my firm intention to engage
constructively in discussions with the Treasury in
an open and transparent way.

I hope that that sets the context and I make no
apology for dwelling on it. It is important that all
members know fully what is being discussed and
in what context. It is important that all those inside
and outside this chamber should understand the
process.

I turn now to the details of what I am proposing. I
should advise members that tables of the figures
underpinning my statement will be made available
when I have finished making this statement.

Our main aim has been to match expenditure
with the priorities set out in the partnership
agreement and the programme for government.
My ministerial colleagues will make further
announcements over the coming weeks on how
they will be aligning spending priorities within their
departments with our key strategic priorities.

Let me demonstrate some aspects of that
approach. In education, we will provide for after-
school places, more books in schools and
computers in classrooms. In terms of justice, there
will be a new drugs enforcement agency, the
implementation of drug treatment orders and
renewed support for victims of crime and
witnesses to crime.

In enterprise and lifelong learning, we will
provide support for increased access and the
doubling of assistance to mature students on low
incomes. In transport and the environment, there
will be the creation of national parks, money will
be provided for the Skye bridge tolls and there will
be increased investment in water services.



1031 6 OCTOBER 1999 1032

To help communities, there will be the coalfields
regeneration trust, new housing partnerships, the
rough sleepers initiative and initiatives for social
inclusion. There will be money for rural affairs,
including additional support for forestry and agri-
environment schemes; further money will be
available for agriculture in the spring. There will
also be money for a new generation of walk-in,
walk-out hospitals, one-stop clinics and healthy
living centres.

Those are just some examples of how we are
putting our country’s resources to work for the
benefit of the people of Scotland. There will
always be competing demands, but we will take
the hard decisions that are required and we will do
so openly and honestly.

Of course circumstances will change and
additional pressures will emerge—for example, the
costs of this Parliament and its new building. The
initial budget was drawn up over a year and a half
ago, but it did not and could not accurately reflect
all the emerging requirements of a fully operational
Parliament. The new expenditure plans allow for
revised costs for the new Scottish Parliament. It is
essential that the Parliament is resourced to do its
job effectively. However, a proper balance for
expenditure must be struck and it is for the
Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body to identify
that balance. For future years, we will agree a
formal procedure to deal with estimates for the
Parliament’s running costs.

The requirement for effective links with the rest
of the UK is an essential component of the
devolution settlement. The Secretary of State for
Scotland is Scotland’s voice in Whitehall and the
UK Government’s voice in Scotland for all those
powers that have not been devolved. Effective
liaison will continue to be essential to the future of
Britain. It is essential that the office of the
Secretary of State for Scotland is properly
resourced—that office must be in a position to
carry out its role effectively. A properly resourced
Scotland Office is good for Scotland. The Scotland
Office budget is likely to be about 0.03 per cent of
Scotland’s overall budget, and the plans allow for
that.

I notice that some Scottish National party
members are laughing. They will not be laughing
when the Secretary of State for Scotland’s
negotiations on objective 2 of the European
structural funds show the progress that can be
made by an effective secretary of state arguing for
us in Whitehall.

Today I have attempted to provide some context
for both my expenditure announcement and the
wider financial processes of which it is a part. Let
me conclude by emphasising that today’s
announcement is not just about financial
processes, nor is it just about moving money

around a balance sheet—it is about delivering the
promises of the partnership.

Eighty million pounds of new money is going into
education, to maintain and build on Scotland’s
reputation for educational excellence and to
guarantee our future as a knowledge-based
society. We are making available £51 million to
meet the school education commitments in the
partnership agreement. I can announce today that
£11 million is being allocated to develop a broad-
band information technology network to maximise
the potential of our national learning grid initiative.
The education minister will be making a further
announcement in due course about the balance of
that £51 million. That is our best investment—an
investment for our children and our future.

Some £29 million is available for enterprise and
lifelong learning to encourage wider participation
and increased access to further and higher
education and £6 million is available to double
assistance to low-income students. Pilot schemes
will get £9 million to help lower-income students to
stay on at school. We will provide £14 million for
increased access funds for higher education
students.

Our plans are also about improving the society
in which we live. For example, we will provide
£10.5 million to establish a drugs enforcement
agency, which will aim to tackle head on the
scourge of drugs that stalks so many of our
communities. The plans are also about coherent
measures to protect future generations of young
Scots. We are, therefore, carrying out a
comprehensive audit of all resources currently
directed towards education and rehabilitation. The
objective is to maximise quality provision and to
refocus existing resources into effective drug
education and rehabilitation services.

In line with our commitment to safeguard and
protect the health of Scotland’s children, I am very
pleased to confirm that the estimates for health
and community care include £17 million of new
money for introducing a Scotland-wide vaccination
programme for meningitis C in Scotland. Susan
Deacon will make a statement within the next few
weeks providing details of the programme.

The E coli outbreak in Wishaw in my
constituency was a reminder of the need for the
new Food Standards Agency. Today’s plans
include £6 million to fund the agency. As was
announced yesterday, it will be located in
Aberdeen and will play a key role in ensuring that
the Scottish people have food that is safe to eat.

The Executive listens to the women in this
Parliament and in Scotland. The significant
number of women members of Parliament will
make a difference to the policies that we will
pursue. They include delivering after-school care
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provision to enable more women to return to work;
improving the health of babies and young children,
particularly in our poorest communities; improving
the quality, speed and availability of important
women’s health services such as breast cancer
screening, diagnosis and treatment; and
addressing the problem of domestic violence to
ensure consistent service provision across
Scotland and to change society’s attitudes—
because there is no excuse for domestic abuse.
Wendy Alexander will be making a further
announcement shortly.

We listen to business groups and local
communities as well. For years, the roads
programme of the Scottish Office was cut. The
comprehensive spending review started to change
that and new money for maintenance was
included, although we are all aware of the
pressure for new and improved trunk roads.
Following all the representations made to Sarah
Boyack, Henry McLeish and other ministers over
the summer, I am very pleased to be
recommending in this statement an increase of
£35 million to the roads programme. I know that,
given the underinvestment of 18 years of
Conservative government, that is not a lot of
money, but it will allow a modest start on a long-
standing issue. Sarah Boyack will address the
allocation of the money when she announces the
outcome of the review.

Today’s is not the first ever Scottish expenditure
plan, but it is the first that is subject to democratic
decisions made only here in Scotland. This is a
special day and I hope that we have a quality
debate. If we will it, today’s decisions can change
people’s lives for good. Across Scotland, our
decisions, made here in Edinburgh, can secure
the quality of life our people deserve. It is their
money and it is our duty; whatever we decide must
meet their priorities. We have listened and know
that improving schools and hospitals, tackling
crime and creating a fairer society are the people’s
priorities. That is what we aim to deliver. We aim
for Scottish solutions to Scottish problems.

This is a Scottish financial statement—the first
Scottish financial statement. It is not a budget in
the traditional sense but it will lead to the first
annual Scottish Budget Bill. It builds on the current
economic success of the UK but the statement is
made in Scotland. It integrates what we do in the
UK and Europe but the decisions will be made
here. It includes no cuts but it is prudent and
modest. It is tidy and practical but it also reflects
the largest ever short-term injection of new money
into Scottish public services, so investing in the
future of every constituency represented here. It
will make a difference and I commend it to all
members.

The Presiding Officer: Members who wish to

ask questions should press their buttons now. I
remind everybody of the restrictive nature of the
questions that may be asked on the statement.

Andrew Wilson (Central Scotland) (SNP): By
my calculation, £132 million of new money is a
zero-sum budget and the minister says that there
are no cuts. How does that square? Is it the case
that the money he has spent today is the recycling
of underspent budgets that, as we have heard,
exist every year?

Mr McConnell: I distinctly remember Mr Wilson
saying last Thursday that we should do more to
plan outwith the annuality of the budget exercise
and that we should try carry more money over
from one year to the next. It is a bit rich that one
week later he is complaining that we are doing
exactly that.

Mr David Davidson (North-East Scotland)
(Con): Mr McConnell announced an extra £1,800
million for health and an extra £1,300 million for
education. Over which period does that apply?

Mr McConnell: It applies to the three-year
period of the comprehensive spending review.

Mr Mike Rumbles (West Aberdeenshire and
Kincardine) (LD): Will the minister tell us whether
funds will now be made available to establish an
appeals procedure for our hard-pressed farmers in
their dealings with officialdom?

Mr McConnell: That was promised in the
partnership agreement and I am delighted to
confirm that it exists in today’s published figures.

Mr Kenny MacAskill (Lothians) (SNP): Can
the minister tell us how expenditure on transport
and the environment seems to have increased by
£600 million on 1995-96? That is a massive
jump—where does that figure come from?

Mr McConnell: The increases in expenditure on
transport and the environment reflect a number of
changes. The particular change on 1995-96 is a
result of money being transferred from local
authorities to the new water boards which were
created in 1995.

Dr Richard Simpson (Ochil) (Lab): Will the
minister elaborate on his position on the national
health service trusts and the funds retained by the
Treasury?

Mr McConnell: I take this opportunity to
congratulate our officials, who have been
discussing that matter with the Treasury for about
eight months. It has been agreed that the money
will no longer go back to the Treasury but will be
retained in Scotland to help with housing debt.
That was a good piece of work—well done. It is an
example of our new arrangements working well in
practice.

Nicola Sturgeon (Glasgow) (SNP): The
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Executive claims that it wants to recruit, reward
and retain high-quality teachers, which is essential
to the maintenance of a world-class education
system. What extra money will be provided for the
funding of better pay and conditions settlements
for Scotland’s teachers?

Mr McConnell: That is a matter for the
Convention of Scottish Local Authorities and the
teachers through the normal negotiating
machinery. However, I make two points on the
matter. First, my colleague Mr Galbraith recently
announced a review of teachers’ pay and
conditions; we have to await the outcome of that
review before we allocate specific budgets to meet
any recommendations. Secondly, I made it clear in
my speech that I reserve the right to respond to
developments as they occur in that and in other
areas.

Dennis Canavan (Falkirk West): Will the
expenditure plans include contingency funding to
abolish tuition fees and restore student grants,
especially if Andrew Cubie’s inquiry makes such
recommendations?

Mr McConnell: The expenditure plans allow the
Parliament to make the expenditure decisions that
it needs to. I made it clear in the statement that the
relationships—in terms of end-year flexibility and
other financial management rules that I want to put
in place—will create the opportunity for reserves to
exist. It would not be right for us to budget in
advance for the outcome of inquiries or decisions
that the Parliament might make but which are not
yet certain. I reserve the right to come forward with
amendments to those budgets when it is
appropriate, but for the moment it would be wise to
wait for the outcome of the inquiry.

Dorothy-Grace Elder (Glasgow) (SNP): How
much of the increased budget for maintaining the
Parliament will the Scottish Executive be spending
on so-called special advisers? How many of those
people—who are paid for with taxpayers’ money—
are there? Last year, it was estimated that each
spin doctor—as they are more popularly and
correctly called—was costing taxpayers £144,000,
which includes the cost of their private secretaries,
travel and so on.

The Presiding Officer: Before the minister
answers that, I should make it clear that the
appointment of special advisers does not come
out of the parliamentary budget—that must have
been a slip of the tongue.

Dorothy-Grace Elder: Does it not?

Mr McConnell: To some extent the answer to
that question has been recorded in the Executive’s
responses to colleagues’ parliamentary questions.
Further details will be made available in the near
future in the form of written answers. However, it is
a bit rich for somebody who voted for increased

allowances in June to complain. We should be
consistent about such matters—I certainly will be.

Miss Annabel Goldie (West of Scotland)
(Con): The minister said that the Executive would
be aligning spending priorities within its
departments with key strategic priorities. However,
he did not say anything about enterprise. Is that no
longer a key strategic priority?

Mr McConnell: Of course it is a key strategic
priority.

Brian Adam (North-East Scotland) (SNP): The
minister referred to education and rehabilitation
services to deal with drug misuse. Does that
include moneys for detoxification as well as for
rehabilitation facilities?

Mr McConnell: A number of questions may be
asked today about specific lines in the budget. I
have given the convener of the Finance
Committee a guarantee that we will issue the
committee with detailed level 2 figures for all
budgets, rather than publish them today in the
chamber. That is appropriate.

As I said, I am aware that an audit of the
resources to which Brian Adam referred is being
prepared. Once it is complete, Mr MacKay and, I
presume, Mr Wallace will make detailed
statements to the chamber.

Hugh Henry (Paisley South) (Lab): Will the
minister confirm that there will be no changes to
the expenditure plans as a result of any decision
that is made on European funding?

Mr McConnell: Changes to the expenditure
plans will be for this Parliament and no one else.

Mr Tosh: Will the minister clarify what he said
about the increase of £35 million in the roads
programme? Over how many years is that money
spread? Is it the increase that was announced in
“Serving Scotland’s Needs”, or is it genuinely new
money?

Mr McConnell: This is definitely new money. I
do not want to overstate what it will do to reverse
the underinvestment that at least one of the
parties in this chamber supported for a number of
years, but it is important that we start tackling
some of the outstanding issues in Ayrshire and
elsewhere. However, I leave the details of that to
my colleague Sarah Boyack, who later this year
will announce the outcome of the roads review.
This is new money over two years.

Fiona McLeod (West of Scotland) (SNP): Is
the £11 million for broad-band technology
genuinely new money or is it part of the £144
million that has already been committed? Why has
this money been committed ahead of any report
from the digital Scotland network?

Mr McConnell: This is definitely new money. It



1037 6 OCTOBER 1999 1038

has been included because it is wise to charge on
and invest in our education system. We are
committed to the national grid for learning,
although I understand that during the election
campaign earlier this year others had reservations
about it.

Tommy Sheridan (Glasgow) (SSP): In his
statement, the minister claimed that this budget
included no cuts in expenditure. Does this budget
mean that there will be no cuts in local authority
expenditure throughout Scotland and will the
minister condemn any subsequent cuts? He also
mentioned objective 2 European structural funds.
Will he deny that South Ayrshire and South
Lanarkshire are to be excluded from objective 2
funding?

Mr McConnell: The published lines for local
authority expenditure are identical in their intent,
purpose and actuality to those that were
previously published. They will not include cuts to
the Scottish Executive’s overall programme of
expenditure.

It would be wise to leave the question about
objective 2 funding until an announcement has
been made, which I believe may happen in the
fairly near future. I assure Tommy Sheridan that
officials of the Scottish Executive, the Scotland
Office and I have been working very hard to
ensure that the neediest communities in Scotland
are represented on the map that is finally agreed.

Mary Scanlon (Highlands and Islands) (Con):
Will the minister clarify the £1,800 million of extra
spending on health? The figures that were
provided today by the Scottish Executive show an
increase not of £1,800 million, but of £546
million—a total of £5,161 million in 2001-02 as
opposed to £4,615 million now.

Mr McConnell: Many of these issues require
detailed discussion, which would be best
conducted in the Finance Committee and other
appropriate committees of the Parliament. Within
the published figures for each year are elements
that are included on a one-off basis. The figures
include spending on health and education and
considerable investment in buildings, not all of
which is shown in these figures—much of it is
found in local authority accounts. The health and
community care line does not include the amount
of money that is spent on community care by local
authorities in Scotland.

The detailed figures have to be discussed; one
of the beauties of our system is that they can—
and must be—discussed in the Parliament’s
committees. I hope that members will appreciate
the fact that today I have not tried to steal a march
on the committees by announcing in a statement
unpublished detailed plans. That gives members
of committees a chance, having had today’s

strategic debate, to examine the figures in some
detail.

The Presiding Officer: That concludes the 10
minutes allowed for questions. I apologise to the
five members who were still hoping to ask a
question.

15:06

Andrew Wilson (Central Scotland) (SNP): I
welcome today’s debate and thank the Executive
for the courtesy of a few moments’ foreknowledge
of the contents of the speech. However, the
Executive clearly calculated that time in order to
make it just too close to the debate to prevent the
SNP from running our spreadsheet model—thank
you for that.

On Radio Scotland this morning, we heard two
news lines from the Minister for Finance’s office.
First, he was to announce an extra £80 million for
education and, secondly, there would be new
funding for waiting time reduction. The first was
announced in May and the second was
announced three weeks ago—although it did not
make it into the minister’s speech. I congratulate
the minister on not pre-announcing too much that
we did not know in advance.

It is a pity that the minister’s Labour colleague,
Brian Wilson, did not follow the same principle of
probity. In The Herald yesterday, we read that
Brian Wilson had merrily briefed one of his
favoured journalists on the fact that the Scotland
Office is to have a cost overrun in its planned
spending next year, taking spending to £5.7
million. That is more than double the original
estimate and represents a cost overrun of 138 per
cent—I note that that was not mentioned in the
minister’s statement.

Brian Wilson described the cost overrun as
“extremely modest”. I must tell him that it
represents the worst financial record of any
Westminster department in history. It makes North
Lanarkshire Council—the minister’s home council,
as it were—seem a model of probity and good
management.

The minister spoke in passing of the value of the
Scotland Office and the objective 2 debate. Can
he confirm in his summation whether objective 2
decisions will make any difference to the bottom
line? A moment ago, in response to a question, he
seemed to say that it would not.

I return to the revelation about the Scotland
Office. I referred to it at the start of my speech
because I think it is an offence to the supposed
openness of this new democracy. It is no surprise
that the man behind it—Brian Wilson—never
wanted a Scottish Parliament in the first place. It is
a disgrace that an ambitious London MP can play
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politics with Scotland’s budget and Scotland’s
public finances.

Just as serious, however, are the wider
implications. Who is in charge of the budget
process—the Minister for Finance or Brian
Wilson? How can the Scotland Office claw into the
Scottish Parliament’s budget? I warned the
chamber of that possibility in the past and in a
matter of weeks it seems that it has already
happened in a cost overrun of 138 per cent. That
is constitutionally unsustainable and I ask the
minister to identify any constitutional mechanism
that he is aware of in the devolution settlement
that can stop the Scotland Office taking as much
as it wants from Scotland’s budget to feather its
own nest and promote its own narrow political
agenda.

Hugh Henry (Paisley South) (Lab): Given that
the people of Scotland rejected independence at
the election and are therefore committed to the
need for a link with Westminster through the
Scotland Office, can the member explain how
much it would cost to provide the massive network
of embassies that his party advocated? Can he tell
us how much it would cost to divorce Scotland
from the rest of the United Kingdom?

Andrew Wilson: I am grateful for that most
relevant intervention. On Hugh Henry’s first point,
there is a necessity for that link in the settlement,
but my point is that I think we should be able to
decide how much the Scotland Office spends,
rather than the Scotland Office making that
decision. That is the wrong route for us to go
down—it is anti-devolution.

On the second, irrelevant point, the British
Foreign Office is among the most profligate in the
world. I argue that we need to see bangs for
bucks. There are no best-value criteria to measure
the delivery of services from Westminster
departments.

Today’s budget is a non-budget. It merely
recasts existing spending plans and makes
alterations to about 0.5 per cent of the overall
budget.

Mr McConnell has taken five months to tell us
where he will find money to pay for the partnership
commitments. Is it good, credible budget practice
for the minister to announce spending plans
without any indication of how he will pay for them?
We found out today, at last, during the question
session, that he has cut nothing and has not even
been involved in serious negotiations. The budget
is simply a recycling of last year’s surplus. We
pointed that out to the media yesterday.

On Mr McConnell’s plans, any proper
assessment of the Executive’s effectiveness
should examine its activity in a context of
openness and efficiency of outcome. The big

numbers that we heard today tell us where the
ship is headed. I will concentrate on that, but while
the big picture is bad enough, when we get down
to the detail of what is being spent and how it is
meeting the needs on the ground, the human
reality of the Government's failure will become
most apparent. To take just one example,
nowhere in the figures that we heard today—or in
any Scottish Office reports from the past few
years—does it mention the fact that Scottish
Enterprise spends £1 million a year on one public
relations company whose word the First Minister
does not appear even to trust.

We must examine the context of today’s
statement. Everything that we heard today comes
after three years of stringent public spending cuts
that would make Keith Joseph blush. In the Labour
Government’s first three years, it is spending £1.1
billion less on Scotland’s budget than was spent in
the Tories’ last three years. Does that make
members on the Government back benches
proud? On industry, Labour has spent £320 million
over the same period. On schools, the figure is
£121 million. Instead of education, education,
education, the reality was cutback, cutback,
cutback.

On local government—a matter that is close to
many of our hearts—the capital spend over the
same period is nearly £1 billion less. Current
expenditure on local government is £1.3 billion
less. Labour is hammering local authority budgets
throughout Scotland and has left a black hole that
will mean only service cuts or council tax hikes
over the coming period. My colleague Kenny
Gibson will highlight that later.

We find ourselves in a tough context, on the
back of a period of slash and cut in vital public
services. My colleagues will concentrate on the
implications of that where it matters—in the daily
provision of services to people in their daily lives.

This is a hand-me-down budget; it is about
managing the decline in Scottish public services.
Peel away the sheen from any new Labour
statement and we find that the new Labour project
is all about taking on the baton of Thatcherism.
Mrs Thatcher boasted that she rolled back the
frontiers of the state. Today confirms that new
Labour in Scotland is in the process of finishing off
that job and public services with it.

Labour used to call the Conservatives’
programme the creeping slow death of public
service. Labour is accelerating that process.

The minister and his colleagues will have to
answer to some facts during this debate, the first
of which is that Labour is committing less of the
national wealth, in terms of gross domestic
product, to public services than has happened at
any point in the past 40 years. That will surprise
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most people in this country. Is that in line with
Scotland’s modern, social democratic objectives?
It is a fact—

The Minister for Communities (Ms Wendy
Alexander) indicated disagreement.

Andrew Wilson: It is a fact; the Minister for
Communities cannot deny it.

On health, around £700 million less is being
spent than if we had frozen health spending at the
1994-95 level of GDP share under Ian Lang. That
is a fact. On industry, enterprise and training, the
difference is about £1.3 billion less. On education,
the figure is similarly large—around £500 million.

The second point that the Minister for Finance
must wrestle with is the Barnett squeeze.

Malcolm Chisholm (Edinburgh North and
Leith) (Lab): Mr Wilson mentioned health. In real
terms, he took the best of 18 Tory years when the
figure was £4.2 billion. That figure will be over £5
billion at the end of the comprehensive spending
review period. His point about percentage of GDP
is invalid—because the economy is doing so well,
it is the total figures on public expenditure that
matter, not the percentages.

Andrew Wilson: I am grateful for the
intervention, but—with respect to Mr Chisholm,
who I know has some commitment to public
services—if one commits less of the nation’s
wealth to public services, one does not respond to
the needs of the day. If the country progresses as
the economy progresses, surely public services
should keep pace. If they do not, they fade and fall
behind.

The reality is that, in London and in Edinburgh,
Labour is playing a dishonest game. A
Government’s priority can be either right-wing tax
cuts or investment in public services—it cannot be
both.

Gordon Brown—the real chancellor—is sitting
on a war chest that The Observer estimates will be
worth more than £60 billion in the next five years
and will be worth even more if it is taken over the
Maastricht threshold. We in Scotland should note
that, despite the economically inept doom-saying
of the Labour party before the election, oil and gas
revenues will supply one third of that money—£20
billion. That is the amount that is being lost by
public services to pay for tax cuts, pre-election
bribes and a dishonest, right-wing agenda. That is
wrong, it leads to bad governance and, in the
words of Neil Kinnock, is

“irrelevant to the real needs”.

Can the Labour party think that it is proper to
use public resources merely to get Gordon Brown
the tag of “the iron chancellor”? Or does it agree
with us that it is more important to invest our

resources in schools, hospitals, housing and
infrastructure? This is a Government that
announces first and thinks second. It makes
budget commitments without knowing where the
money is coming from and, in a range of policy
areas, the Government chases a cheap headline
and is not interested in good government.

The Parliament must examine what is being
done in its name and in that of the people. The
information that we have been given today does
not allow us to do that. Today is about overall
investment in public services and whether we
judge that we are putting enough of our nation’s
wealth into public services. As a Parliament and
as an Opposition, we will pore over the detail of all
expenditure and, more important, of policy
outcome—what is happening on the ground is the
most important thing.

Big numbers mean nothing to people who are
seeing their hospitals and schools decay and their
environment suffer—I am grateful to Mr Chisholm
for that point.

When we come to the formal budget process
next year, we will need a much greater openness
about Government policy and decision making
than we have now so that we can begin to make
improvements in public services, within the
constrained context that we find ourselves in.

My key message, however, is that an Executive
that acts as a conduit for decisions taken by one of
the most right-wing London Governments in our
history is utterly inadequate for Scotland’s future.
We need the chance to make responsible choices
about how to allocate our own resources to meet
our own needs in a way that provides modern and
effective solutions that are tailored to our own
requirements. To get to that point, we need
enough honesty and openness to address the
weaknesses in the Parliament’s position and to try
to enhance and strengthen Scotland’s new
democracy—to nurture it, in the words of the
Presiding Officer on the opening day.

We owe it to the people of Scotland not to stand
by while our cherished public services are
demolished. The solution is in our hands.

The Presiding Officer: I would like to thank Mr
McConnell and Mr Wilson for keeping well within
the agreed time limits.

15:17

Mr David Davidson (North-East Scotland)
(Con): I will do my best to follow their lead,
Presiding Officer.

I congratulate the minister on his professional
delivery. In his former role as chief enforcer for the
Labour party in Scotland, he defended the party’s
cause and tidied things up where necessary. That
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role has given him strength today and has given
him a lot of words—I should stop there: he has
given us a lot of words, but not much substance.

As we live in an age of openness and
disclosure, I wonder if honest Jack will declare that
he is a member of the magic circle and that that is
where he gets the ability to make the same money
appear again and again. That is a talent that
Labour has developed in its two-and-a-half years
in government. Recycling has been mentioned
already, but the people of Scotland deserve better
than that: they deserve clearer statements of
where their money is going to be spent.

The statement is in main head form only. We
accept that the committees have a wonderful role
to play in the Parliament—they have the ability
properly to scrutinise the details that we hope to
receive in the weeks to come. However, we need
an assurance that the Scottish Executive will not
adopt the practice of Tony Blair, and make
statements outwith the chamber or the
committees.

I ask the minister to ensure that the Finance
Committee is given regular spend-to-date
information so that it can properly scrutinise all
ministerial departments’ responsibilities. Without it,
neither the Finance Committee nor the Audit
Committee can do their work.

Mr Lyon—I see that he has vacated the
chamber again—and his colleagues will claim that
they steered the budget. In fact, we know that the
Executive is able to deal with the Liberal
Democrats’ small requests in the partnership
agreement well within budget capabilities.
However, in answering a question on whether
university fees should be abolished, the minister
gave the distinct impression that he was not for
moving and was not prepared to address the
subject.

Will any of the Liberal Democrats, when they
eventually stand up, clarify whether the minister
can find the money to deal with the abolition of
tuition fees, and how long he will have to do so,
should that be the recommendation of the Cubie
committee?

Mr Keith Raffan (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD):
Will the member give way?

Mr Davidson: While I am swallowing my water,
certainly.

Mr Raffan: I am a bit confused about Tory
policy; can Mr Davidson clarify it, in view of Mr
Hague’s statement at the Blackpool conference
that he supports tuition fees?

Mr Davidson: I am sorry, but we are in a
Scottish Parliament to which at least three of the
parties—if not some of the smaller parties as
well—were elected on the basis that tuition fees

would be abolished in Scotland. Has Mr Raffan
forgotten that? He has to realise that this is
Scotland, not Westminster.

Mr Raffan: Will Mr Davidson confirm that he is
disowning his leader?

The Presiding Officer: Just a minute, Mr
Raffan. Mr Davidson, I take it that you are not
giving way.

Mr Davidson: I am not giving way. He has had
his chance.

Phil Gallie (South of Scotland) (Con): Mr
Raffan should know better.

The Presiding Officer: There can be only one
member on their feet at one time. Mr Davidson is
not giving way.

Mrs Margaret Ewing (Moray) (SNP): Will the
member give way?

Mr Davidson: I will certainly give way to a lady.

Mrs Ewing: Does what Mr Davidson said mean
that he accepts that a decision of this Parliament
will be supreme in ruling what happens on tuition
fees?

Mr Davidson: I seem to remember that we had
a manifesto before the election. I am not sure
whether the good lady has read it—I suggest that
she leaves the chamber to have another look at it.

Another matter arising from the statement which,
as Andrew Wilson said, we saw only fleetingly
before the meeting—we are grateful for the
opportunity just the same—is that very little money
will be put into the enterprise and lifelong learning
department. The minister mentioned a few sums
of money to help people into education, but I did
not hear anything in the statement about what the
minister is putting towards the development of the
enterprise culture that I recall everybody in this
chamber supporting at the beginning of this
Parliament.

Mr John Swinney (North Tayside) (SNP): If I
had managed to catch the eye of the Presiding
Officer during questions earlier, I might have
raised this point, but perhaps Mr Davidson can
help me. The minister said that £29 million of
additional expenditure was being allocated to
enterprise and lifelong learning but, in my
calculations, before the changes, there was to be
a cut of £5 million over the next year and a cut of
£22 million in the following year. Can Mr Davidson
explain how the Government’s addition adds up?

Mr Davidson: I am sorry, but I am not
responsible for the maths teacher that Mr
McConnell once was.

The Minister for Finance and the First Minister
came to this Parliament to establish Labour’s
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credibility as a party that sought to create an
enterprise culture in Scotland. We have got to get
a grip in this Parliament. We need to consider
wealth creation; that produces jobs and is the way
forward in Scotland.

We hear time after time in different
committees—we have heard from Henry
McLeish—the various local enterprise issues that
members raise.

Mr McConnell rose—

Mr Davidson: If I let Mr McConnell in, will he
give a further statement on where money is
coming from?

Mr McConnell: In the spirit of Mr Swinney’s
consistent remarks over the past 12 months—at
Westminster, during the election campaign, and
here in the Scottish Parliament—that we could
make better use of the resources available to local
enterprise companies and Scottish Enterprise,
does Mr Davidson agree that the spirit of
enterprise that he refers to is sometimes best
served by making better use of existing resources
rather than by adding to lines where that money
may not be required?

Mr Davidson: If that was a statement of intent, I
welcome it. We look forward to Henry McLeish
coming to the chamber in the next few weeks to
give us some details of the way in which he
intends to rejig the system, because to date, Mr
McConnell, we have had little evidence that the
Labour party has accepted the full thrust of
enterprise.

One subject—the use of roll-forward budgets—
bothers me tremendously. I am sure that it also
bothers other members—Andrew Wilson has
already referred to it. Traditionally, we are led to
understand—[Interruption.] Frank, Jack, is it all
right if I speak? Sure? Thank you very much.

We are assured that 1 to 2 per cent of the
budget has, traditionally, not been spent. That
allows for little fluctuations in spending and so on.
What the minister is offering today is obviously
what he is using last year’s roll-forward for. It
would have been interesting to know what that
figure was, but we have not heard it.

What I want from the minister, in front of the
chamber, is a categorical assurance that in future
such surpluses, if rolled forward, will be drawn
down during the budget year and used to reinforce
the infrastructure and the structures of Scotland,
and not gathered up over three years into a
potential war chest of £1 billion. If Mr McConnell
sits on the money, that is what he will have and it
is the last thing that will do the public credibility of
this Parliament any good.

Many of my colleagues will pick up on detailed
points related to their particular briefs, so I will not

go into those points. We have had an awful lot of
words and very little information today. The
Executive is beholden to accelerate ministers’
coming to this chamber and the committees and
issuing detailed plans on how they intend to spend
the money that the minister wishes to allocate to
them, so that Parliament can get on with its job of
scrutiny.

I am disappointed. I had hoped that, with our
new start, we would have had far more clarity of
vision and—

Ian Jenkins (Tweeddale, Ettrick and
Lauderdale) (LD): Will the member give way?

Mr Davidson: I am beginning to wind up. Is it of
desperate need?

Ian Jenkins: I wanted—

The Presiding Officer: There can be only one
member on their feet at a time.

Ian Jenkins: As there are schoolchildren in the
gallery, and as we have confirmed that an extra
£80 million will be spent on education, is this or is
this not an excellent day for education?

Mr Davidson: Anything spent on education is a
good thing. The children of Scotland are our
future. However, we have to look at the fine print
of how the money is spent. We need to scrutinise
and not just spend. The minister talked about best
value—he said that just now if Mr Jenkins had
been listening. He said that we need to look very
carefully at using and targeting existing funds
better. If that extra £80 million produces a real
benefit to our children, obviously we will support
that spending. We have yet to see the proof of the
pudding. I hope that that answers the question.

I must say one or two things to my colleague Mr
Andrew Wilson. Last week, he was very gracious
in the chamber and wished for my good health. I
thank him for that. Unfortunately, I cannot agree
with some of the other things that he said.
However, I agree with one thing, and I thank him
most sincerely for this on behalf of my party—he is
a very good advocate for the wonderful job that my
party has done in government in the past,
particularly in Westminster.

Mr Wilson and his colleagues have a difficulty—
they seem to think that the only way to solve any
problem in Scotland is by the use of public funds.
On numerous occasions when his colleagues
have been in committees or in meetings with me,
they have raised that issue. This Parliament
should be seeking not only to get the best out of
public funds, but to see how best we can harness
the good that the private sector can bring to
partnership working, because without a strong
private sector, Scotland is doomed to be a
second-rate nation. It has never been that in the
past because of the joint role of the public and
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private sectors in partnership. I hope that the
Scottish National party takes that lesson on board.

The last comment I want to make to Mr Wilson is
that I am extremely worried. Having told us how
wonderful we were in the past, he now accuses us
of trying to pass policy across to Labour. I hope
that when the time comes for us to take Labour’s
place on the benches over there, we will make a
far better job of it than the Labour party has made
of it so far.

The Presiding Officer: Unusually, all the front
benchers have set an excellent example on
timekeeping today. If everyone on the back
benches keeps their speeches to four minutes,
everyone who has asked to speak can be called. I
call Keith Raffan.

 15:30

Mr Keith Raffan (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD):
After the two grudging speeches from the
Opposition parties, I warmly welcome the
minister’s statement. The Opposition spokesmen
have been grudging and nit-picking, and that is all
that they can be because the comprehensive
nature of the statement has taken the wind out of
their sails. That was quite clear from Mr Wilson’s
speech and from Mr Davidson’s.

The fact is—everybody in the chamber knows it
now, and everybody in Scotland will know it by the
time that they have seen the evening news—that
the partnership agreement has delivered today.
Most important, as my colleague Ian Jenkins
mentioned, it has delivered an extra £80 million for
Scottish education. It will deliver more teachers—
500 of them—as well as new books and better
equipment for every school, every classroom and
every child and pupil in Scotland. It has delivered
an extra £30 million to pay for 500 extra teachers
and an extra £21 million to pay for new books and
equipment. That amounts to an extra £8,000 per
school or an extra £24 per pupil.

It would have been nice—although it would have
been a surprise—if the Opposition spokesmen had
acknowledged those spending allocations.

Fiona McLeod: Will Mr Raffan give way?

Mr Raffan: I will not give way. I have a shorter
time in which to make my speech than was given
to the other front-bench members, and I have a lot
to say in response to the points that they made.

Members of the SNP ought to listen to my point.
They have glossed over the fact that a lot of extra
resources have been allocated to education. I
shall return shortly to Mr Davidson’s point about
small requests and small amounts. Money has not
been given only to pupils. An extra £9 million has
been—[MEMBERS: “What about students?”] I am
glad that that has been mentioned. I am not

avoiding the issue of students; I am about to come
to that very point.

In fact, an extra £9 million is being allocated to
encourage pupils from low-income families to go
on to higher education, because this coalition
Government aims to widen access to higher
education. There will also be an extra £14 million
to help students in greatest need. Everyone in the
coalition partnership supports students, and I wish
that the same were true of the unholy alliance
between the Opposition parties.

The extra £80 million on education will be spent
because of the partnership agreement between
the Liberal Democrats and Labour; it would not
have been spent without it. That is the simple
message that goes out today from the chamber to
every part of Scotland: the partnership is working
for the Scottish people; it is delivering for them;
and this is just the beginning. In drawing up future
expenditure plans, we in the partnership will work
together to ensure that that spending is in line with
the policy priorities outlined in the agreement. That
means that our first priority is still more public
investment in Scotland’s future—and that is what
Scotland’s pupils are. Scotland’s share of any
extra money that the Chancellor of the Exchequer
is able to find—and I hope that he will not sit on
the lid of his so-called war chest for too much
longer—will be spent where the partnership has
already agreed that it is most needed: in our
schools and in our classrooms.

I wanted to ask the minister about drugs. He
mentioned that there would be £10.5 million of
new money for the drugs enforcement agency. I
have spoken before in the chamber about the
need to correct what I and many other members
perceive to be an imbalance in our spending on
tackling drug misuse, leaving too little money for
treatment and aftercare, prevention and education.
I am glad that he has announced a comprehensive
audit of all resources directed towards education
and rehabilitation, but I would be grateful if, when
he winds up, he would let us know the deadline for
that audit. Money for treatment and aftercare is
desperately needed. There are 120 beds in
Scotland for in-patient residential treatment for
addicts, but there are 5,000 addicts in the Fife part
of my regional constituency alone.

The Tories like to see themselves as the party of
good economic management, thrift, prudence and
value for money, and we heard all that from Mr
Davidson today. That is how they like to see
themselves, but we do not. Nor does Norman
Lamont, and he was a Tory chancellor. Poor
Norman, waiting outside the door of John Major’s
room as not millions but billions were lost to
Britain. It is no wonder that Mr Davidson says that
£80 million is paltry. Eighty million pounds is a
very small sum compared with the amount that the
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Tories lost on Black Wednesday. It was not £80
million that they lost; it was billions and billions of
pounds, and it is time that they showed some
humility about their appalling record of economic
mismanagement.

Mr Davidson rose—

Mr Raffan: I shall not give way. Enough self-
inflicted damage has been suffered by the Tories
this week at Blackpool, without my giving way to
Mr Davidson to allow even more. I am a kindly
man. The Tories are in great pain as a party, and I
do not want to talk about them too much.

All that I will add concerns Miss Goldie’s speech
of last week, about inadequate public transport—
“inadequate public transport” is what she said. She
and the Tories should know all about that. They
cut spending on roads by nearly 40 per cent,
between 1994 and 1997, from £247 million to
£162 million. The minister today announced an
increase of £35 million. That will not go far
enough, in the long term, but it is a good start. On
public transport, the Tories have shown zero
tolerance—literally zero. They reduced grants for
local authorities to support public transport to zero:
zero money for local roads, zero money for bus
lanes and zero money for bus stations.

While the Tories go back to basics, what do that
lot on my left—they are on the left geographically,
not in any political sense—want to do? The SNP
wants to go back to the blackboard. The minister
today announced a welcome increase of £11
million for the national grid for learning, but the
SNP wants to scrap it. No wonder, then, that
University of Glasgow students told me earlier this
week that they view the two Opposition parties as
indistinguishable: they regard the SNP as
photocopy Tories. It is our coalition that is giving
the lead in Scotland, and we are providing the
quality debate. I only wish that those parties would
provide quality Opposition.

15:37

Mike Watson (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab): Mr
Raffan in full flight is a difficult person to deflect,
but he is always deflected eventually. However,
his approach is certainly preferable to that of
Andrew Wilson, who I thought was rather churlish
in his response on behalf of the Scottish National
party, and undeservedly so.

This is a big step forward in the way in which
Scottish public finances are managed. Mr Wilson,
who is a member of both the Audit Committee and
the Finance Committee, knows in great detail that
this is a new way of managing public finance, and
he should have welcomed it. Instead, we are
mired in questions of how much something is
worth, where the new money is and what is in
Gordon Brown’s war chest. That is not the issue

today, and the people of Scotland will not welcome
such an approach as this Parliament begins to
discuss financial matters seriously for the first
time. I certainly do not.

I have heard SNP members comment that it is
the same money. The issue is the reallocation of
resources, for the most part—nothing other than
that has been claimed, in terms of the three-year
comprehensive spending review.

Andrew Wilson: Mike Watson has just
appeared on the “Holyrood” television programme,
saying that there is no new money. The Minister
for Finance said that there is new money. Will
Mike Watson tell us who is right?

Mike Watson: I understand that Mr Wilson is
one of Scotland’s 50 most eligible bachelors.
Frankly, I am not sure what he is eligible for. He is
certainly not eligible for election to the SNP’s
national executive, as he has just failed to achieve
that. That might be because he is completely out
of line with that party, which wants to tax every
family in Scotland. Mr Wilson does not agree with
that.

Andrew and I are talking about two different
things. I do not know how he managed to hear
what was said in my interview for the “Holyrood”
programme, as I was being interviewed while he
was speaking in the chamber. However, I said that
there is no new money, and that the issue is the
reallocation of resources for this year. Some
money has been freed up in the way that Jack
McConnell suggested, for Scottish Homes and
NHS trusts, but the new money will be delivered
over the three years of the comprehensive
spending review. This is the partnership
agreement in practice. We outlined what the
partnership agreement would do, then the
programme for Scotland took that one step further
and described how those things would be funded.

Mr Duncan Hamilton (Highlands and Islands)
(SNP) rose—

Mike Watson: I will give way in a moment.
There must be a great deal to be welcomed, but I
am sure that that welcome will not come in this
intervention.

Mr Hamilton: Let us be clear about this.
Perhaps Andrew Wilson was in the chamber, but I
was not 10 cm from Mike Watson when he was
interviewed. What he said was nothing like what
he has just come out with. He told us categorically
that there was no new money. It was put to him in
the interview that Mr McConnell had told us that
this was new money. There is a rift which he is
trying to heal over, but cannot. Please tell us who
is right: is it the Minister for Finance or is it the
convener of the Finance Committee?

Mike Watson: The only rift that I have is a result
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of my lunch. I am a member of a very small club. It
does not have many members, and not many of
them are members of the Scottish National party. I
like Duncan Hamilton, but he tries too hard and he
is again trying to be too clever.

Ten minutes ago, we did an interview on the
“Holyrood” programme. What I was talking about
was the reallocation of resources for this year. The
new money was made perfectly clear in the
minister’s statement. We did not go into that detail
in the television debate, and it is not relevant to
what we are talking about. The SNP is trying to get
us off the main track of the good news that was
announced in the finance minister’s statement.

We should pay tribute to the fact that we have a
new, three-way process for managing Scotland’s
public finances. We have not had that in the past.
We now have openness and accountability. When
we get the draft budget lines for this and
subsequent years, they will be worked up into a
Budget Bill. We will have the opportunity to go into
that in far greater detail than has previously been
the case, in committee and in the chamber, and
the public will have their input, too. Cannot the
Scottish National party welcome that, rather than
quibbling about pennies here and there; new
money, old money? The minister’s statement is
perfectly clear about where we are and where we
are going. That has not been the case in the past.

What is most encouraging in the statement is
the new use of year-end flexibility. That means
that money does not have to be spent in a rush
towards the end of the year—often unwisely—and
that unspent money does not have to be returned
to the Treasury. That will have a major impact on
Scotland’s public finances and it is part of a new
way forward, a more positive, open and
accountable way of running our finances. The
statement is to be welcomed. This is the Scottish
Parliament getting down seriously to business.

15:42

Mr Kenneth Gibson (Glasgow) (SNP): I am
afraid that I will quibble, and it will not be about
pennies.

In these days, when most political parties
worship at the altar of low income tax, but at the
same time seek to be seen to be increasing public
expenditure, it is always illustrative to look at
precisely who is paying the bill.

I recently had the pleasure of looking at the
Executive’s expenditure plans in the document,
“Serving Scotland’s Needs”. In particular, I was
interested in local government and in how the
Scottish Executive would manage to put the quart
of its spending plans into the pint pot of its self-
imposed financial constraints. The news for
Scotland’s local authorities and hard-pressed

council tax payers is not good. Finding that out
was not an easy feat. The presentation of the
figures in “Serving Scotland’s Needs” is
particularly obscure. Nowhere in the publication is
it possible to make a direct comparison between
the amount that local authorities will need to spend
both to maintain current levels of service and to
meet new burdens, and the resources that the
Government plans to make available. Yet that
comparison is crucial to determine how much
extra cash will have to be provided through council
tax or by how much services will have to be cut.

To make the comparison, I have made two
broad assumptions: first, that loan charges will
increase faster than inflation—4 per cent per
annum for 2000-01 and 2001-02; and secondly,
that expenditure will need to rise in line with
inflation—by 2.5 per cent per annum.

Using those assumptions, I estimate that local
authorities will need an extra £660 million in 2001-
02. According to “Serving Scotland’s Needs”, the
planned increase in funding for those years is only
£490 million. That leaves a gap of £170 million
that local authorities will have to find for
themselves, either by putting up council taxes or
by cutting services.

I am afraid that that is not the end. Including the
new commitments—or new burdens, as they are
called—worsens the situation. I would like to list
some of the more important ones. The new
burdens include specific grants. Our research
indicates that, after inflation, there will be a
shortfall in that area of £14 million in 2000-01 and
£44.6 million in 2001-02. Another burden is the
expansion in child care. In September 1998, the
Government announced an additional £91 million
for the expansion of child care. That is not
included in specific grants, but is part of central
Government support and is not budgeted for in
2000-01, or the year after that. Estimated
additional costs for that new burden in those years
are £18.7 million and £22.4 million respectively.

Malcolm Chisholm rose—

Mr Gibson: In 1998-99, local authorities
estimated that they had spent an additional £41
million over and above the central allocation to
support extra funding for pre-school education.
Assuming that that top-up moves in line with
inflation, by 2001-02, local authorities will need to
find an additional £37 million not budgeted for.

“Serving Scotland’s Needs” estimates 2.5 per
cent per annum for a teachers’ pay increase. We
all know that the Educational Institute of Scotland
rejected the recent pay offer. If it accepts a future
comparable offer, by 2001-02, the shortfall will be
£100 million.

Taking those figures cumulatively, local
government faces a shortfall of nearly £400 million
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by 2001-02. That shortfall can be made up through
cuts in council services or through an average 40
per cent increase in council tax across Scotland.
That is the dishonesty that we face on the part of
the Scottish Executive. It is the reality of new
Labour: from the toll tax to the fuel escalator and
the council tax, someone will always have to pay
the bill.

Malcolm Chisholm rose—

Paul Martin (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
rose—

Mr Gibson: I will take a brief intervention from
Paul.

Paul Martin: Kenny has been critical of the
financial plan that Jack McConnell put forward, but
can he tell me where the SNP will make a
difference? What will it suggest as an alternative
to Jack McConnell’s plan? He can phone a friend,
or do whatever he likes to get an answer.

Mr Gibson: If Paul Martin had listened to
Andrew Wilson’s speech, he would have known
that he emphasised Gordon Brown’s war chest. It
is up to the Executive to demand that Scotland
gets its fair share of that war chest, to ensure that
services are not cut, that people do not have to
pay more in taxes and that jobs are not lost.

I will wind up—if I can remember where I was
before Paul’s intervention. I was not going to take
an intervention, but I did, as it was from him.

The Labour party has our assurance that we will
spend every waking hour explaining to the people
of Scotland that for every penny that is knocked off
income tax, they will have to pay back double in
stealth taxes, and for every penny bribe that is
handed out at elections, the cost will be poorer
public services, higher council taxes and fewer
jobs.

15:46
Mrs Mary Mulligan (Linlithgow) (Lab): I

welcome today’s announcement of an additional
£80 million for education and children. The £30
million that has been allocated to fund 500
additional teaching posts must be welcomed by
everyone in the chamber. Unfortunately, it has not
been. I hope that that money will continue to fulfil
Labour’s desire to reduce class sizes. A
commitment was given, and is being fulfilled, to
reduce the number of children in classes in P1 to
P3 to 30 or fewer by August 2001, but more
money for teachers will allow that policy to be
continued throughout the rest of children’s
schooling: in fact, up to S2.

The £21 million for books and equipment will
also be welcomed. Shortly before the elections to
this Parliament, there was criticism from the SNP

that new Labour’s proposal to extend the national
grid for learning was at the expense of providing
more books and equipment. I never believed that it
was an either/or situation. We must continue
teaching children about information technology,
but we also recognise the importance of books
and equipment. We know how the Tories reduced
education spending, so that children had fewer
books and had to share the books that they did
have, and teachers had to spend half their time
photocopying to enable classes to be held. I
welcome this money.

Fiona McLeod: Mary was at the meeting of the
Education, Culture and Sport Committee when Mr
Galbraith made it clear that he would not provide
more money to fund the teachers’ pay settlement
this year. Does she think that that will help our
children’s education?

Mrs Mulligan: Sam Galbraith never said that he
would not provide additional money to fund the
teachers’ pay settlement. He said that we have to
allow the teachers and their unions to negotiate a
pay settlement, and at that stage it is their
prerogative to discuss the issue with the minister.
He never ruled out additional money, because we
have not reached that situation yet. The fact that
SNP members keep returning to hypothetical
situations instead of living in the real world, like the
rest of us, shows how unrealistic they are.

We are now investing in books. I agree with
Keith Raffan, who spoke of the unholy alliance
between the SNP and the Tories in their grudging
recognition of the additional money.

What worries me most about debates such as
this is the way in which we argue whether facts
and figures are true or false, or whether it is new
or old money. The money that has been
announced today is part of fulfilling the agreed
policies that the partnership is implementing. It
strikes me that the real worry is coming from the
SNP and the Conservatives, who are not willing to
deal with real life and to come forward with some
realistic proposals of their own.

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Ms Patricia
Ferguson): I had intended to call Murray Tosh
next, but unfortunately he is not in the chamber.
Instead, I call Phil Gallie.

15:50

Phil Gallie (South of Scotland) (Con): At the
beginning of his remarks, Mr McConnell forecast
that there would be some facile political point
scoring. Ironically, he started off his speech
exactly along those lines. Jack seems quite
prepared to lash it out, but he does not like to get it
back.

Mr McConnell should be grateful to this part of
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the chamber, because the Labour party inherited a
great legacy from the Tory Government that has
enabled the Labour Government to do well
economically. That is not just the view of members
on the Conservative benches—

George Lyon (Argyll and Bute) (LD) rose—

Phil Gallie: Oh sit down, George, for goodness’
sake.

Mr McConnell rose—

Phil Gallie: No, Jack, just give me a minute. In
1997, Tony Blair—Jack’s master—said in
Amsterdam that he was extremely grateful to the
Tory party.

Mr McConnell: I notice that Mr Gallie is wearing
a pound sign badge that he presumably bought in
Blackpool this week. That is appropriate for a
finance debate.

Does Mr Gallie agree with Margaret Thatcher’s
prejudiced remark at last night’s Scottish night at
the Conservative party conference, that all the
problems that this country—and perhaps the
whole world—has faced for the past several
decades have been created by mainland Europe
and that the only solutions to those problems have
come from the English-speaking world?

Phil Gallie: If we look back at the sad years
from 1914 to 1918 and at the sad happenings from
1939 to 1945, I have to say that the great lady has
perhaps got something going for her.

Mr Raffan, who was quite happy to intervene but
was not prepared to give way, accused the
Conservatives of making mistakes with Black
Wednesday. However, the biggest mistake that we
ever made was joining the exchange rate
mechanism.

Mr Raffan: Major did that.

Phil Gallie: I am acknowledging that joining the
ERM was the greatest mistake that we ever made.
However, Mr Raffan would have had us rushing
into the euro; given the devaluation of that
currency, how much would that move have cost
people in the UK?

We should consider the issue of law and order in
relation to this budget. One of the Labour slogans
at the previous election was, “Tough on crime”.
However, I am pretty disappointed at the lack of
comment on law and order issues.

Mr Andy Kerr (East Kilbride) (Lab) rose—

Phil Gallie: Not just yet—I am being timed on
my four minutes.

We very much welcome the drugs enforcement
agency. Last week in the chamber, Angus MacKay
suggested that £4 million would be provided to
cover the costs of 200 extra policemen. At that

time, I said that the costs would be nearer £12
million. I am absolutely delighted that Jack
McConnell said today that £10.5 million would be
made available. I was rubbished by Angus
MacKay for an off-the-cuff remark, but it seems
that my figures were correct. I welcome the
minister’s acknowledgement of that.

Having complimented the minister, I have to say
that I am pretty concerned about expenditure on
police. No additional resources are going into the
police service. When the Tories left office, £29
million was being spent on the police, and the
same is still being spent today. I recognise that
there are difficulties. Central Government provides
51 per cent of police funding, with the other 49 per
cent topped up by local authorities, which
suggests that the matching funding that we all
want is not always there.

There has been a reduction in the number of
serving police officers in the Scottish police
service. The Strathclyde area, for example, has a
shortage of 350 officers. In his speech, Mr
McConnell put forward the vision of

“a country … where our families can raise their children,
safe”—

when they play—

“a country … where our senior citizens live at peace, in
safe neighbourhoods”.

The fact is that crime is rising under Labour, and
no provision was made to counter that in Mr
McConnell’s comments.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Can you wind
up, please?

Phil Gallie: If Mr McConnell says that the issue
will be re-examined at some point, he has our
word that we will enter into partnership with the
Labour party to bring about greater expenditure on
law and order. However, we must examine the
figures. Expenditure on justice in 1994-95 was
£513 million; for 2001-02, it is £512 million. That is
a reduction of £1 million over a period of six or
seven years. That does not give us real
confidence in Labour’s original pledge to be tough
on crime.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Please wind up,
Mr Gallie.

Phil Gallie: That represents a 15 per cent cut in
real terms in expenditure on justice issues.

Jack McConnell spoke of support for victims of
crime and witnesses. Once again, it seems to me
that that will not increase at all. We do not even
have a steady hold in expenditure; there is a
reduction in support for victims of crime.

Mr McConnell indicated disagreement.

Phil Gallie: The minister shakes his head. I
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stand to be corrected. If he can give me detailed
figures that show that support for victims of crime
will go up, he will have the support of the
Conservatives. He talked about legal aid.
[Interruption.] In fact, I do not think that he talked
about legal aid, but it is an issue that he must
reconsider. Once again, financial support for legal
aid is falling.

Finally—

Andrew Wilson: On a point of order, Presiding
Officer. The member has overrun by some
minutes.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Not quite, Mr
Wilson. Mr Gallie will close in one sentence.

Phil Gallie: I want to make one final point. In
response to a question that I asked last week, the
Minister for Finance said that £300,000 per year is
spent on ministerial cars. Surely that £300,000
could be spent on other things.

15:56

Maureen Macmillan (Highlands and Islands)
(Lab): I am absolutely delighted with Jack
McConnell’s announcement of funding to tackle
the causes and consequences of domestic
violence. I noticed that Jack was one of the few
men present at the debate on domestic violence a
few weeks ago, and I hope that he took note both
of the concerns expressed by all parties and of the
need for funding to address the problem.

I particularly welcome the commitment that the
funding will be used to ensure that provision is
consistent across Scotland. That is one of the
things that I was arguing for in the domestic
violence debate. It will mean that a person’s
postcode will not be a measure of the availability
of refuge provision. Without repeating my previous
speech, I want to say that I know that the funding
will be of particular relevance to rural areas, where
distance and lack of public transport make it
difficult for women to access help.

The money is desperately needed, for refuge
provision, for other support for victims and for
campaigns to educate and to raise awareness of
that terrible cancer in our society. I would
particularly like to see support for education
programmes on relationships, from the earliest
years in school. In due course, I look forward to
hearing from either the Minister for Finance or the
Minister for Communities about the details of the
proposals.

I welcome the announcement of extra funding
for roads. Without repeating the speech that I
made in the debate on the Mallaig road, I want to
say that that is of special interest to rural areas,
too. I look forward hopefully to further
announcements on where the extra money will be

allocated.

15:58

Kay Ullrich (West of Scotland) (SNP): Let us
clear away the smoke and the mirrors so that we
can see the reality behind the claims of big
spending on health and community care. Over the
next three years, health spending in Scotland will
increase by an average of 3.5 per cent, compared
to an increase of 4.3 per cent south of the border.
That is a loss of £410 million to the Scottish health
service. Does that mean that the people of
Scotland are getting radically healthier and
therefore do not require as much to be spent on
health care? Unfortunately, the evidence suggests
otherwise.

In any category I can mention—perinatal
mortality rates, deaths from cancer, heart disease,
strokes—the mortality rate in Scotland is higher
than in England and Wales. However, new Labour
intends to spend less on health care in Scotland.

Bristow Muldoon (Livingston) (Lab): Will the
member give way?

Dr Simpson: Will the member give way?

Kay Ullrich: No, I will not.

If the Executive really believes that the NHS in
Scotland is being adequately resourced, can it
explain why we are hearing reports of hospitals
that are already operating non-admissions policies
for elective surgery in an attempt to prevent a
repeat of last year’s winter crisis in accident and
emergency? Can the Executive explain why,
within the last two weeks—during an
unremarkable time of year for the health service—
Edinburgh royal infirmary was unable to accept
any admissions because there were no available
beds?

Furthermore, why is it that, in spite of a
proclaimed commitment to mental health, not one
acute psychiatric bed was available in any of the
four psychiatric hospitals in Lothian at the
beginning of September, resulting in vulnerable
people being placed in hospitals far from their
homes and their families? Such is the reality of
new Labour’s two-and-a-half-year stewardship of
the NHS in Scotland.

Surely the biggest let-down, however, is in the
area of community care. There cannot be a single
member in this chamber who has not had an
inquiry from a constituent on the subject of
community care. The fact is that social work
departments all over Scotland are being starved of
the funds that would enable them to provide
needs-led community care. An average-sized local
authority in Scotland will today have in excess of
100 people who have been assessed as being in
need of long-term residential or nursing care. Yet
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the social work department will have enough
funding to place only four people per month. It
does not take a genius to work out that hospital
beds will remain blocked and that frail, elderly
people will continue to be left at risk in
inappropriate living conditions.

The signs today are that the situation in terms of
local government funding will only get worse. In
addition to the growing crisis in the long-term care
of the elderly, there is an apparent refusal by
Labour MPs at Westminster and by the Scottish
Executive even to look at the Sutherland report,
which is widely regarded as showing the way
forward on funding for long-term care of the
elderly. It is a total obscenity that elderly people
should have to sell their homes and use up their
savings to pay for long-term care.

The Deputy Minister for Community Care
(Iain Gray): Will the member give way?

Kay Ullrich: No, I want to continue. The irony is
that those having to sell their homes are members
of a generation that was told by a Labour
Government after the war that if they contributed
to the public kitty, they would be looked after when
their working lives were over. New Labour—and
the Tories before it—must stand accused of a
complete breach of faith with an entire generation.

We have had the fine words and the glossy
brochures, but, as I am fond of saying, facts are
chiels that winna ding, and the facts are that new
Labour puts right-wing tax cuts before the health
service and Gordon Brown’s election war chest
before caring for our elderly people.

Bristow Muldoon: Will the member give way?

The Deputy Presiding Officer: No, the member
is winding up.

Kay Ullrich: Health spending as a proportion of
national wealth has dropped under new Labour to
its lowest level in a quarter of a century. However
hard the new Labour spin, the facts and the reality
that people see every day tell a different story—
one of underfunding, neglect and shame for new
Labour.

16:03
Mary Scanlon (Highlands and Islands) (Con):

I welcome the level of contribution from the
Opposition parties, given that we had less than
one hour to scrutinise the statement. Not only
would more time help us, it would help our
colleague Keith Raffan, who would not have to go
back to Golden Wednesday 1992. Perhaps Keith
could comment on today’s statement, rather than
on Conservative policies from seven years ago.

My first point is on the £17 million for
vaccination. [Interruption.] Andy Kerr and Phil

Gallie, will you two stop talking? [Laughter.] Once
a teacher, always a teacher. [Interruption.] Keep
quiet.

Mr McConnell: She is tough on crime.

Mary Scanlon: Absolutely.

I welcome the £17 million for vaccination, but I
am concerned that there are no meningitis C
vaccinations in Scotland. I am sure that most
members who have held surgeries will have been
visited by young students who say that they must
get a vaccination before they go to university.
Students are vulnerable, as there were fatalities
last year. Although I welcome the £17 million, I
would welcome more a supply of vaccinations,
because students must have a period of time in
which to build up immunity.

Iain Gray: Is Mary Scanlon clear about the fact
that the additional money relates to the new
vaccine, which is not yet available or in
production? The supply problems have been with
the older vaccine, and those problems have been
resolved. In terms of the money, we are talking
about two different vaccinations.

Mary Scanlon: I am talking about two
constituents who came to a surgery in Wick. Their
sons were going to Imperial College, London. Last
week, they could not get the vaccine in Wick—it
was not available. I want to be positive, Iain, and I
welcome the fact that you are addressing the
matter.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Can you wind
up, please.

Mary Scanlon: Wind up? I have just started.
[Laughter.] I want to make one brief point. It is on
bed blocking. I welcome the fact that we should be
constantly scrutinising best value for money and
monitoring good practice. I am delighted that the
Health and Community Care Committee have
made care in the community a top priority.

My main concern—this is a very brief point—
relates to Sir Stewart Sutherland’s comments last
week about £750 million being missing from the
care budget, UK-wide. Not only should we
scrutinise what we do in this Parliament, but I
would like clear, concise and accountable scrutiny
by us and by local government.

I think that we should be working towards better
working partnerships with local government to
deliver the health care that we need.

I have a lot more to say.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: You will have to
wind up.

Mary Scanlon: The same principles apply to
spinal injury patients, whose care costs £250 per
day. In that case, better working relationships with
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housing departments could mean that those
patients have the care that they need in their own
homes.

16:07
Mr Andy Kerr (East Kilbride) (Lab): I

congratulate Jack McConnell on his speech. I
share the views of some members that the
Opposition groups, grudgingly and working in
tandem as usual, have chosen to be fairly churlish.

I apologise to Mary. When I was talking, I
believe that I picked you up correctly: you did say
Golden Wednesday?

Mary Scanlon: Yes.

Mr Kerr: That was when this nation lost millions
of pounds. I am astonished that anybody would
refer to it as Golden Wednesday, albeit according
to the Conservatives’ anti-European agenda,
which took them out of the exchange rate
mechanism. I think that that is fairly disgusting,
and I am glad that it is on the public record.

I turn to the statement. We must welcome the
new money going into Scotland’s services: the
money announced by Jack and the reallocation of
resources to what he called in his speech the
people’s priorities. It is about education.

Phil said, “Tough on crime”. We are also tough
on the causes of crime. That is why, looking at the
general economic climate, youth unemployment is
at a historic low level, general unemployment is at
a historic low level, long-term unemployment is at
a historic low level. That is what Government’s
role is. Working in partnership with Westminster,
we can deliver those macro-economic solutions,
which will have local implications for crime and so
on. I welcome that reduction in unemployment. It
is generally respected by journalists.

Alex Fergusson (South of Scotland) (Con):
Will Mr Kerr give way?

Mr Kerr: Andrew Wilson was quoting journalists
about Gordon Brown’s war cabinet. [Laughter.] I
also quote from The Herald. One of its headlines
was:

“Golden age hailed as jobless total plummets”.

That relates to the management economy. We
keep comparing expenditure patterns. The
baseline figures provided by Jack McConnell and
his office show that we are growing in terms of
health expenditure, which may be reduced in
terms of gross national product, but we have a
well-managed economy that is running at higher
levels than ever before. In comparative terms,
there may be reductions, but in a context of £4
billion of new money coming to Scotland through
the CSR, and of £800 for every man, woman and
child in Scotland, I would have thought that the

Opposition parties would have managed some
grudging congratulations to Labour and to Jack
McConnell for spending the money so wisely in
Scotland.

Alex Fergusson: I congratulate Mr Kerr for
giving way, if that makes him feel happier.

If the Labour Government is so tough on the
causes of crime, perhaps he could explain why
crime figures are increasing in general.

Mr Kerr: Crime is a very complex matter, and
that is why we are spending more money on drug
enforcement agencies, and why the Deputy
Minister for Justice is going to Ireland to examine
new measures for dealing with drug enforcement
and the seizure of assets. We are dealing with the
issues as we see fit—successfully, I would argue.
Drugs are one of the main focuses of criminal
activity. Therefore, we are spending the money on
the people’s priorities: on the drugs issue, on the
drugs enforcement agency and, I hope, on the
seizure of assets. That is how to deal with the
drugs problem and its effect on crime.

Let us consider the big picture, which Andrew
Wilson talked about. The big picture is inflation at
all-time lows, interest rates at all-time lows,
unemployment at all-time lows, and Jack
McConnell presenting a firm financial statement
for the Scottish people’s benefit. It is their money
and he is spending it well.

16:10

Fiona Hyslop (Lothians) (SNP): To follow Andy
Kerr, I would say that housing investment is at an
all-time low.

There is some good news on housing, in that
under current plans there will be an increase in
expenditure from £464 million in 1997-98 to £640
million in 2001-02. I welcome the £50 million of
recycled money going into the housing budget. I
would ask Liberal Democrat members if they have
examined where their healthy homes initiative,
which was put into the partnership agreement,
appears in the minister’s statement. I do not think
that it does.

The bad news is that, over the past decade,
housing’s share of the Scottish Office budget has
declined from 7.2 per cent to 3.1 per cent. That is
the context of public service investment that we
are addressing. When we examine the figures,
there has been a fall in gross public sector
investment from £1,195 million in 1992-93 to £604
million in 1997-98. That shows the scale of the
problem. Housing association investment fell by
41 per cent from 1995-96 to 1997-98. Local
authority investment declined by 45 per cent. That
is not a gap in public spending; it is a gaping
chasm.
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We need strong public services and the political
will to support strong public services. Why do we
need that? It is not just about pounds, shillings and
pence; it is about people and their needs.
Overcrowding causes family tensions. Families
who want to live near each other are scattered to
the four winds, because there is no affordable
housing locally. Young people are forced to leave
their homes in rural areas. Poor public investment
leads to the breakdown in the social need to keep
communities together. The Government and the
Executive talk about social inclusion—good
housing is part of that.

One in four people live in damp houses and
there are 2,500 excess deaths. In this land of
plenty energy, we allow old people to die because
we do not invest in healthy homes. It is all in the
name of prudence. Remember that prudence can
come in many shapes and forms, and at this time
Prudence is an old lady who stalks Scotland, lives
in a cold house and may end up in hospital
because of cold-related illness. When she is
assessed for community care, she will be waiting
eight months hence to get a place, because the
council coffers cannot afford a community care
place for her as the public purse prudence does
not recognise her namesake. Labour would rather
keep the war chest closed than address real need.

The Executive proposals fail Scotland because a
disproportionate amount of its budget is spent on
its obsession with wholesale stock transfer
proposals. The policy of transferring 25 per cent of
Scotland’s housing stock could cost as much as
£4.8 billion over the next 40 years. Is that a legacy
that we should leave our children?

On investment, I will quote the submission of the
Glasgow and west of Scotland forum of housing
associations to the housing green paper. It put it
better than I could:

“Affordable good quality social housing requires
significant amounts of public subsidy. Extending the role of
the private sector without increasing public expenditure
input is a recipe for either spiralling rents or inadequate
maintenance or both.”

The investment strategy proposed in the financial
proposals of the Scottish Executive will deliver
precisely that.

Then there is Barnett. Remember the Barnett
squeeze as it will have significant effects on
housing budgets. The Scottish Executive, tied to
the UK tax-cutting obsession, restricts borrowing
consents of local authorities that retain their
housing stock. The consequence will be increased
rent, which will damage social inclusion strategies
and increase benefit dependency.

In conclusion, the Executive must realise that
that if it is to deliver its stated aims, adequate
levels of public subsidy must be retained, as must

realistic levels of public investment. On its own,
private finance will never meet public need
adequately. Labour’s Tory policy is delivering
poorer public services and higher finances as a
result of private finance.

What Scotland needs is a Government that is
prepared to tell the truth about tax and that is
prepared to stand up for Scotland’s interests. I am
sorry to say that what I have heard from the
Minister for Finance does not do either.

16:15

Tommy Sheridan (Glasgow) (SSP): It is little
consolation to the man who lost both arms and
both legs through a tragic accident, only to be told
a number of years later that a transplant will give
him back one of his arms. He is still a severely
disabled man.

Unfortunately, the minister’s statement makes
up in no way for the massive reduction in public
services and expenditure in public services that
we have suffered in the past two decades. The
problem is that the statement is part and parcel of
new Labour’s on-going crusade against public
services and in favour of private finance. It shows
total disregard for the value and the morale of our
public service workers.

Reference was made earlier to a London School
of Economics report that, after extensive analysis,
clearly exposed the fact that this Government is
spending a smaller proportion of its wealth on
public services than any other Government in the
past 40 years. It is of little consolation to the
200,000 pensioners, of little consolation to the
300,000 poor children and of little consolation to
those hundreds of thousands of public service
workers to hear talk of prudent finance.

I challenge this Executive to make a strong case
to the British Government. We in Scotland must
budget with the mere morsels that are given to us,
rather than controlling the wealth and the
resources of this country as we should. It is time
that this Executive went back to Mr Brown to say
to him that it is a disgrace that £12 billion is sitting
in the public coffers while 200,000 pensioners are
poor and while 300,000 children are poor. It is a
disgrace and one of which this Executive should
be ashamed.

A recent Trades Union Congress report shows
that Britain remains bottom of the European
league of public investment. Britain is No 15 out of
15. The European Commission’s forecast is that
we will still be bottom of that European league of
public expenditure in the middle of 2000. The
TUC’s statement shows that when the
comprehensive spending review and this
Executive’s statement are taken into account, we
are still spending 25 per cent less on public
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services in real terms than we did in 1993-94.

The statement goes on to make the point that as
far as total Government expenditure is concerned
there has been a 45 per cent reduction in real
terms between 1994 and today. No matter what
the spin is, if you have a pun o mince, ye might
heat it up but it is still mince.

This statement from the Executive goes
nowhere near fulfilling the aspirations or
addressing the needs of ordinary people the
length and breadth of Scotland. I would argue that
what is required is for the Executive to go back to
the British Westminster Government and to argue
for a better settlement for expenditure in this
country. To paraphrase an old song, we should
send them homewards tae think again.

Tricia Marwick (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP):
On a point of order. You have indicated, Presiding
Officer, that Mr Tavish Scott is next to be called. I
recall that you called him about three speakers
ago and he was not in the chamber because, I
understand, he was doing a television interview.
There are many members who have sat
throughout the debate—

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Thank you.

Tricia Marwick:—who are waiting to be called
and there is a possibility that they might not be
called. It is a gross discourtesy—

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I have turned
your microphone off. Mr Scott was not called. I
indicated that I was about to call him. Then I
realised that he was not here and did not call him.
If we press on at the current rate, it should be
possible to accommodate everyone who wishes to
speak. I take your point, but for that reason we are
moving on now.

16:21

Tavish Scott (Shetland) (LD): I am not the only
person who has had to go out to do a TV interview
and has then spoken.

Mr Sheridan speaks with considerable
eloquence on the areas he is deeply concerned
about, but I still think the £17.4 billion is not just a
small morsel and, although we can differ on how
we might spend it, it is a considerable sum of
public money. For the Liberal Democrats I wish to
recognise the investment that is going into
transport and the environment in the increase from
£570 million to £587 million over three years. I
also welcome the additional money in relation to
the strategic roads review. Thirty-five million
pounds will not deal with all the concerns and
requirements of communities around Scotland but,
as was said earlier, might be able to deal with the
Mallaig road, for example. That is an important
step forward and shows that the partnership

Government is listening to a particularly important
area of concern in Scotland.

While the broad sums are important, some of
the more minor details are also important. The
former chief executive of a council I worked in told
me that, as a councillor, I should worry about only
the vision and not the small details, but the detail
is what builds the vision and we should concern
ourselves with it. The Minister for Finance
mentioned the Scotland Office and its £5.7 million
budget and 130 civil servants. I would like to
understand what that money is being used for and
our role in ensuring accountability for it.

In an article by Mr John Reid I read in The
Parliamentary Monitor this week he explains the
secretary of state’s role. He said:

“it is my job to ensure that Scotland’s voice continues to be
heard at Cabinet”

and, when drawing up the assisted areas map,

“in consultation with my Cabinet colleagues I was able to
ensure that the UK government’s decision was fair to
Scotland.”

In the longer term, in the federal Britain that
Liberal Democrats seek, there would be no role for
the Secretary of State for Scotland. I accept, for
now, as the Minister for Finance made clear, that
there is a need for a secretary of state looking
after Scotland’s interests in Cabinet. I have
concerns about the scale of the operation,
however. There are questions that should be
asked about accountability and scale: what do all
130 civil servants do and how does this Parliament
ensure that the secretary of state represents our
views?

Kenny MacAskill expressed concern at a
Transport and the Environment Committee
meeting about how we would be able to make
representations to the UK Government on the fuel
escalator. That is an obvious role for the secretary
of state. I am interested in how we as a Parliament
make sure our representations are fed into that
process. While today there has been an important
step forward in terms of financial accountability—

Mr Swinney: I am grateful to Mr Scott for giving
way on this important point about the
representational role of the Secretary of State for
Scotland on behalf of Scotland. To what extent
does Mr Scott think that the First Minister—who
was the Secretary of State for Scotland until a few
months ago—ever raised objections within Her
Majesty’s Government about the impact of fuel
prices and the fuel duty escalator on Scotland? If
that was an issue that the secretary of state could
handle, why did some of his colleagues vote
against the fuel duty escalator before the election?

Tavish Scott: Mr Swinney is talking about a
Government in which I was not involved. I am
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interested in what is happening now. I want the
representations that the Parliament makes on
particular issues to be taken forward in the most
active way possible. That is what I am trying to
allude to and tease out today. While the
Parliament creates an opportunity to be
accountable over finances, in this case it is, to
some extent, not matched by any accountability
over that aspect of our democratic life. It should
be, and I look forward to finding ways in which that
can be taken forward.

16:28

Dr Richard Simpson (Ochil) (Lab): I
particularly welcome the additional expenditure on
the national health service. However, I do not
recognise much of what the Opposition said about
forward planning. It is true that we have had two
years of prudent budgeting. We have inherited one
of the strongest economies in Europe and one of
the lowest unemployment rates in the western
world. That is a sound basis on which to develop
public services. It is crucial that we develop those
services. Mr Jack McConnell’s commitment not
only to the introduction of the previously planned
expenditure but to definite new expenditure is
not—as Kay Ullrich claimed—smoke and mirrors.
It is reality.

Let us look at some of those realities. Getting
the £50 million in the NHS trust capital spend back
from the Treasury is of considerable importance;
putting it into housing is a demonstration of the
Executive’s joined-up thinking. As the Opposition
says, health is not just about health; it is about
other issues. We are as committed to that as the
Opposition is, but in a realistic, not fanciful, way.

The Scottish Executive is already spending
more than £200 more for every woman, man and
child than is spent in England. It is almost obscene
for us to ask for even more, when there are people
in Birmingham, Manchester and other areas of
England who are suffering deprivation that is just
as great. The Barnett formula favours us
enormously and the percentage increases that
people play games with mean that we will
receive—and will continue to receive—substantial
increases.

Kay Ullrich: Does Dr Simpson dispute that
morbidity and mortality rates are higher in
Scotland than in England?

Dr Simpson: What I dispute is Scotland being
measured against the UK average. There are
areas in England and Wales that are suffering just
as much from poor morbidity as areas of Scotland.
It is crucial that those areas—

Tommy Sheridan: Dr Simpson has made a
criticism of the comparison between Scotland and
the UK. I specifically made comparisons between

the UK and Europe. Does he question those
comparisons?

Dr Simpson: In health terms, we are spending
less, but it is because we have a health service
that, because of its primary care system, is
considerably more efficient than health services
anywhere else.

That efficiency is the next item to which I turn. I
say to the Conservatives—whose number is
depleted by greater events—that although the
Conservative Government spent considerably
more money on the health service over 18 years, it
did not spend it wisely. The money was spent on
administration; under the Conservatives, the
percentage spent on administrative costs more
than doubled. The Executive is trying to spend its
money prudently; we have begun that process
with reorganisation.

I have two more points. First, the chamber has
to get to grips with the issue of drugs. I
recommended in the Health and Community Care
Committee that there should be a separate subject
committee on drugs. Drugs are one of the most
destructive things in our communities; the
Parliament must state that it regards the issue as
a priority. I welcome particularly Jack McConnell’s
commitment to the drugs enforcement agency. He
also indicated that there would be a review of
expenditure on rehabilitation and education. We
must examine how we spend that money and
ensure that it is spent wisely. The drugs issue is
fundamental to social inclusion, to health and to
the criminal justice aspects of the Parliament’s
work.

Secondly, I welcome the money that is being
spent on the meningitis C vaccine. That is an
indication that this Executive is prepared to take
up important new developments and spend money
appropriately.

I welcome the minister’s statement; it is just a
start, but it is an excellent start. I am pleased that
he has accepted the need for level 2 funding
analysis, on which the Finance Committee is
particularly keen. I am sure that members from all
parties will welcome that, and that John Swinney
will mention it when he sums up.

16:31

Mr Kenny MacAskill (Lothians) (SNP): It is
reasonable to expect that the announcement of
expenditure plans to the Scottish Parliament will
be an opportunity to outline a vision and to
dispense goodies to an eagerly awaiting nation.
What we have heard so far amounts to little more
than crumbs swept from the table—crumbs that
are not bound together by any great vision,
because there is neither a big picture, nor a big
idea.
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What is the current situation in Scotland? As
others have said, in London, Gordon Brown’s UK
war chest is being built up in preparation for a
Dutch auction at the next election. Labour is
involved in an unseemly scramble with the Tories
to cut direct taxation further, at the same time as it
continues to introduce indirect taxation by the back
door.

Fuel duty is the classic, crippling example of
that. Eighty-five pence in every pound that is spent
by the Scottish motorist finds its way directly to
London, no doubt thickening the lining of Mr
Brown’s war chest. Scotland may be Europe’s
major oil producer, but Labour dictates that we
have the highest fuel prices on the European
continent.

Even air transport is not exempt. Last year the
Treasury raked in from Scotland £54 million
through air passenger duty, but we do not even
have rail links to our major airports. We heard an
announcement of £45 million for roads, but
Labour’s accident tax will be covered in three and
a half years from Scottish motorists’ increased
premiums. We are paying for it through the back
door.

Transport infrastructure forms the backbone of a
stable economy, creating jobs and wealth. That
backbone is crucial to a geographically remote
nation such as ours.

Let us consider the priority that the Executive
has given transport. The rhetoric may be fine, but
it is belied by a lack of financial commitment. The
Executive’s proposals would cut transport
expenditure by more than £200 million over the
first three years of this Parliament, as compared
with the last three years of Tory rule. We may be
becoming a wealthier nation, but under Labour a
smaller proportion of our wealth is being invested
in our nation. Our wealth is being extracted to fund
a tax bribe promised by a London chancellor.

In 1993-94, 0.56 per cent of gross domestic
product was spent on roads and transport.
According to “Serving Scotland’s Needs”, by 1999-
2000, that will have fallen by about a third. If
spending had remained at 1993-94 levels, this
Parliament would have had an additional £488
million to spend on transport. A comparison of the
last three years of Tory spending with the plans
that have been published for the first three years
of this Scottish Parliament indicates that
expenditure on motorways and trunk roads is on
course to fall by some 70 per cent.

That leaves Sarah Boyack as not so much the
Minister for Transport and the Environment, but
the minister for potholes. Do not ask for Ms
Boyack—it would be as well to ask for Ralph or
Clarence, as that is all that the budget will pay for.
Under the trunk road maintenance review, road

maintenance may be hived off, privatised or
undercut. Local authorities are worried about that.

Where is the money for the big projects? Where
are the plans for infrastructure to allow us to be
economically competitive? London is a great deal
less geographically peripheral than Scotland, but
the Government seems happy enough to pour
money into its infrastructure.

George Lyon: Will the member give way?

Mr MacAskill: I am sorry, but I will not give way.
The Presiding Officer has made it quite clear that
other people wish to speak.

What about the £2.5 billion for the new Jubilee
line in Docklands? What about the £440 million for
Heathrow Express? What about the £1.8 billion
channel tunnel link? There is even talk of a second
Eurotunnel, when we in Scotland do not have a
direct link to the first one.

No visionary projects of that sort are contained
in Scotland’s budget statement. A mere £35
million would cover the upgrading and
electrification of the Edinburgh-Shotts link. Just
£15 million would open a freight and passenger
service connecting Stirling, Alloa and Dunfermline
and £180 million would provide us with the M74
northern extension, which would boost the
economy in the west of Scotland. The cost of just
one station on the Jubilee line would be enough to
upgrade the A77 to motorway status.

At a time when environmental issues are
becoming more and more important, when Kyoto
is climbing up every agenda, with a need for closer
monitoring and tighter regulation, we discover that
the environmental watchdog, which we trust to
look after and monitor our environmental needs,
faces a 6 per cent budget cut. On the
environment, Labour’s commitment does not
match the rhetoric.

We need a basic change in philosophy. We
need to recognise that investment in community
and country is essential. We must invest for the
common good, not withdraw for the individual
gain, in order to compete economically in the
global economy, which is a prerequisite for us to
be able to implement our plans for social justice. In
today’s statement, the Executive has fallen
lamentably short. It has been subject to
examination and it has failed.

16:36

George Lyon (Argyll and Bute) (LD): As usual,
Kenny shows tremendous vision but gives no
indication of how he means to pay for all his
proposals—that is typical of the SNP.

It was interesting to hear David Davidson say
what a wonderful legacy Jack McConnell, the
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Minister for Finance, had inherited.

Alex Johnstone (North-East Scotland) (Con):
It was Jack McConnell.

George Lyon: I think that it was David who
claimed that the Conservatives had left that
legacy. I have had a look at the figures. What a
wonderful legacy, indeed: £15.9 billion was spent
in Scotland in 1994-95; that figure fell to £15.147
billion by 1997-98.

I welcome the announcement by the Minister for
Finance. There is new money and new
spending—£80 million is to be spent on education,
which is important because it represents a big
commitment to our schools, to our children and to
our children’s future. Liberal Democrat policies
and priorities have been turned into Government
policy—I am sure that the unholy alliance in the
chamber will get little opportunity to do the same.

I will put into context what this extra money
represents at grassroots level. In my constituency
of Argyll and Bute, where I live, we face the
prospect of the closure of small rural schools,
despite a 4.6 per cent increase in the budget for
this year. The extra money that will come through
next year should allow the council to re-examine
that proposal. I hope that it will decide to hold off
closure and to support the small rural schools.

Nicola Sturgeon: Although £80 million sounds
a lot of money and anyone with half a brain will
welcome new resources in education, does
George Lyon accept that the outstanding repairs
bill for Scottish schools is in the region of £1
billion? If the extra money is put into that context, it
does not sound so great after all.

George Lyon: As Nicola Sturgeon will know, the
partnership agreement included a £600 million
commitment for capital projects. Moreover, £80
million is a lot more than the SNP will deliver over
the four years of this Parliament.

The extra money is coming through as a result
of the partnership agreement, on top of the
comprehensive spending review increases in
expenditure over the three-year period. As my
colleague Keith Raffan said, we hope to see more
money flowing through in the second
comprehensive spending review. It is particularly
important to remember that the priorities that were
set out in the partnership for government
programme are the priorities that the new money
will address. There will be investment in public
services—investment in our future and in better
health and education.

I also welcome the extra £29 million that has
been made available to help to address student
hardship—that is a first step in tackling student
hardship while we await the outcome of the Cubie
inquiry. It will be interesting to see what will

happen after Cubie, now that William Hague
announced that the Tory party would do a U-turn
on tuition fees. That is unusual—is it a change in
policy of which the Scottish Conservatives have
failed to inform the chamber?

Mr Davidson: I thank Mr Lyon for giving way. If
he had been present in the chamber for the whole
debate, he might have heard my response to his
colleague Mr Raffan on that point.

George Lyon: I was outside doing a television
interview, but I will no doubt read it tomorrow.
Perhaps the Tories have a different policy in
Scotland from the one that they have in the rest of
the UK.

The expenditure plans demonstrate that the
partnership Government is committed to delivering
quality public services. Extra investment will be
made not just this year, but over the next four
years. I welcome today’s announcement.

16:40

Miss Annabel Goldie (West of Scotland)
(Con): Mr McConnell gave a very attractive
performance. He has the jaunty, Jack-the-lad air
that could entice a lady to follow him into a bar, but
it will no doubt be a source of great relief to him
that I shall not be that lady—I would end up paying
for the drinks.

As an expenditure statement, this is a Chinese
puzzle; the more one looks at it, the less one sees.
In my question, I mentioned the minister’s key
strategic priorities. The statement includes a
worthy list of areas on which the minister proposes
to spend money and many of the contributors to
the debate have referred to that list. Under the
heading of education, however, the list makes no
acknowledgement of the teachers’ plight and no
recognition that we have a serious situation—an
impasse—in which the teachers are being
promised no comfort until the outcome of an
inquiry in May 2000. If Labour, in its first year of
spending, managed to cut spending on education
by £219 million, does not that make the £80 million
look paltry in terms of the educational sphere’s
current needs?

On justice, what about more, instead of fewer,
police? What about fewer cuts to funding—or
more money—for Victim Support? I asked the
minister about enterprise and lifelong learning.
Reference is made to increased access and
doubling assistance to mature students on low
incomes, but it is difficult to reconcile that with the
tuition fees impasse. There is complete silence on
help for enterprise.

Mr MacAskill eloquently described the
shortcomings of our transport system. If ours is an
unholy alliance, Mr MacAskill, I am proud to share



1073 6 OCTOBER 1999 1074

it with you. It is the duty of Opposition to point out
such things. In Scotland, we have an overdue
improvement programme for killer roads and a
tired and inadequate roads infrastructure that
desperately needs investment.

The statement is good on communities and no
doubt encouraging for those who will benefit from
that, but what cheer is there for people who have
the misfortune to live in the country? What about
fuel taxes, the neglect of our rural communities
and the difficulties that face them?

Under the subject of rural affairs, there is no
comfort for our agriculture industry. That is very
pertinent to those members who today met the
representatives from the pig industry; we heard an
acute plea from an industry that is on the point of
collapse. What succour is there for the pig
industry?

I see gaping and disturbing gaps in the
statement. On health, what about reducing waiting
lists and waiting times? What about increasing the
number of nurses? Such things matter to the
people of Scotland.

There is no doubt that the minister’s statement is
ambitious, nor is there any doubt that it is carefully
crafted. There is no doubt whatever that the
money has been recycled so much that the food
processor is in danger of exploding as it tries to
produce yet another dish from the minister’s
kitchen.

At Westminster, there is a roll-forward of
surpluses that are not being disbursed; that
practice is spreading to this Parliament. That is not
welcome news. A war chest is being built up and
is becoming immoral in its immensity. At the
current rate, it is costing £1,500 for every taxpayer
in Scotland. We are entitled to ask whether that
money could be distributed in many more
advantageous ways than being kept to hone the
weapons of election combat.

In short, the expenditure statement might bring
comfort to some people, but it will bring none at all
to most.

16:45
Mr John Swinney (North Tayside) (SNP): To

preserve my reputation for fair-mindedness, I
would like to say to Richard Simpson that I
welcome the Minister for Finance’s decision to
give the Finance Committee access to level 2
financial information. Neither men will be surprised
to hear that I will now be demanding level 3, level
4, level 5 and level 6 financial information to
satisfy my interest.

One statistic that the minister did not include in
his outline is the fact that, over the three years
from 1999 to 2002, spending is rising two and a

half times faster in England than in Scotland. The
rise in England is 4.4 per cent, compared with 1.8
per cent in Scotland. That is what the anoraks of
the world call the Barnett squeeze. The Barnett
formula is not generous to Scotland. It is not a
benefit; it is a constraint.

Malcolm Chisholm: Surely the fact is that there
is a higher base now. The reality is that spending
in Scotland is at a higher profile during that three-
year period than it has been for decades.

Mr Swinney: Richard Simpson said that the
Barnett formula was good for us. As I have just
illustrated, that is not the case.

The minister made points about the negotiation
of future budgets, particularly in relation to the
Treasury and the future funding settlement for
Scotland. How does the minister propose to
deliver a process that can be carried out in what
he called an open and transparent way? I have
never known Her Majesty’s Treasury to be open
and transparent.

Mary Mulligan accused my colleagues of not
living in the real world. She must not have been
listening to Kenneth Gibson’s speech, which
captured the reality of the situation. The
Government is cutting in real terms what is going
into local authorities while adding to the burdens
that local authorities are being forced to bear. That
is why my constituents do not have adequate
social work provision for residential care and why
there is not enough investment in the education
service in the areas of Scotland where the
population is increasing. None of that will be
solved by the things that the minister talked about
today.

Keith Raffan—I am glad to see him back in the
chamber again—boasted about the money that
was in place to encourage students to enter higher
education, particularly those from low-income
households. We support that process but where is
the joined-up thinking? That money will not be
effective unless we take account of the regime that
exists for the financial support of students.

The minister said that the final stage of the
exercise he is involved in will be the process of
monitoring, evaluation and review. That gets to the
heart of the problems that I have with what the
Administration is doing. It is great at making
announcement after announcement but we are in
no position to judge the effectiveness of any of the
measures.

Last week, the Parliament—including members
of the Conservative party, our opponents in
Opposition—refused to support our sensible
measures to put in place a framework to
benchmark the Scottish economy and let us judge
the performance of the Executive. I want
measures to be put in place that will allow us to
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test the effectiveness of its policy initiatives.

There was confusion today between Mike
Watson and Mr McConnell about whether there
was or was not new money. There is, of course,
no new money. The minister explained the
process of rolling forward budgets and that is
where the largesse that he has announced has
come from.

Who is going to pay for the new programme of
action? The people who are paying tuition fees,
the people who will pay the toll tax and the people
who pay council tax.

Mr Duncan McNeil (Greenock and Inverclyde)
(Lab): The real question is where the money will
come from. Does Mr Swinney agree with
increasing tax for hard-working families in
Scotland?

Mr Swinney: Duncan has prompted me on the
next line of my speech: the people who will pay for
the shortfall in local authority expenditure are the
council tax payers. We argued during the election
campaign for fair taxation to ensure that money
that is spare is invested in public services.

Mr Raffan rose—

The Presiding Officer (Sir David Steel): The
member is in the last minute of his speech.

Mr Swinney: The Presiding Officer will tell me to
be quiet in a moment, so I will wind up.

I welcome what the minister said about trying to
extend the value of available public funds. I recall
that when I argued that point before the election I
was told that it was not a strategy that amounted
to very much, but I am delighted that the minister
has taken it to the heart of his strategy and done
the decent thing and admitted that I argued for it
consistently.

It is vital that we extend value, but extending
value is different from cutting other budgets. That
is the essential change that we seek to leverage
into this programme. The minister will have our co-
operation in developing the strategy of extending
value, but he will not have our co-operation in
extending the cuts that the Labour party is
presiding over.

Annabel Goldie made a rather strange analogy
with wanting to go into a bar with Jack McConnell.
Let me assure him that—[Interruption.] I see that
Annabel Goldie confirms that she would not want
to go into a bar with Jack McConnell—I am sorry; I
picked that up wrong.

The minister has announced a regurgitation of
all the statements and announcements that have
been made before. This statement contains
nothing that is new or different or takes the debate
forward, except for the arguments about extending
value in the public purse. I am delighted that those

arguments came positively and constructively from
the SNP before the election.

16:51

Mr McConnell: It would have been helpful if
both of the partners in the Opposition coalition had
recognised that today we did not recycle a series
of announcements. If the statement was
remarkable for anything, it was that it did not
include recycled announcements. It is right and
proper that ministers make the announcements
that arise from this statement and that the
committees of the Parliament have a chance to
discuss them.

It was interesting that Mr Swinney and Miss
Goldie described themselves as opponents.
Perhaps that is because there is no vote this
afternoon—otherwise they would be in their usual
alliance.

It has been my privilege to present this
statement. The programme that this Administration
has set out will deliver for all the people of
Scotland. It is there for Scotland’s children in the
increased investment in education, and in other
measures. It is there for Scotland’s families in the
increased investment in support for strong
communities. It is there for senior citizens,
particularly in the investment in tackling crime and
the causes of crime—I hope that Mary Scanlon
agrees that sometimes that might include getting
Phil Gallie to let her speak.

I hope that the budget process can go ahead in
an open and consultative way and that our
discussions in the overall review next year can be
open and transparent—in Scotland and with the
Treasury. I can assure members that that is our
commitment.

The plans that were outlined today deliver. They
deliver £80 million of new money for education.
They deliver programmes on social inclusion,
transport, justice and other areas that will improve
the quality of life in Scotland. Frankly, I have found
many Opposition members’ comments about the
issues that confront us as elected MSPs in
Scotland’s first Parliament lacking in substance.

Mr Raffan: There was one point of substance
from the SNP, which, of course, was about 1993-
94 levels of real expenditure. An increase of £7.8
billion would mean a 10p increase in income tax.
Obviously we in the coalition do not wish to
impose that on the Scottish people, but the SNP
does.

Mr McConnell: The SNP’s references to 1994-
95 expenditure levels are wearing a bit thin, two
and a half years into the new Government. Also,
credibility is stretched beyond the limit when we
hear Conservative members talk about their
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record on public expenditure and finances,
considering the massive level of debt the
Government took on in 1997 and the size of
budget cuts at that time—as the figures that have
been published today show.

Contained in today’s figures are other factors
that are relevant to points that have been raised.
The figures include urgent assistance for Scottish
salmon farmers, which should be welcomed on all
sides of the chamber. The extra money for the
new deal is there for industry and for enterprise.
Again, it stretches credibility for a party that said
during the Scottish election campaign, if I
remember Mr McLetchie’s comment properly, that
it would abolish the new deal in Scotland—and
that may well still be his party’s policy—to criticise
the amount of money that we are spending on
industry and enterprise.

Mr Raffan asked about drug rehabilitation.
Today’s figures include recent announcements by
ministers on drug action teams and on the
essential effectiveness of our drug rehabilitation
policy. When ministers receive the audit report that
they should receive soon, we will hear statements
in the chamber that will take drug policy forward,
at the same time as we tackle the pushers and the
people responsible for this problem in so many of
our communities.

The number of times that we hear that health
expenditure in Scotland has lost out in comparison
with health expenditure in England because of the
existence of the United Kingdom is getting
ridiculous. Health expenditure in Scotland remains
20 per cent higher than it is in England. SNP
members may object, but it is time that we
recognised that, that we were honest about it, and
that Mrs Ullrich—every now and again—welcomed
the odd positive announcement on the health
service in Scotland. Perhaps that is too much to
ask.

The stuck record of constantly complaining
about how Scotland compares with England does
not fit with the reality of public expenditure in
Scotland today. We were elected to spend money
better, not to complain about what is being spent
in Birmingham or Bristol or anywhere else south of
the border.

It is interesting to note the comments that have
been made about the Scotland Office and the
process of decision making that was outlined in
the statement of funding policy earlier this year.
That policy remains in place and will work well in
practice for Scotland. The nationalist members of
the House of Commons at Westminster are well
resourced—they receive a considerable amount of
money in back-up, even though they are not there
very often. Perhaps they should occasionally go
there to ask questions and make speeches. That
would be welcome.

Mr Swinney rose—

Mr McConnell: Mr Swinney, please listen for a
second. It would have been welcome if, some time
during the past six months, SNP members had
complained, asked questions and commented on
the statement of funding policy and raised these
particular issues in the place where the statement
was originally published.

Mr Swinney rose—

Mr McConnell: I will finish by summing up what
has been a debate between two sides. A number
of people in this Parliament were elected to do a
job. They believed in devolution when they stood
for election, they believed in devolution after they
were elected, and they joined together in a
partnership to make devolution work better for all
the people of Scotland. There are two parties in
the chamber who do not believe in devolution.
Their statements today have confirmed that. They
are more interested in complaining about
decisions that are made in other Houses of
Parliament elsewhere, or comparing figures from
past years, choosing the years to suit them so that
they can make the same old moans and groans.

Some of us are trying to make the settlement
work. We are succeeding. Today’s statement
introduces new money and the proper
management of money so that it can be used on
the priorities of the people of Scotland. It allocates
resources based on needs. It may be a first
financial statement for Scotland, but it will not be
the last, and it will be one that makes a genuine
difference to the quality of life of families and
communities in every part of rural and urban
Scotland. It will be a statement that this
partnership can be proud of in three years’ time.

The Presiding Officer: That concludes the
debate, but I should like to make a point that I
have made before. Those who speak in the
debate should be here for the winding-up speech
by the minister. Saying that is a bit like preaching
against poor Sunday attendance, because my
remarks are directed against people who are not
present, but I hope that all members will take note.
Such discourtesy will be noted in future by the
chair.

There are no Parliamentary Bureau motions and
no questions to be put as a result of today’s
business.

Miss Goldie: On a point of order, Sir David. I
doubt that any of us in this chamber have been
unaffected by the news of the dreadful rail tragedy
down south. Would you, on our behalf, extend our
sympathy to the families that have been affected
by the death or injury of loved ones?

Members: Hear, hear.

The Presiding Officer: I have to tell the
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chamber that the latest report is that 28 people are
confirmed dead and approximately 40 are
unaccounted for. It has been a major tragedy. I
think it right to do as Miss Goldie suggests on
behalf of the whole Parliament, and I shall do that.

Breast Cancer

The Presiding Officer (Sir David Steel): We
now move to members’ business and motion S1M-
162 in the name of Pauline McNeill on the subject
of breast cancer. The debate will last for 30
minutes. Members who want to speak in the
debate should press their buttons as soon as
possible so that we can see how many want to
participate—I see that quite a lot do. Those who
are not taking part in the debate should leave as
quickly and quietly as possible to allow the debate
to begin.

Motion debated,

That the Parliament notes that breast cancer is the most
commonly occurring cancer amongst women in Scotland;
notes that early detection has saved many lives; and
supports the work of Breakthrough Breast Cancer and the
establishment of an all-party group on breast cancer, and
encourages all MSPs to join it.

17:01

Pauline McNeill (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab): I
have lodged this motion because this is our first
meeting in October and October is Breast Cancer
Awareness Month. The pink ribbon and its tartan
counterpart are symbols of the Scottish Breast
Cancer Campaign and I know that those who run
the campaign are delighted that we have chosen
to debate the subject this evening.

I believe that there is support for the formation of
an all-party parliamentary group on breast cancer
awareness and I welcome the involvement of my
colleague Malcolm Chisholm, who is the former
secretary of the Westminster all-party group on
breast cancer. I hope that he will offer us his
expertise.

Breast cancer is the most common malignancy
experienced by women in Scotland. It is different
from other types of cancer in that there are few
known ways of preventing the disease. The
Scottish Breast Cancer Campaign has pointed out
that the chances of winning the national lottery are
one in 14 million, but that the number of women
who will suffer from breast cancer is one in 12.

Breast cancer is the leading cause of death for
British women aged between 35 and 49. In total,
3,000 Scottish women each year are affected by
breast cancer, accounting for a quarter of all newly
diagnosed cases. International figures show that
Scotland has the highest rate of breast cancer
among developed nations. Surprisingly, the
incidence appears to be higher in women from
affluent areas than in women from deprived areas.
Although nothing can yet be concluded from those
statistics, the message is that breast cancer cuts
across the class divide. The reasons for that
cannot be easily explained.
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The statistics for breast cancer are endless.
They serve a useful purpose in illustrating the
need for action but, in language that everyone can
understand, they mean that breast cancer
threatens all women. The only scientific certainties
are that the risk of breast cancer threatens women
more the older they get, and that there are few
known ways of reducing the incidence of the
disease.

We can tell smokers that quitting smoking can
help reduce their chances of contracting lung
disease, and we can tell those of us who are
unhealthy eaters that a low-fat diet can reduce the
risk of heart disease. However, such known
factors do not seem to exist in a way that would
allow us to reduce the incidence of breast cancer
simply by encouraging people to change their
lifestyle. Changing one’s lifestyle is important, but
it will not necessarily reduce the risk of breast
cancer.

The strategy must be based on pinpointing the
age at which women become most at risk and
screening them regularly to catch the disease as
early as possible. Breast cancer screening and
self-awareness are the only real ways of allowing
our doctors to manage breast cancer and attempt
to cure it with the least invasion and with a fully
supported, high-quality service.

Yesterday, I visited the west of Scotland breast
screening service, which is based in my
constituency, conveniently close to my office. It is
always easier to understand the complexities of an
issue if one has seen the service at first hand. I
told the staff at the centre that the whole
Parliament has an interest in breast cancer
screening and would be debating the subject this
evening.

There are seven centres covering the whole of
Scotland. Women over 50 years of age are
screened and, increasingly, a number of women
now refer themselves to the service. That is to be
welcomed. More women than ever before are
becoming aware of the need for early detection.

Although I said that the disease cuts across the
class divide, sadly I have to report that the service
providers in the west of Scotland are concerned
that more women from poorer areas do not come
for screening. If a way of dealing with that is not
found, many women will not benefit from the ideas
that are behind the screening programme. One
notable fact about the centre that I mentioned is
that it is away from an acute hospital setting—an
idea that should be encouraged, as it will help to
attract more women to the early detection
schemes.

I could say much about the need to move to
digital equipment, or about the decisions that need
to be made regarding whether women should

have two diagnostic views taken rather than one,
but those matters can be discussed if we decide to
form an all-party group.

We all know of someone in our lives who has
suffered from breast cancer, and we know the
devastation that it has caused to many women
and their families. I sponsored this motion with my
colleague Margaret Curran. We knew that the
Parliament would welcome this debate, and we
seek support from men as much as from women.
It would give women in Scotland a morale boost to
know that there are issues over which we can
discard our party lines and set an example for
other groups.

We have tentatively set a date for a breakfast for
Breakthrough Breast Cancer, which is to be held
in the members’ lounge at 09:30 during the last
week in October. The idea is to encourage women
to change their lifestyles—and perhaps ourselves,
at the same time. We will have more details about
that.

As the Scottish Breast Cancer Campaign
pointedly says, do not be afraid; be aware. Today,
we can show that women make a difference in this
Parliament.

17:06

Irene McGugan (North-East Scotland) (SNP):
Pauline McNeill is to be commended for bringing
this matter to the attention of the Parliament, as
are the organisers of Breast Cancer Awareness
Month.

In Scotland, there is an unacceptably high rate
of mortality from breast cancer. It is therefore
appropriate to raise awareness among politicians
and to express our concern about the issues. I
support the campaign that is calling on the
Government to match charity investment in breast
cancer initiatives pound for pound. At present,
charities such as the Scottish Breast Cancer
Campaign contribute more than £15 million a year
to breast cancer research—75 per cent of the total
investment—whereas the Government commits
only £4.3 million, despite having stated that cancer
is one of its priorities.

Greater investment would undoubtedly help to
develop more effective treatments and improve
public understanding of the disease. The first
research centre for breast cancer has recently
been established in the UK. However, we read in
the newspapers today that the cancer treatment
research service in Tayside has acknowledged
that it is having trouble meeting the demand for its
services as a result of its lack of staff and
resources. Cancer beds have been closed.

Because screening is routinely available only to
women over 50, it is worth taking the initiative to
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ensure that that screening is not unduly delayed—
because of the date on which one’s birthday falls,
for instance. Within a few months of one’s 50th

birthday, rather than waiting for almost three years
to be called for the next round of locally available
screening by a mobile unit—which happens in
some areas of Scotland—it is worth insisting on
being examined earlier. I am assured that any
such individual referral will be actioned, although
that often involves personal expense and a greater
journey distance. There should be no barriers to
access.

Much more must be done to stop the suffering
and heartache of women and their loved ones.
That is why the Government must increase its
investment in focused breast cancer research
initiatives.

17:09

Ms Margaret Curran (Glasgow Baillieston)
(Lab): From Ruth Picardie’s moving columns in
The Observer to our everyday experiences, we
are becoming aware of the reality of breast cancer
and the key issues that surround it—screening,
diagnosis and care. Breast cancer is now properly
a key component of the health agenda of
Scotland. That prominence has been achieved
thanks to the campaigns in the charity and
voluntary sector, the dedication and
professionalism of health service staff at all levels,
and the experience and testimony of women
themselves. All that work is, at times, inspiring,
although at times it is quite terrible.

Most of us, through personal experience or the
experience of a family member, a friend,
neighbour or associate, have become aware of the
significance of the disease to the health profile of
women in Scotland. We have become aware of
the critical strands that demand our attention:
awareness, screening, diagnosis, treatment and
care. We know that 14,080 women died of breast
cancer in Britain in 1995—270 women each week.
Eighty per cent of breast cancers occur in post-
menopausal women. Equally, we know that we
must pay attention to younger women who suffer.
My own friend died tragically at the age of 39. She
left not only a grieving husband and two young
children, but lonely friends, stunned colleagues
and children in care in Glasgow who were denied
their fierce advocate.

There can be no room for complacency as we
try to tackle the disease. In the 1980s, Scotland’s
survival rates compared unfavourably with those
of many European countries, although there is
now some evidence that survival rates in Scotland
are beginning to improve. Screening attendance
rates must be tackled. The breast cancer
awareness group quoted the clinical resource and
audit group report, pointing out that

“high attendance rates are achieved in rural areas whilst in
urban areas the minimum standard for attendance is
seldom reached—Lanarkshire, Lothian and Greater
Glasgow do not meet the minimum standard, despite
considerable local effort”.

We will always make demands of our medical
services, but breast cancer must be considered
medically and socially. How are women first told of
their diagnosis, and how do they hear it? We must
ensure that the complex world of cancer care is
made less frightening, less daunting and more
responsive to the needs of women. We have their
experience and testimony to guide us. Above all
else, and particularly in this Breast Cancer
Awareness Month, we must not frighten women
unduly. We must send out signals of hope,
encouragement and support and stress the
significance of awareness and of early
intervention.

I am delighted to join Pauline McNeill in making
a small contribution by sponsoring a breakfast for
Breakthrough Breast Cancer in the Parliament and
by ensuring that this Parliament reinforces the
message of awareness and early diagnosis.

17:12

Mrs Margaret Smith (Edinburgh West) (LD): I
welcome the opportunity, as previous speakers
have, to highlight the impact of breast cancer on
the health of Scottish women. It impacts not only
on women who suffer from the disease, but on
their partners, children, families and friends. I
know that we will all have been touched by it at
some point in our own lives.

Cancer is a leading priority for the national
health service in Scotland and it figures in our
Executive programme. That is quite right; cancer
should be a leading priority and at the forefront of
the health agenda. This coming year, 3,000
Scottish women will be diagnosed with breast
cancer. I have said before, and I will say again,
that those women are mothers, sisters and
grandmothers—real people living real lives.

At the moment, every woman between 50 and
65 is routinely called for breast screening. Beyond
that age—and we know that breast cancer gets
worse with age—women must request screening. I
hope that the minister will look at that again and
see whether it is possible to expand the screening
programme. We all know that early detection is
critical.

Dr Richard Simpson (Ochil) (Lab): I would like
to offer a word of caution on the screening issue,
which is not straightforward. Mass screening is not
necessarily the answer for people over 65—that is
why the parameters are set between 50 and 65.
We all have a terrific desire to make
improvements, but we should be a little cautious
about extending screening in either direction
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without the evidence that doing so would be worth
while.

Mrs Smith: I take those comments on board. I
think that what I did was to ask the minister to look
at the issue. In September, the minister answered
a written question from Bristow Muldoon, which
shows that we are generally moving that way.
Nobody wants to do anything that is counter-
productive, but screening is an issue, and one that
is being raised by the Scottish Breast Cancer
Campaign. I have raised it in the past for Age
Concern because it is concerned about the
position of older women in society.

Eventually, we must be aware of the fact that
there is a problem with regard to women attending
for screening. In some cases, only 65 per cent of
women who are eligible to attend for screening
under the present regime do so.

We must send out a challenge, not only to
practitioners and to ourselves as politicians, but to
the women of Scotland and their partners to
ensure that women take responsibility and come
forward for screening. We must try to ensure that
they have the best information on what screening
involves and what the benefits are. Screening
reduces deaths by up to 30 per cent. We must do
everything that we can to ensure that screening is
effective.

In my constituency in Edinburgh, I have a world-
renowned oncology department in the Western
general hospital and the well-known Maggie’s
Centre. The work of people in the health service in
Scotland, particularly on breast cancer, but also in
other cancer-related fields, is tremendous, and we
should put on record our thanks to all of them. We
should examine the points that Irene McGugan
made on research.

To widen the debate slightly, over the past few
years, breast cancer awareness has been
heightened, and it is right that that is so, but I am
always aware of the fact that while women are
taking a much more vocal interest in breast cancer
and other cancers that afflict women, our male
counterparts do not spend as much time focusing
on male cancers. I hope that at some point in the
coming year we will have a chance to speak in this
Parliament about testicular cancer and other
cancers that affect men. Women have said, “This
is something that we must address and we shall
do so in this Parliament.” It is time for men to do
the same.

I thank Pauline McNeill for enabling me to speak
on this subject.

17:17

Mary Scanlon (Highlands and Islands) (Con):
I concur with the points that Irene McGugan made

on screening. I fall into the category where I do not
get breast screening for several years. When I
mentioned that in the past, I was told that I could
go to the top of the list. However, I do not wish to
do that just because I have made a fuss: I should
not have to make a fuss.

I will address the point that was made about
deprived areas. I was concerned when Professor
Graham Watt, a professor of general practice,
visited the Health and Community Care
Committee recently and pointed out that in
deprived areas, patients present themselves later
and with bigger lumps. They do not access
support groups and, as has been said, do not turn
up for screening. I find that alarming. When they
access care, of course, there is equality of
treatment, but when the cancer is much more
progressed, the prognosis is much poorer.

Several members have referred to information.
The 1960s, 1970s and part of the 1980s were a
patient information desert. When a relative had
cancer and we had to visit them in hospital, we put
on a brave face and pretended that they did not
know. That was insulting and wrong. I am
concerned that in the 1990s we have entered an
era in which, because of developments such as
the internet, we have so much information that we
have information overload. At times, that can
cause confusion and alarm.

I welcome the NHS Direct on-line and telephone
services, but practitioners have raised concerns
with me that that should not be seen as a hurdle to
providing important health care.

I was pleased to find that so many organisations
are involved in research, supporting cancer
patients and so on, but the one that greatly
impressed me was CancerBACUP, which has a
freephone helpline. Many cancer patients listen to
what doctors say to them, but because they are
under such emotional trauma, they do not hear it.
The helpline is staffed by specialist cancer
information nurses and is to welcomed in this era
of information overload and confusion.

17:20
Malcolm Chisholm (Edinburgh North and

Leith) (Lab): Once again, one of the best and
most important debates in the Parliament is taking
place at the end of the day. The shocking figures
about breast cancer have already been
mentioned. However, the statistic that has made a
deep impression on me is that more than twice as
many women between 30 and 54 die from breast
cancer as from any other single cause. When the
Westminster all-party group on breast cancer was
formed in 1994, we heard from many experts
about the lottery of care; about the way in which
fewer women developed breast cancer in this
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country than in some other countries, but more of
those women died from it; and about the fact that
only a quarter of research money came from
public funds.

Since then, some progress has been made. We
have a good opportunity today to make sure that
the issue becomes a priority for the Scottish
Parliament. I look forward to hearing from the
Minister for Health and Community Care about on-
going initiatives. It is obviously important that all
women, wherever they live, get the best available
care and that one-stop clinics should be
developed, so that diagnoses are made as quickly
as possible. I also hope that we can support the
Breakthrough Breast Cancer campaign and aim
towards every pound from charities for breast
cancer research being matched by a pound from
public funds.

17:21

Dorothy-Grace Elder (Glasgow) (SNP): I thank
Pauline McNeill and Margaret Curran for raising
this important issue.

Some years ago, I became one of the many
women to go through a breast cancer scare and I
know how petrified with terror such women feel.
However, we have to stop scaring women away
from tests by making them aware of the vital
statistic that there is only a one in nine chance of
having a malignancy. I was indeed one of the
women who did not have a malignancy—I had a
blocked milk duct from having far too many babies
in too short a time. When I heard the news, I
positively skipped down Great Western Road and
promised to be angelic for the rest of my life,
which was a promise that did not last long. We
need to get across the message that women must
have those tests with as much confidence as
possible.

The Parliament should consider how little it
costs to save a woman’s life and how saving a
woman can very often save a whole family. Often
these days, that woman might also be the family’s
sole breadwinner. It costs about £7,000 to treat
each woman with breast cancer from diagnosis to
hospitalisation, and unfortunately sometimes to
hospice care as well. The Parliament has to get its
priorities right. There appears to be plenty of
money for certain things. For example, it will cost
£100,000 a year to provide secure psychiatric
treatment at a planned special unit at Stobhill
hospital in Glasgow. Local people have
complained about the unit, and the other night I
attended a protest meeting in Springburn about
the matter. I repeat: it costs £7,000 to treat a
woman with breast cancer compared with
£100,000 for a patient in a so-called mini-Carstairs
in Glasgow. We have to invest more in innocent
women.

The same Greater Glasgow Health Board has
one of the worst survival rates in Europe for breast
cancer; taken over a five-year term, the figure for
the greater Glasgow area is 72 per cent. In
Lothians, there is a more than 76 per cent survival
rate at five years, and Fife—which used to be a
very bad survival area—has improved dramatically
with a 79 per cent survival rate. That is postcode
medicine, but this time not for poor areas, but for
whole health board areas.

Scotland has a severe shortage of experienced
radiologists; if one retires, it is difficult to find a
trained senior replacement. Furthermore, about a
third of the radiology equipment in Scottish
hospitals is more than 10 years old. That is not
good enough. We compare badly not only with
other European countries, but with Canada and
Australia. In Scotland, more than 15,000 women of
all ages have the disease and, as we heard, 3,000
new cases are treated each year.

Sometimes the victims are very young. I
remember Bernadette Mowbray, the wife of the
footballer Tony Mowbray. Very gallantly, Tony
helped me to launch Breast Cure Scotland three
years ago. His bride was only 26 years old when
she died. At an age when Bernadette and Tony
should have been out shopping for furniture for
their first home, poor Tony Mowbray was out
shopping for that young woman’s coffin.

We must all pay tribute to Audrey Jones, the
gallant campaigner from East Lothian, who started
a great patient-led movement to invest charitable
money. We must back that campaign. Since she
was diagnosed as having breast cancer six years
ago, Audrey Jones has raised a fortune. The
Parliament has a great chance to offer women a
better future. Please do not let us cheat and short-
change our women.

17:26

Elaine Smith (Coatbridge and Chryston)
(Lab): I will keep my speech brief. I welcome the
opportunity that Pauline McNeill has given us to
raise awareness of breast cancer.

Given that breast cancer is the most common
type of cancer among women in Scotland, it is
extremely important that the protection and
treatment on offer are as effective as possible.

I want to raise one issue in particular. In recent
months, I have heard from breast cancer sufferers
in my constituency, who, although generally happy
with their treatment, have raised the issue of
inconsistencies in prescribing practices by GPs in
respect of repeat prescriptions. The drug
tamoxifen is well established in treating breast
cancer and is prescribed for up to five years. In
addition, trials are in progress, in which tamoxifen
is given to women at high risk, in order to assess
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the preventive qualities of the drug. The success
of that project depends on more women coming
forward to take part.

Given the potential of the drug to reduce the
incidence of breast cancer and the possibility that
it might also kill cancer cells directly, it is difficult to
understand the variations in the repeat
prescription periods. Some GPs prescribe for
three to six months, yet others will provide repeat
prescriptions for only one month at a time. That
increases the cost and inconvenience to women
who need the drug to save their lives.

In its September 1999 report, “Supporting
Prescribing in General Practice”, the Accounts
Commission for Scotland highlights variations in
prescribing practices and calls for better
management of repeat prescriptions. Better
management would be to ensure uniformity in the
prescription of tamoxifen, and to issue guidelines
recommending that the care of breast cancer
sufferers come before cost savings in prescribing.

I urge members to take whatever opportunities
are available during Breast Cancer Awareness
Month—this month—to ensure that issues related
to prevention and treatment are highlighted and
addressed.

17:28
Fergus Ewing (Inverness East, Nairn and

Lochaber) (SNP): On Friday, in my constituency
surgery in Fort William, I was consulted by a 35-
year-old woman who is suffering from breast
cancer. She is brave woman, not only because of
her fight against cancer, but because she has
gone public in a campaign in the Highlands to
raise awareness of breast cancer and the
problems associated with it. She has been
supported in that campaign by her Westminster
MP, David Stewart. Her campaign, which I take
the opportunity to raise today, is that she feels that
it is unfair that cancer sufferers have to pay the full
prescription charge—assuming that they are not
on income support. I was interested to hear Elaine
Smith’s remarks, which relate to similar issues.

The lady is called Carolyn Stewart. I spoke to
her this afternoon, to ask whether she had any
objections to her name being mentioned. She said
that she wanted her name to be mentioned
because she wants awareness of the issue to be
raised. She has campaigned for two years and
she asked me to raise her case today, so that the
Minister for Health and Community Care, Susan
Deacon, can give her view.

Does the minister—like David Stewart—feel that
there is a strong case for reviewing the full
prescription charge for cancer sufferers? Perhaps,
as my constituent believes, there is a strong case
for extending the exemption from the prescription

charge that applies to diabetics and those who
suffer from epilepsy or thyroid problems to all
cancer sufferers who are on expensive treatments
for long periods. There must be a strong case to
review the current practice. I hope that the minister
will consider that in her reply to the debate.

17:30

Maureen Macmillan (Highlands and Islands)
(Lab): Many of the points that I was going to make
have been covered in the debate, but there are
one or two that I want to add.

First, genetic profiling could help us to identify
women who are at risk. Professor Haites of the
University of Aberdeen is piloting a managed
clinical network for Scotland on the clinical
genetics of breast cancer and ovarian cancer,
which may be one way forward. We also need
more non-clinical well woman centres where
breast care is one of many strands of work to
encourage women to look after their health.
However, such centres are difficult to set up in
sparsely populated areas. It may therefore be
necessary to consider a well woman touring bus,
along the same lines as the sexual health bus
organised by Reach Out Highland.

I want, also, to highlight women’s experiences of
breast cancer. A recent focus group study for
Highland Health Board, comprising women from
Inverness, Lochaber and Wick, found that women
often felt seriously disempowered and
unsupported through the process of surgery,
radiotherapy and chemotherapy. Women often felt
that there was a lack of honesty about what was in
store for them. They wanted not to be shielded
from the reality of their prognosis, but to receive
the information that they needed to know what
their options were. Such information was not
always made available.

A couple of days ago, I spoke to a friend of
mine—a young woman in her 30s—who has
discovered that she has breast cancer. It took a
week for her diagnosis to come through, because
she lives in Inverness. She, too, felt that she was
not given enough information about what was in
store and about what could be done—whether she
should have a mastectomy, a lumpectomy,
reconstruction or other treatment.

The women in the focus group complained also
about insensitive attitudes. One of them said that
she had been treated like a slab of meat, made to
lie half-naked as she waited to see the surgeon for
the first time. Another woman complained about
the insensitivity of being allowed to see cupboards
piled high with breasts when she went to be fitted
with her prosthesis.

The women felt that they were not being treated
as human beings. They wanted proper breast care
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units with breast care nurses—there is one breast
care nurse in Inverness; the women want more.
The women wanted proper support. Highland
Health Board is taking such views on board, as it
is concerned about what was discovered through
the focus group.

All of these points have implications for how we
train the medical profession to treat patients in this
sensitive area.

17:33
Christine Grahame (South of Scotland)

(SNP): I did not intend to speak in this debate, but
as we went along, I realised that I am one of those
women who are over 50, who get the recall and
who defer going for screening. I am ashamed to
say that I have deferred going for the test often,
when I am one of the people who should not.
What made me eventually go for the check-up was
the fact that another woman in the office where I
work was diagnosed with breast cancer.

There needs to be a major education
programme for people, including professionals,
who, like myself, are as guilty as anybody of
deferring going for a check-up against all the odds.

When women who have been for a check-up get
a recall, I understand that it is quite often the case
that a faulty plate has been taken. I had a friend
who had to wait a week after being told that she
had a recall to find out that it was only another
check-up. For the whole week, she did not eat and
was worried sick—she imagined herself in a coffin.

We must do something about the procedures for
recalls, so that further scans are taken as quickly
as possible and women’s minds are put at ease.

I thank Pauline McNeill for securing this debate
which allows the Parliament to highlight the
problem.

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Ms Patricia
Ferguson): As Christine’s contribution was so
brief, we can just about squeeze in one last
speaker. I call Hugh Henry.

17:34

Hugh Henry (Paisley South) (Lab): Like other
members, I congratulate Pauline McNeill on her
initiative in securing this debate and on her work.

I am aware of some of the issues surrounding
breast cancer through the lobbying—if we can still
use that word—done by Nancy Allison, the past
provost of Renfrewshire Council. A member of
Nancy’s family suffered from breast cancer. Nancy
became an advocate of some of the issues
involved. She raised funds and took part in
awareness-raising. Her experience was first
hand—and I knew the family member who

suffered—and she felt the suffering personally. It
was harrowing to listen to the ups and downs—the
emotional rollercoaster ride—that she and her
family went through. No one should have to face
that, at least not without full support and attention.

I am also aware of other issues, through my
experience as a family member. While it was right
for Pauline McNeill and others to say that breast
cancer is not a class issue, because it affects
women of every class—Christine Grahame said
that sometimes women from professional
backgrounds are as guilty of ignoring the signs
and procedures—there is still a class issue that we
should not ignore. In poorer communities, women
are more likely to suffer the adverse
consequences for whatever reason.

I am worried that, when women discover a lump,
they are sometimes constrained by their
circumstances—I saw that at first hand. I do not
know what the situation is now—the minister could
perhaps bring me up to date—but I know from
first-hand experience the worry that a woman
experiences when the lump is discovered, and
when she has to wait to have the test done.

I saw someone who is fundamentally opposed to
private medicine not only having to suffer the fear
and anxiety caused by discovering the lump, but
having to put herself through the torture of saying,
“Should I go to private medicine in order to get the
test done? I cannot wait the time that it takes for
the test to be done.” No woman should have to
wait that length of time. Every woman, after a lump
is discovered, should have the right to immediate
access to tests, whether they have the financial
wherewithal to have that done or not.

Therefore, there is still a class issue: some
women in impoverished circumstances do not
have the immediate access that other women who
can afford it have.

By all means, we could have an awareness
programme and start to examine some of the
broader issues, but, for God’s sake, we must not
let any woman go through one day of anxiety more
than she has to.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I am conscious
that this is a debate that many more members
than usual have stayed behind for. If I closed the
meeting now, I would be excluding one member
who wishes to participate. There is just about
time—if you are able to be fairly brief, Richard.

17:38

Dr Richard Simpson (Ochil) (Lab): I will be
very brief. Most of the points have already been
made. I wanted to end on a good-news story.

The west of Scotland breast screening service
had come to my practice area, and one of the last
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patients I treated in my practice was one of the
people who was recalled. Dorothy is quite right: it
is difficult for women to be recalled, not knowing
what is then going to happen. However, the
support that she received, and that other patients
have received, from the west of Scotland team has
been first-class medicine: better than anything
offered in the private sector.

That medicine allowed that woman to feel
supported, through a process which indeed ended
up with her having a mastectomy. However, that
process gave her the opportunity to have
counselling by the same nurse, who was in the
counselling system on the screening side, and to
go through with her to the hospital side, with
Professor George’s unit, and have her operation
done. She had the time between the diagnosis
and the procedure being undertaken to make a
number of decisions about the type of treatment
that she wanted and about the possibility of
reconstructive medicine. She was able to consult
that same nurse on a continuing basis.

Nurses have an enormous role to play in the
support of the management, diagnosis and
treatment of cancer. I agree with Maureen
Macmillan that doctors need to understand this:
that patient was able to come back to me, consult
me, get a second opinion and tease out the
issues. That is the sort of support that every
woman in Scotland should have. The commitment
of the Scottish Executive to 48-hour screening—I
do not want to steal all Susan Deacon’s thunder—
will perhaps be the most important thing that this
Parliament will have done, if we achieve it before
the end of this period.

17:39

The Minister for Health and Community Care
(Susan Deacon): I have listened with great
interest to the debate and will attempt to pick up
some of the points that have been raised. The
interest and participation that there has been
demonstrates the importance of this issue to
members, particularly—although by no means
exclusively—to women members of the
Parliament.

As the first ever woman to be Scottish health
minister, I am pleased to have the opportunity to
add my voice to those of my colleagues here
today. I commend Pauline McNeill on bringing this
matter to Parliament and commend other
members on speaking in the debate.

Breast cancer, and the fear of breast cancer,
casts a real shadow over the lives of women
across Scotland. Many members who have
spoken have demonstrated how real that is to all
of us in our family experiences. I am aware of
what a diagnosis of breast cancer can mean for a

woman and her family. I give an assurance that I
am determined to ensure that we work hard in the
Scottish Executive to reduce the risks, fears and
anxiety that breast cancer can cause.

It is important that we take a balanced approach
to this issue and have as full as possible a
discussion of the facts—if members gather
together on a cross-party basis to discuss the
issue, that is a good opportunity to do so. We must
talk about survival as well as suffering. We must
celebrate the improvements that have been made
in recent years as well as continue to demand
further improvements. When we discuss why
interventions are sometimes not made, we must
be honest about the reasons. I endorse Richard
Simpson’s point about screening. Decisions may
be taken on the basis not of cost, but of clinical
effectiveness. By all means let us discuss how we
can make improvements, but let us do so in an
informed way.

It is important to say that, although our focus is
on breast cancer, I note the impact that cancer in
all its forms has in Scotland. One in three people
will suffer from cancer at some time in their lives
and one in four people will die because of it.
However, in many ways breast cancer is a
success story, because it is no longer a death
sentence—far from it. As many members have
said, we are identifying it earlier, treating it more
effectively and, as a result, more Scots women are
living longer.

Breast cancer, with some 3,000 cases each
year, is the most commonly occurring cancer in
Scottish women but, over the past 10 years or so,
there has been a significant and encouraging
improvement in what happens to those women.
More women than ever before are surviving breast
cancer. Today, three out of four women who are
diagnosed with breast cancer are still alive after
five years. However, as welcome as that news is,
we cannot afford to be complacent. The fight
against cancer, including breast cancer, remains a
war that we have not yet won, but the tide is
turning for women.

There are many reasons why women today are
surviving breast cancer for longer. Part of the
success is down to earlier detection of breast
cancer through the national screening programme.
I give an assurance that our national cancer
screening programmes, for both breast cancer and
cervical cancer, are constantly under review in our
discussions with expert clinicians on how we can
make those programmes more effective.

We are also making progress in quicker
diagnosis and faster treatment. Nevertheless,
there are still about 1,200 deaths each year
because of breast cancer, which is 1,200 deaths
too many. That is why we must grasp every
opportunity to encourage women to attend for
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breast screening when called. At present, about
70 per cent of women invited will attend. I want
that percentage increased. I am pleased that
health boards across Scotland are taking
initiatives at a local level to encourage women to
attend for screening when they are invited to do
so.

Breast screening services are effective and are
getting better. As women, we must all be better at
using those services. I take the point that that is
particularly important for women in some of our
poorer areas. The emphasis that the Executive
places on addressing health inequalities and
social inclusion is evidence of our determination to
reach out to women in all parts of our community
and to get those services to them.

The problem lies not just in screening. When a
woman finds a lump in her breast, or has other
breast symptoms causing her concern, she needs
to know one thing—does she have cancer or not?
We need quicker and better diagnosis to minimise
the waiting and worry.

In Scotland 22,000 women are referred to breast
clinics each year and 19,000 of those referrals will
be false alarms. Unfortunately, as we know,
approximately 3,000 cases each year will be
cancerous; in those cases, speed of diagnosis and
treatment are paramount. Huge progress has
been made in that area and it is important that we
recognise that progress. We should also pay
tribute to staff in the national health service for the
work that they have done in making that progress.

We are tackling the issue on two fronts. First
there will be more one-stop clinics. Our
programme for government pledges that 80
additional one-stop clinics will be developed by
2002. These new facilities will speed treatment
and will reduce waiting times. People with cancer
will be among their major beneficiaries.

Pauline McNeill said that the best way in which
to get a sense of the real issues on the ground is
to go and examine them at first hand. Members
should do as I was lucky enough to be able to do:
they should take the opportunity to go and see
one-stop breast clinics in action; they should go
and see that women are being diagnosed and
treated more quickly than ever. Treatment that
might previously have taken weeks or months has
been reduced to days. That reduces the waiting
and wondering and reduces anxiety. Women are
getting treatment more quickly. That is the kind of
progress that we are making throughout Scotland.
More than 90 per cent of Scottish women live in
areas in which one-stop breast clinics have been
established.

We are also reducing waiting times for women
who have cancer. We are committed to speeding
up treatment and to reducing waiting times

throughout Scotland. I have made detailed
announcements on that in recent weeks and I will
say more in this chamber in the weeks ahead.

We are working with the Scottish Cancer Group
and the waiting time support force to identify
achievable targets that will bring most benefits to
patients in Scotland. We will set targets for taking
the improvements forward before the end of this
year. Better prevention, more detection and faster
treatment will be at the heart of those
developments.

We are also taking action on research. I stress
that the Scottish Executive chief scientist’s office
always welcomes robust proposals for research
and also welcomes collaborative proposals from
voluntary organisations as well as from other
bodies. We are working together to make a real
difference.

Some of Maureen Macmillan’s points had
particular resonance for me. As well as investing
in improvement and developing the bricks and
mortar of one-stop clinics, we must ensure that we
listen to women and that we respond to their
concerns. If we are to provide a modern health
service that is fit for the 21st century, we must
make sure that high-tech services also have a
human touch.

The points that Maureen and others have made
about the human element are as valid as what has
been said made about service improvements. We
must listen to women and we must respect their
dignity, their sensitivities and their concerns
throughout their journey through the service,
whether during screening, diagnosis or treatment.

The Executive is committed to doing that. It is
making record investments in the service to
reduce waiting times and to listen to patients as
never before. We can always do more and I look
forward to working with members of all parties and
voluntary organisations to ensure that we can do
better still for women in Scotland during the years
ahead.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I thank
members for their co-operation this evening and I
now close the meeting.

Meeting closed at 17:50.



Members who would like a printed copy of the Official Report to be forwarded to them should give notice at the 
Document Supply Centre. 

Members who would like a copy of the bound volume should also give notice at the Document Supply Centre. 

No proofs of the Official Report can be supplied. Members who want to suggest corrections for the bound volume 
should mark them clearly in the daily edition, and send it to the Official Report, Parliamentary Headquarters, George 
IV Bridge, Edinburgh EH99 1SP. Suggested corrections in any other form cannot be accepted. 

The deadline for corrections to this edition is: 

Wednesday 13 October 1999

Members who want reprints of their speeches (within one month of the date of publication) may obtain request forms 
and further details from the Central Distribution Office, the Document Supply Centre or the Official Report. 

PRICES AND SUBSCRIPTION RATES 

DAILY EDITIONS 

Single copies: £5 

Annual subscriptions: £640 

BOUND VOLUMES OF DEBATES are issued periodically during the session. 

Single copies: £70 

Standing orders will be accepted at the Document Supply Centre.  

WHAT’S HAPPENING IN THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT, compiled by the Scottish Parliament Information Centre, contains details of 
past and forthcoming business and of the work of committees and gives general information on legislation and other parliamentary 
activity. 

Single copies: £2.50 

Special issue price: £5 
Annual subscriptions: £82.50 

WRITTEN ANSWERS TO PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS weekly compilation 

Single copies: £2.50 
Annual subscriptions: £80 

Published in Edinburgh by The Stationery Office Limited and available from: 

The Stationery Office Bookshop 
71 Lothian Road 
Edinburgh EH3 9AZ  
0131 228 4181 Fax 0131 622 7017 

The Stationery Office Bookshops at: 
123 Kingsway, London WC2B 6PQ  
Tel 0171 242 6393 Fax 0171 242 6394 
68-69 Bull Street, Birmingham B4 6AD 
Tel 0121 236 9696 Fax 0121 236 9699 
33 Wine Street, Bristol BS1 2BQ 
Tel 01179 264306 Fax 01179 294515 
9-21 Princess Street, Manchester M60 8AS 
Tel 0161 834 7201 Fax 0161 833 0634 
16 Arthur Street, Belfast BT1 4GD  
Tel 01232 238451 Fax 01232 235401 
The Stationery Office Oriel Bookshop, 
18-19 High Street, Cardiff CF12BZ 
Tel  01222 395548 Fax 01222 384347 

The Stationery Office Scottish Parliament Documentation  
Helpline may be able to assist with additional information 
on publications of or about the Scottish Parliament,  
their availability and cost: 

Telephone orders and inquiries 
0870 606 5566 

Fax orders 
0870 606 5588 

The Scottish Parliament Shop 
George IV Bridge 
EH99 1SP 
Telephone orders 0131 348 5412 

sp.info@scottish.parliament.uk 

www.scottish.parliament.uk 

Accredited Agents 
(see Yellow Pages) 

and through good booksellers 

Printed in Scotland by The Stationery Office Limited 


	19991006FP.pdf
	Volume 2   No 11
	CONTENTS


