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Devolution for Scotland, Wales and the English Regions 

· Definitions

· Devolution – The Facts

· Arguments in Favour of Devolution

· Arguments Against Devolution

1.  Key Terms

A.  A unitary state/a union state 

· A unitary state, is one where there is one central law-making body, and one executive or government.  

· The implication is that all parts of the state have the same laws, which are administered and implemented by the same institutions. 

· Citizens throughout the state are subject to the same laws.

· Britain has usually been seen as a unitary state because of the principle of parliamentary sovereignty, i.e. the location of supreme legal power in the UK is the Westminster parliament. 
· The UK has always been  best described as a union state, where different regions are often treated differently and where some degree of regional self-government remains. 

B. A federal state

· Legal and constitutional power in a federal state, like the USA and Germany, is divided between a national government and various regional governments.  

· Each level of government has policy areas in which it is autonomous and each level has its own elected assembly (or assemblies) and government. 

· Each of the 50 American states, for example, has its own constitution, its own Governor and, among other things, the states control education policy. 

· The crucial feature of a federal state is that the division of power is defined in a codified constitution and protected by that constitution. 
C. Devolution 

· Devolution is ‘the delegation of central government powers to subordinate units, these powers being exercised with some degree of autonomy though with ultimate power remaining with central government.’

· So, ‘Devolution is a process by which Parliament transfers its powers without relinquishing its supremacy’ (both quotes from Vernon Bogdanor). 

· In theory at least, the key difference between federalism and devolution is that in a federal system the division of power between the central government and the regional governments is defined and protected by a codified constitution whereas devolution is more flexible with the division depending on the central government’s discretion. For example, Northern Ireland’s virtual autonomy within the UK was ended when the British government restored direct rule in 1972, abolishing the Northern Ireland parliament (Stormont).  

· Legislative devolution is when an elected assembly has the power to make laws for its region, and to raise some of its own tax revenue. This is what the Labour government has given Scotland. The elected Scottish parliament, is able to pass distinctly Scottish laws in a range of policy areas, for example, health, education, housing, sport, agriculture, the arts.

· Executive devolution is what the Labour government has given to the Welsh Assembly. It is a much weaker form of devolution. The power to make laws remains with the Westminster parliament but specific powers may be delegated to the elected assemblies in Wales to decide on details of the law. In the main, executive devolution relates to the administration or the implementation of laws made by the UK parliament in London.

Review Questions

Distinguish between the following – a unitary state, a union state, federalism. Devolution.

Explain the difference between legislative and executive devolution.
2. Devolution since 1997 : The Facts 

A. Scotland : The Labour Government’s Devolution Policy 
· In July 1997, Labour introduced White Papers  (a statement of government intent) entitled, respectively, 'A Voice for Wales', containing proposals for a Welsh Assembly and 'Scotland's Parliament', outlining proposals for a Scottish Parliament. 

· These proposals were put to the people of Wales and Scotland in referendums in September 1997. In the referendum held in Scotland on September 11th 1997, over 74 per cent of those voting supported the establishment of a Scottish Parliament

· Over 63 per cent opted for the Parliament to have tax-varying powers 

· The Scottish Parliament is located in Edinburgh. Elections for the 129 Members of the Scottish Parliament (MSPs) - held every four years.  Electors cast two votes: one for a constituency member and one for a party list.  There is one MSP elected on a 'first-past-the-post' basis for each of the 73 parliamentary constituencies; and 56 MSPs (seven for each of the current eight European Parliament constituencies) are returned by means of a ‘corrective’  system of AMS proportional representation.

· The Westminster parliament  retains power in certain ‘reserved matters’. These are : the constitution of the United Kingdom; foreign policy, including relations with the EU; defence and national security; stability of the fiscal, economic and monetary system; common markets for British goods and services; employment law and social security.

· The Scottish Parliament can legislate on the following subjects in Scotland: health; education; training; local government; transport (excluding most aspects of safety and regulation) ; social work;  housing; economic development; the law and home affairs; the environment; agriculture, fisheries and forestry;  sport; the arts, and all subjects not defined as reserved matters for the United Kingdom parliament.

· Government in Scotland is undertaken by the Scottish Executive, headed by the First Minister.  The Executive is  accountable to the Scottish Parliament. Donald Dewar was the first ‘Scottish Prime Minister’.   

· Scotland  continues to elect MPs to the Westminster parliament but the number (at present 73) of Scottish MPs will be reviewed by a Parliamentary Boundary Commission. On average, each of England's 529 MPs represents over  69,500 constituents, Wales's 40 MPs over 55,500, and Scotland's, 55,338. To bring Scotland into line with England it should have  57 as opposed to  73 MPs.

· Under existing arrangements, the United Kingdom Parliament allocates an annual budget (currently some £14,000 million ) to the Scottish Office.  After its establishment, the Scottish Parliament has been  assigned a broadly comparable budget is  free to decide its use.  In addition, the Parliament can increase or decrease by up to three per cent (£450 million - index-linked) the basic rate of income tax set by the Westminster Parliament. 

B. Wales and Devolution

· A referendum was held in Wales on 18 September 1997. The overall majority in favour was only 0.6%. 

· There is a 60 member Assembly, located in Cardiff. Until 1998, the Welsh Office, under the supervision of the Welsh Secretary, was responsible for various public services which in England are run by seven Government Departments.  

· With an annual budget of some £7,000 million, it was responsible for over 80 public bodies, which reported to the Welsh Secretary, and around 800 appointments per year.  These powers, and the accompanying funding, were passed to the Assembly, which also assumed responsibility from the Welsh Secretary for funding local government. 

· The public services the Welsh Assembly administer are : Welsh language, arts and heritage;  industry and training;  economic development;  social services; agriculture; environment;  education; planning;  housing;  health;  roads.

· Members of the Welsh Assembly elect a leader to chair an Executive Committee.  Within the Assembly, the English and Welsh languages  have equal status. The Welsh Secretary  acts as a link between the Assembly and Westminster, and  continues to represent Welsh interests in the Cabinet.

· The first elections to the Welsh Assembly were on 6 May 1999.  Electors  have two votes each.  Forty Members of the Welsh Assembly are  directly elected, and the remaining 20 are  elected by proportional representation. 

· It is estimated that the Assembly will cost between £12-17 million pounds to establish, and that annual running costs will amount to £15-20 million. 

· Ron Davies, Secretary of State for Wales and ‘architect of devolution’ won the Wales Labour party’s leadership in September 1998 only to be forced to resign as Secretary of State and Wales party leader the following month following a personal scandal. His successor as Secretary of State, Alun Michael, won a second election for party leader in Wales in February 1999 against Rhodri Morgan, but the contest was damaging for the Labour party as it demonstrated that Rhodri Morgan was the popular choice of grassroots party members in Wales. 

· In the Assembly elections on 6th May 1999, Labour won 28 seats, Plaid Cymru 17, the Conservatives 9 and Liberal Democrats 6. Here, too, most of the 20 top-up places from the regional lists went to the Conservatives (8 seats) and the nationalists (8 seats). Alun Michael decided to form a minority government rather than attempt a coalition. 

· The first year of the Assembly was turbulent. When the Assembly budget was announced in February 2000, Plaid Cymru tabled a vote of no confidence and amidst dramatic scenes, Alun Michael resigned. Rhodri Morgan emerged as the new First Secretary and leader of the Labour party in Wales. 

· Disputes over the powers of the Welsh Assembly have continued with one subject committee seeking independent legal advice over the powers of the Assembly to decide teachers’ pay in Wales and the First Secretary refusing to give a grant to an aircraft making company because, amongst other reasons, this would break EU limits on state subsidies to private enterprises. 

· The future of the proposed glass debating chamber has again preoccupied Assembly Members after Rhodri Morgan delayed approval for the scheme. 

· Daffydd Wigley, Paid Cymru's president and Assembly group leader, unexpectedly resigned due to a heart condition. His successor, Ieuan Wyn Jones, AM and MP for Anglesey was elected in August 2000. 

· The First Secretary, Rhondri Morgan, announced in July 2000 that during the coming year there would be an ongoing evaluation of Welsh devolution in practice sparking a debate over the effectiveness of the National Assembly's secondary legislative powers and its relationship with Westminster. The issue at the core of the debate revolved around the extent to which the Assembly can shape primary legislation at Westminster. 

· In October 2000 it was announced that Labour and the Liberal Demcrats would form a coalition government. As a result the government was provided with an assured majority and a programme for government - two attributes that had eluded it during its first year. The agreement between the parties also allowed two Liberal Democrats to take up seats in the Cabinet. Most Labour AMs were unaware of developments until the day before the announcement, the Cabinet Minister Tom Middlehurst consequently resigned in protest. 

Review Question

Compare and contrast devolution in Scotland and Wales 
C.  Northern Ireland
· The Irish ‘Troubles’ have a long history and there are many dimensions to the political problems of Northern Ireland – religious divisions, economic and social problems, segregated education, and the historical identity of the island of Ireland. 

· Ireland was an English colony from the 15th century but the origins of Northern Irelands sectarian divide dates from the ‘settlement’ of the province of Ulster by Scottish protestants in the 17th and 18th centuries. In the 19th century the majority Catholic population increasingly rebelled against British rule but the protestant majority in Ulster wished to remain in the UK (Ireland had become part of the Union in 1801). After a bloody civil war, Ireland was partitioned in 1920-22, with the south becoming independent and  6 counties of the province of Ulster remaining in the UK. 
· Ulster was ruled by the protestant majority in their own interests, denying the Catholics basic civil rights and enforcing law and oreder through an entirely protestant police and civil service. In 1969, civil rights marches led to violence and thirty years of sectarian hostility. In 1972, the UK government abolished the protestant-dominated parliament in Northern Ireland (Stormont) and troops were sent onto the streets to keep order , until a political solution could be negotiated. Little progress was made until the mid 1990s under John Major, but progress stalled for various reasons, including the weakness of Major’s government.

· Shortly after the May 1997 election and positive signals from Tony Blair and the new Northern Ireland Secretary, Mo Mowlam, the IRA declared a fresh ceasefire (its first was broken after 18 months in 1996). Talks involving the British and Irish governments and the Northern Irish parties chaired by former US Senator George Mitchell got under way. These talks produced an agreement in April 1998 that is now referred to as the Good Friday or Belfast Agreement. 

· This agreement called for the creation of an Assembly in Northern Ireland with a power-sharing Executive drawn from the major parties within the Assembly pledged to work the Agreement and use exclusively peaceful means.

·  Complex voting procedures and allocation of committee chair and vice chair positions within the Assembly are designed to ensure that all parties are included within the decision-making process. 

· Also, within Northern Ireland detailed legal proposals were drawn up to establish full scale equality for individuals and the two communities in Northern Ireland, a commission to investigate reforms to the Protestant dominated Royal Ulster Constabulary and for the release of paramilitary prisoners of all organisations observing a ceasefire. 

· An explicit north-south dimension was included in the agreement with the creation of a North-South Ministerial Council to oversee the work of implementation bodies to be formed to administer certain functions on an all-Ireland or cross border basis. To reassure unionists, an East-West dimension was inserted by the creation of a British-Irish Council (Council of the Isles) to discuss matters of common interest to the British and Irish governments 

· The agreement was put to referendum in both Northern Ireland and The Republic of Ireland on 22 May 1998. In the Irish Republic, on a 58% turnout, 94% of those voting approved the agreement and supported removing articles 2 and 3 of the Irish constitution which claimed Irish sovereignty over Northern Ireland. In Northern Ireland, on an 81% turnout, 71% of those voting approved the agreement though opinion surveys suggest that Protestants were much less supportive of the agreement than Catholics in Northern Ireland. 

· Elections to the Northern Ireland Assembly took place on 25 June 1998. and David Trimble of the Ulster Unionist party and Seamus Mallon of the nationalist SDLP were elected First Minister and Deputy First Minister respectively . 

· The Good Friday Agreement called for arms decommissioning to be completed by 22 May 2000 but did not set a commencement date. David Trimble said that early progress on arms decommissioning was vital but Sinn Fein dismissed this as setting a precondition. 

· Further intense negotiation and strong pressure from the British and Irish governments, especially at the time of the first anniversary of the Good Friday Agreement in April 1999, proved futile though there was no return to general violence. 

· Senator George Mitchell was invited back to Northern Ireland in the autumn of 1999 and in a series of carefully choreographed statements, Unionists and Republicans did enough to give sufficient reassurances to establish the Northern Ireland Assembly and Executive in December 1999. 

· However, the issue of arms decommissioning had been shelved not solved. Before taking his party into the Executive David Trimble had given an assurance to the UUP council that he would resign and thereby collapse the Executive if decommissioning had not commenced by 12th February 2000. The IRA would not consent to this and despite an eleventh hour statement from the IRA that appeared to hold out the possibility of progress on decommissioning, Peter Mandelson, Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, suspended the Assembly and the Executive thus removing the need for David Trimble to resign as First Minister. 

· The IRA immediately withdrew all co-operation with General Chastelain’s commission on arms decommissioning. Intense behind the scenes discussions led the IRA to produce a new form of words offering to put weapons 'definitively beyond use' and to permit independent inspectors to inspect IRA arms caches. 

· This was enough for David Trimble to persuade his party to re-enter the Executive and both the Executive and the Assembly were reconvened in May 2000. The future of the Executive remained uncertain however, as the DUP which opposed the Good Friday Agreement  promised to try to wreck the Executive. 

· June 2000 saw the publication of an interim 'Agenda for Government' while debates over the Programme for Government continued. In addition, the financial arrangements for devolution were brought under Assembly control and EU funding was secured. However, tensions continued over issues such as the reformation of the RUC and the Sinn Fein ministers' refusal to fly the Union flag over their departments. Internal disputes continued amongst the parties - most notably when David Trimble was able to narrowly defeat a challenge from within the Ulster Unionists. 

· In the two years since there have been periodic crises and further suspensions of the Assembly but the peace process has moved slowly forward, for example with the IRA engaging in further decommissioning of arms in April 2002 and the reform of the RUC to become a force reflecting both communities (and re-named the Police Force of Northern Ireland. Nevertheless, there remain very deep-seated divisions in Northern Ireland, not only between the nationalists and loyalists but within each group. 

D. PRIVATE
The English Regions 

· At least until May 2002, the constitutional changes in the English regions have taken place on a piecemeal basis, with no clear indication as to how far the Government is prepared to go. 

· After Labour’s victory in 1997, John Prescott became Secretary of State at the newly created Department of Environment and Transport and Regions and was committed to developing an English regional dimension to devolution. The DETR published a discussion paper on Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) on 11th June 1997 and a White Paper in December 1997. 

· The Act establishing RDAs became law in 1998 and 8 RDAs were established in the English Regions in April 1999 (the ninth RDA, the London Development Agency, became operational in May 2000). RDAs are charged with developing the economic potential of their regions and by autumn 1999 all the RDAs had drawn up economic strategies for their regions. 

· At present each of the eight English regions possesses a tripartite structure of Regional Development Agency (RDA), Government Office for the Region (GO), and Voluntary Regional Chamber (or Assembly). 
· Chambers have no budget and no specified powers except for the right to be consulted. Despite this, by mid-1999 voluntary chambers had been established in all eight regions. The Chambers have provided a foundation for increased discussion of regional input in a number of policy areas: principally strategic and spatial planning, economic development, higher education, transport and sustainability.

· The chambers vary in size from 42 in the East Region to 115 in the South-East. Each Chamber contains approximately 70% elected local government representatives from the region and 30% regional stakeholders. These stakeholders typically include business organisations, trade unions, environmental groups, voluntary organisations, and further and higher education institutions. 

· There are some doubts as to whether RDAs have the powers and resources necessary to act as effective promoters of development in the regions. The total budgets of the eight RDAs is to be increased from £1.2 billion in 2000 to £1.7 billion in 2003 : however, this remains a fraction of the spending of the  devolved assemblies (and of regional expenditure itself). 

· In several regions there now exist campaigns for fully devolved assemblies, normally resembling the National Assembly for Wales. The North-East, North-West, West Midlands, Yorkshire & Humberside, and the South-West all possess Constitutional Conventions to argue and develop the case for devolved regional assemblies. 

· Another element of devolution concerns elected city mayors. Much speculation surrounds the introduction of elected mayors under the Local Government Act 2000. Under this Act, local authorities are obliged to develop proposals to bring in one of three options of new executive arrangements: a directly elected mayor, a cabinet and leader, or a directly elected mayor with a council manager. 

· Several city authorities are likely to introduce elected mayors in the next few years – some did in the 2002 local elections -  and it is possible that a group of mayors could constitute an alternative locus of power to that available in regional assemblies. 

· The Greater London Authority (Referendum) Bill was introduced in October 1997 and the referendum held on 7 May 1998, the same time as the local elections in London. The Government published a White Paper on the Government of London in March 1999, and these proposals were endorsed in the referendum: 72% voted in favour of the new Authority, but on a turnout of only 34%. The Mayor was to be  elected by the Supplementary Vote and the Assembly has  25 members elected by the Additional Member System. 

· The Mayor election caused difficulties for both the Conservatives and the Labour parties. Jeffrey Archer, the candidate originally selected by the Conservatives in a one member one vote ballot, had to stand down following new revelations about a previous scandal. The Labour party leadership could not find a figure of sufficient stature to defeat the one candidate within their ranks who wanted the job, Ken Livingstone, the former leader of the Greater London Council. Labour had to resort to an electoral college to ensure that Frank Dobson, the former Health Secretary and MP for Holborn and St. Pancras won the nomination. 

· Ken Livingstone, after some deliberation, decided to stand as an Independent candidate and went on to win a comfortable victory over his opponents. In the Assembly elections Labour and the Conservatives each won 9 seats, the Liberal Democrats 4 and the Greens 3. Despite a low turnout of only 34 percent the Government is still likely to press ahead with referendums to create directly elected mayors in other English cities. 
· One of the first tasks addressed by Mayor Livingstone was the appointment of an administration. The 'uniquely inclusive administration' includes a Cabinet of  Labour, Liberal Democrat, and Green members. The inclusive nature of Mayor Livingstone's administration was reflected in the other Assembly appointments made. 
· Some results in 2002 may dampen Labour enthusiasm – for example high profile local independents were elected in Middlesborough and Hartlepool – actually the football team’s mascot who dressed as a monkey in this capacity!
· In May 2002, the Labour government issued a White Paper on regional government, extending their proposals for regional government in England. Essentially, Labour will allow any of the eight English regions to elect an Assembly, after approval in a referendum. The powers of these assemblies will be limited - on the Welsh model rather than the Scottish but this development underlines Labour’s commitment to completing the devolution programme. One commentator discussed these proposals in the Guardian of May 9th 2002. 

‘The government's proposals raise the prospect of at least one referendum on elected regional government being held before the end of the current parliament - probably in the north-east. (The white paper is replete with references to the north-east, giving a strong hint of the government's expectations.) A "yes" vote would lead to a bill being brought before parliament to create an assembly. The government's proposals then, if enacted, would change the landscape of the British constitution and the terrain of English politics. 

The range of powers proposed for assemblies reflects, in large measure, the outcome of fierce Whitehall turf wars. Few Whitehall departments have willingly entertained the prospect of handing over powers to elected assemblies. As result, the white paper is a mixed bag. 

Prescott has fought a canny battle to extract the maximum for regional assemblies. The core functions come as no real surprise, being centrally focused on economic development. In the northern regions, where support for regional government is strongest, these powers are likely to go down well. In some areas the proposed powers go beyond what was expected. For instance, the proposed housing powers exceed most predictions, with assemblies taking a central role in the allocation of housing investment. These are powers that the mayor of London covets but, as yet, does not possess. 

On the other hand, there is likely to be early pressure to strengthen the powers over transport investment. This is one area where, in the regions, there is a widely held feeling that, to quote John Prescott: "Whitehall does not always know best." The package provides a starting point upon which many in the regions will hope, over time, to build. 

The government's proposals for regional assemblies to be accompanied by a move to single tier of local government* were well trailed. But the notion that this means "the end of county councils", as prior speculation suggested, is not borne out in the white paper. It is quite possible under the terms of the proposals that counties could survive in some places while districts disappear. 

This issue is likely to prove more of a stumbling block in some regions than others. In the north-east only the rump of Durham and Northumberland counties remain, while 70% of the population already live in single tier local authority areas. The government's proposals here are designed to neutralise the charge that regional government means an extra tier of bureaucracy. It would be up to voters in the regions to decide whether the prize of regional government would make reform of local government worthwhile. 

The white paper makes clear that assemblies would be elected by proportional representation. The government proposes to use the same electoral system as used in Scotland and Wales. Even John Prescott, a noted supporter of first past the post, has bowed to arguments for PR. 

This may prove to have far-reaching consequences in Labour heartland regions. Labour does well under the first past the post in regions like the north-east. But the recent mayoral elections there revealed that when new voting systems were introduced Labour came in for a shock, losing all three.

Overall, the effect of the white paper's publication is likely to boost the campaign for devolution in those regions where interest is already high. The seriousness of the government's intent will be signalled by a place for legislation in next autumn's Queen's speech. 

· John Tomaney is professor of regional governance at the Centre for Urban and Regional Development Studies, University of Newcastle
· *single tier local government – in some areas there are two tiers of local government, for example, Exeter has a district council which is responsible for some services such as education, while the citizens of Exeter are alo served by Devon County Council. 
· Another academic, Vernon Bogdanor has ananalysed the difficulties and possibilities of English devolution. 

England may get its turn
Vernon Bogdanor
Guardian 

Monday April 23, 2001 

The obstacles to regional devolution appear formidable. In England, it seems, there is little of that sense of regional identity upon which devolution must be founded. In the recent British Social Attitudes survey, just 15% favoured regional devolution in England. For the English, the regions seem little more than ghosts. 

Moreover, regional devolution would almost certainly involve a further reorganisation of local government. In Scotland, Wales and London, devolution was inserted above single-tier systems of local government. But there is a two-tier system in at least part of every English region. To introduce regional government above two local authority tiers would yield over-government with a vengeance. 

These obstacles, however, are not insuperable. The key to reform is to recognise that the strength of regional feeling varies in different parts of the country. In the south-east it is virtually non-existent. In the north, by contrast, it is a genuine political force, fuelled by fears that devolution to Scotland and Wales will handicap the regions in the quest for inward investment and funds from Europe. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that English devolution is championed most powerfully by ministers such as John Prescott and Richard Caborn, whose roots lie in the north. 

In the north, the two-tier structure of local government has already been broken up by the introduction of new unitary authorities. In the south of England, the natural unit seems to be the county; in the north, it is becoming the region, since the counties have become pock-marked with unitary authorities. 

It is the internal diversity of England that constitutes both the problem and the opportunity for regional devolution. The problem is that it makes a uniform solution impossible: the opportunity is that of introducing devolution piecemeal, as and when particular regions seek it. Only through piecemeal and asymmetrical devolution can regional government in England become a reality, fulfilling the Gladstonian project more than 120 years after it was first formulated. 

Vernon Bogdanor is professor of government, Oxford University, and author of Devolution in the United Kingdom, published by OUP. 
Review Question

To what extent does England enjoy devolution?

3.  Arguments for Devolution
A. The  Maintenance of the Union (and New Labour self-interest)

· The single most important practical political reason why devolution has been introduced is that the popular demand in Scotland for an elected Scottish Assembly with significant powers became overwhelming. Without devolution Scotland might have been pushed toward demanding independence. 

· The logic of this argument can be summarised: 

· there are nationalist sentiments in Scotland, which provide important sources of cultural identity.  

· If this was not recognised by opportunities for increased self-government, pressure for independence would continue to grow.  

· The United Kingdom can only be preserved by a meaningful devolution of power to Scotland.

· Prime evidence for this view comes from the ballot box. For example, the SNP has had consistent support (as high as 30% in October 1974 and averaging nearly 20% for the last seven general elections). Also, in  the referendum in September 1997 there was overwhelming popular support for the government’s devolution proposals. 

· Disillusion with government from London was another important factor, fostered by the Scottish media and press  and nourished by a long period of ‘alien’ rule’ -  Conservative governments kept in power by the votes of southern England while gaining less and less support from Scotland.  

· The Labour Party had good political reasons for introducing increased devolution.  It dominates representation at Westminster for both Scotland and Wales. Labour does not want to be electorally outflanked by the SNP and does not want to see the break-up of the UK because without its Welsh and Scottish MPs it will be extremely difficult to win a parliamentary majority in the UK parliament. 

B. The Suitability of ‘Rolling Devolution’

· Labour has been criticised for introducing ‘lopsided’ devolution - Scotland gaining more self-government than Wales, and before any English region.

· But Vernon Bogdanor suggests that Labour’s plans for ‘rolling devolution’ – that is, a process by which different regions gain different degrees of self-government at a different pace - are sensible and have been successful in Spain, where there was a strong demand for autonomy in the historic provinces - the Basque country and Catalonia - but much less demand elsewhere.  
· Because devolution in the Basque country and Catalonia seemed to be working successfully, it was not long before the demand for devolution made itself felt in the other provinces, so that Spain today is a state of autonomous communities, a  state comprising 17 autonomous regions each with their own government and parliament’. (‘Devolution : The Constitutional Problems’, in Politics and the Constitution’).
·  Labour’s plans might therefore be seen as a farsighted scheme to deal with an immediate problem - the necessity of meeting Scottish demands for substantial self-government - without producing a political backlash from other areas of the United Kingdom. All regions can have their own elected assemblies if they express a wish to do so. 
C.  Devolution has been a success  because it suits the modern world – and it will inevitably be extended

· In a recent article (overleaf), Roy Hattersley, former Deputy Leader of the Labour Party has supported this approach, arguing that Scottish devolution has been a success and that devolution needs extending. Below, a Guardian article supports Hattersley’s arguments. 
Home rule for Yorkshire
Roy Hattersley  Guardian Monday November 12, 2001 [edited extract]

The policies which the Edinburgh parliament has introduced exclusively for Scotland have made that country, in many ways, a better place to live than England. Elderly Scots receive free personal domiciliary care. David Blunkett's ghastly error over student grants and tuition fees ….. was reversed in Scotland as soon as the parliament received the necessary power. Teachers' wages have been increased to a level which guarantees both supply and morale…… 

[Regions in England will want their own devolved powers because] the idea of the English regions speaking for themselves is a matter of practical necessity, not the product of historical romance. 

Devolution is based on a hard fact that much of the London media is too sentimental to accept. The old nation state - basically a 19th-century creation - is, in the modern world, too small to take some decisions and too big to take others. Power has to be passed up to Europe and out to the devolved parliaments and assemblies. In a hundred years' time, politicians will marvel that anyone ever thought otherwise. 

· There appears to be evidence that in some regions of England support for elected Assemblies is growing quickly. In an article entitled, ‘North puts more faith in devolution’ Peter Hetherington, regional affairs editor Guardian Thursday March 21, 2002 said that’ support for devolution in England's three northern regions to match some of the powers transferred to Scotland and Wales has risen substantially over the past three years …..Almost threequarters of electors in Yorkshire and Humberside, the north west, and north east as well as the west Midlands now back the concept of elected regional assemblies - and many believe abolition of county councils is a price worth paying to bring provincial government.’
D. Britain’s membership of the European Union 

· The EU has provided an important incentive to develop a layer of elected regional government. The Maastricht Treaty created the Committee of the Regions and requires requests for many sources of funds from the EU budget to be developed at regional level. 

· There has been a considerable increase in the regional organisation of government in the last decade but regional government in Britain is unsystematic and largely run by unelected, unaccountable  officials. An elected  regional level of government with a properly thought through allocation of responsibilities between regional and local government would be much more sensible.

 E. The ‘Democratic Deficit' argument 

This has many dimensions.  The case in principle for devolution includes the follwing arguments:  

· Highly centralised government from Westminster is unrepresentative and unaccountable. For example, Scotland has commonly been governed by a Conservative administration which it has rejected at the ballot box. 

· Government appointed quangos – which are neither elected nor accountable - have taken over many tasks previously performed by elected local councils. A report published in 1994 estimated that Britain has 4,800 quangos, spending £37 billion annually. By 1997 this had risen to 6,700 and £60 million.   
· Centralised government appears remote and lacks legitimacy, in the sense that people do not feel properly consulted or that their consent has been given.  Greater devolution leads to greater participation and self-government because elected national and regional assembles control areas of policy most directly affecting people's lives.

· Devolution inevitably leads to greater diversity because different communities could make different decisions reflecting majority opinion in their areas.

· Devolution also provide checks and balances on the misuse of government power because government powers are  taken away from the centre. 

· Arguing before Labour came to power veteran academic and politician David Marquand  said, 

‘our present political arrangements give too little scope for variety and experiment. British governments have been too slow to appreciate that the people who live in different parts of the country may legitimately have different priorities.  Local and regional peculiarities are too often ignored’ 
· Marquand suggests that ‘over-centralization has 'weakened our democracy, creating a sense of powerlessness among ordinary citizens’. 

F. Better Government  results from Devolution 

· Democratic government, by local people and politicians who know local conditions and circumstances, and have a stake in the outcome, is also more efficient government.
· Centralised government is overloaded, leading to delays and is unable to focus on the problems facing specific regions.  An article in the Economist in November 1995 made this point strongly, ‘Experts’ in Whitehall, rather like central planners in the former Soviet Union, simply do not have the information or knowledge to make the right decisions for every part of Britain.  Mistakes made by central government are big, harder to reverse, and so more costly. 
· The argument for strengthening local government is simple.  ‘It is that solutions to local problems.......ought instead to be made more often by local people and politicians, who know more about particular local issues and have more of a stake in the final outcome.’ (The Economist)

· The article below illustrates this argument about better government, suggesting that the devolved governments are becoming the sites of useful experiments in policy making:
Distinct cousins

There's a lot more to devolution than just national identity. The go-it-alone spirit in Scotland and Wales is providing a lead for the rest of Britain on progressive social policy. Lynn Eaton reports 

Lynn Eaton Guardian Wednesday February 7, 2001 

Scotland's revolt over free personal care for all elderly people, regardless of their means, has thrown into sharp focus what devolution is going to mean in Britain. … The differences, however, will not just be between England and Scotland. Important differences are emerging also in Wales, where the idea of a children's commissioner - doggedly opposed by English ministers - has been readily accepted and acted upon. 

So is this developing diversity a good thing? Or will loss of central control create dysfunction and widen existing fissures in British society? 

David Hinchliffe, Labour chair of the Commons health select committee, has no doubt that what is happening in Scotland over long-term care is a positive step. "This is the inevitability of devolution," he says. "I have long looked to Scotland, having worked in social services, at things like their children's panels. The fact that they can have the ability to develop new approaches is very positive. In fact, I have come back from visiting social work schemes in Scotland and been green with envy." …………

While it is still too early to learn lessons from the Welsh children's commissioner, few observers can understand why English ministers already appear so resistant to the idea. "Child abuse does not stop at the border between England and Wales," says Mary Marsh, the NSPCC chief executive. "Similar posts must be created in the rest of the UK, with wide-ranging powers to investigate, report and act, so that children have the protection they deserve." …………

Hugh Gardner, who chairs the Association of Directors of Social Services in Wales, argues that one of the positive aspects of devolution is closer relations between the centre and the grassroots. "There really is a culture of partnership all the time," he says. "The assembly has set out to try to encourage a variety of interests. They have users and carers coming to the social services committee, and the minister is there as well." ………

Lobbying groups will sometimes be able to use policies adopted in one country to put pressure on another. Scottish voluntary organisations scored a recent victory on charging for checks on people working with children, the Scottish executive agreeing to foot the fee of at least £10 a head for every check carried out. Voluntary groups in England and Wales, however, will still have to pay. 

Just a few days after the Scottish long-term care debacle, Chancellor Gordon Brown told an audience in Manchester: "We are moving away from the old Britain of subjects, where people had to look upwards to a Whitehall bureaucracy for their solutions, to a Britain of citizens where region to region, locality to locality, we are ourselves in charge." 

G. Checks and Balances

Devolution Adds to democracy by providing a check on central government. The plaid Cymru website says, ‘ The Assembly has achieved some important things, the most important being unmasking the truth about the way in which the UK government has been dealing with European money. For years money earmarked for Wales has been going to the Treasury's coffers while European projects were funded at the cost of our public services. The way in which a share of Objective 1, 2, and 3 money has been won is down to the fact that we now have a more open system of government. For the first time government in Wales has had to account for its actions.’

Review Questions
Explain the arguments that devolution has produced both more democratic and more efficient government.
4. The Arguments against Devolution

A. The Nationalists believe devolution does not go far enough 

From ‘Scottish Freedom’ - a Scottish Nationalist website (May 2002) 

The following criticisms are listed:

When there are disagreements between the [Westminster and Scottish]  Parliaments, it is most likely that the Scottish Parliament will have to make concessions because it is the Westminster Parliament that retains Sovereignty. In theory, Westminster has the power to abolish the Scottish Parliament just like it did to the N.Ireland  Stormont Parliament. 

With devolution the amount the Scottish Parliament can spend is determined by Westminster MPs voting upon our Block Grant. The Barnett Formula allocates how much money the Scottish Parliament can spend. But the formula is constructed in such a way that if a Westminster Parliament cuts public spending for England it would mean the calculation with the Barnet formula would force the Scottish devolved government cut its expenditure too.

There is ambiguity between certain responsibilities. For example, the Scottish Parliament's Health Minister is responsible for Scottish hospitals and public health - but it is the Westminster parliament that decides on things like euthanasia or cannabis legalisation for medicinal purposes 

The devolved Scottish Parliament is powerless in many ways. It cannot: change electoral law, end nuclear dumping, change the rate of VAT, legislate on defence, regulate film classifications & broadcasting, alter the laws on drug misuse, remove the monarchy, end nuclear waste processing, change laws on firearms, decide foreign policy, change tax duty on alcohol, cigarettes or petrol, regulate employment health & safety, award titles of honour, legislate on immigration, alter business tax, remove the House of Lords, make decisions on currency, set or influence interest rates, regulate financial institutions and services, legislate on industrial relations or equal opportunities, change the constitution, increase benefit payments and pensions, choose how to distribute lottery money. 


From the SNP website

The Scottish Parliament has made Scotland more democratic but, until Independence, it will be severely restricted in its powers.  We should always remember that Westminster retains control over:
· almost the whole of the taxation system. That means Westminster still decides what Scottish citizens pay in income tax and VAT, and still receives the taxes paid by businesses in Scotland, including revenues from North Sea oil.  Even using all the tax powers available to it, the Scottish Parliament only controls 5% of the taxes raised in Scotland.
· the Scottish Parliament’s income. It’s Westminster, not Scotland, which decides the overall budget that the Scottish Parliament gets to spend on services like health, education, and law and order In Scotland, Westminster still effectively decides what the Scottish Parliament’s budget will be for Scotland’s vital public services. Even a local authority like Edinburgh City Council is responsible for raising 27% of the revenue which it spends, but the Scottish Parliament has no such power. That means it operates with one hand effectively tied behind its back.
· social security and pensions. The Scottish Parliament has no power to alter benefits or improve the state pension
· broadcasting. Scottish broadcasting – including even Gaelic broadcasting – is still regulated in Whitehall, not Edinburgh
· Scotland’s relations with the EU and the rest of the world. Scotland’s government has no voice in the world, and no place at Europe’s top table
· Defence. Scotland and her Parliament have no say on defence issues, including the future or deployment of Scottish regiments, or over the fact that we are used as a base for nuclear weapons 

· The Scottish Parliament is restricted by the Scotland Act 1998 from legislating on all these subjects, and many more besides.  For instance, the Scottish Parliament can regulate the teaching profession, but not vets, and it can legislate on roads, but not on most aspects of the railways. Most bizarrely of all, it is allowed to legislate on vitamins B and C, but not vitamins A, D or E!

· The Scottish Parliament has less power than practically any other legislative Parliament in Europe – devolved or independent – to decide how it raises its own income. Scotland has less control over its own affairs than Flanders, the Basque Country, or even the Isle of Man. 
From the Plaid Cymru website

The Party of Wales Manifesto 2001

Along with the demand for a fairer economic policy, the Party of Wales's other central message in this election is the need for Wales to have the powers to act effectively for its own benefit. The National Assembly's first two years have brought out the basic deficiencies in the 1998 Government of Wales Act. Apart from the lack of powers to tackle the problems of Wales there is also constant confusion about what those powers are. 

Those who try to work within the system have to wrestle constantly with one difficulty after the other, and constitutional experts warn that what we have is a model of government that is essentially flawed. 

It needs to be remembered that what the 1998 Government of Wales Act did was transfer the functions of the Secretary of State for Wales to the Assembly. Historically the purpose of these functions was to implement the will of the government of the day in London rather than the will of the people of Wales. It is no surprise therefore that the Assembly's powers are seriously inappropriate for drawing up and implementing a specific agenda for Wales. 

Experience over the last two years has strengthened our conviction that Wales must proceed urgently to gain powers similar to those of Scotland. 

· There is actually increasing support for devolution in wales, but also for greater powers for Wales – on the lines of Scotland. A  recent opinion poll by the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, shows evidence of rising support for self-government. Five years ago 40% of people were against any form of devolution; now just 24% are hostile. The poll also found that a Scottish-style parliament, with legislative and tax-raising powers, attracted high support. 

B. Losing the values of fairness 

· A traditional assumption in Britain has been that good government means strong central government because problems facing Britain have become so complex and so intractable that only a strong central government can solve them. Traditionally, concerns for social justice have led to the belief that redistributing resources from the richer parts of the country to the poorer can only be done by a strong central government since only the centre can adjudicate impartially between the claims made by the localities, and persuade the richer localities to make the sacrifices which redistribution will entail.

· Strong government was assumed to require uniform government and equal citizenship but the  whole object of devolution, critics point out, diversity is the whole point of devolution. This inevitably means inequality. By definition, it means that the standard of publicly provided goods and services will not be uniform across the country: that a citizen in one place will not be treated in the same way as a citizen living somewhere else.  

· ‘Soon, there will be the real possibility of an expatriate Scottish pensioner sipping tea in a Berwick care home with her fees paid by the devolved government while her English neighbour, in the next chair, has had to sell her house to pay for the same care.’(Fraser Nelson, The Scotsman)
C. Increasing Divisions and Conflict

· The general argument here is that devolution will cause more problems than it solves and that devolution has created all sorts of anamalies and injustices.

· The lack of fairness will inevitably result in political unrest. For example, government expenditure per head of population varies considerably in different parts of the UK. In general terms, expenditure in Scotland is 24% higher per head than in England, 18% higher in Wales (and 40% higher in Northern Ireland). Alexander argues that these sorts of consideration were  bound to become more prominent after devolution, with MPs for English constituencies likely to suggest that if Scotland and Wales wish to have a degree of self-government then the people of Scotland and Wales should ‘pay their own way’. 

· The ‘West Lothian’ problem’ is a cause of division – this  refers to the fact that  Scottish MPs at Westminster will continue to be able to vote on purely English issues, yet English MPs at Westminster will  not be able to vote on matters devolved to the Scottish Assembly. Scotland is also over-represented in the Westminster parliament. One means of alleviating the effect of the imbalance is to reduce the number of Scottish MPs. The Government has said that their number will be reduced in line with the electoral quota for England at the time of the next Parliamentary Boundary Commission review (due for completion in 2005). It will mean a reduction from 72 to around 57 to 60 Scottish MP.

· It is possible that at some point there will be majorities of different party persuasions in the national and the regional parliaments. To an extent this has already occurred since in Scotland and Wales there are Labour-Liberal coalitions and this has led to tensions between the Labour government in London and the Labour led coalitions in Scotland and Wales, for example over student finance. These clashes  would be so much worse with a Conservative government in London

· Nor is it  obvious how England can be divided into regions without generating strong opposition. As far as they exist, the English regions are the creations of the central government not expressions of any popular will or sense of identity.  The possibility of some regions gaining an elected assembly with specific powers and others – with less coherence as a region – being left behind, clearly opens up all sorts of potential conflict as some regions acquire a strong voice defending their region while others do not. 

· Many critics – including the Conservative Party – believe that creating elected regional assemblies in the UK is misguided since it will lead to the abolition of county councils. There is certain to be resistance to elected assemblies in England from existing local government. 

· There is certainly no strong public demand for devolution in England. The Campaign for an English Parliament has attracted little public following during its weekly vigils in Parliament Square. When asked in the 2001 British Social Attitudes survey, 62% of the English said it would be best for England to be governed as it is now, with laws made by the UK parliament, while only 18% said it would be best for England to have its own parliaments.
D. Disquiet in Wales

· It is not just the nationalists in Wales – there is increasing tension between the Labour leadership in Westminster and in Wales, as the article illustrates. 

· Assembly puts the emphasis on socialism 

First minister fires warning shots at Blair 

Peter Hetherington
Thursday January 2, 2003
The Guardian 


· ‘The red dragon is starting to roar. Five years after Wales gained devolution by a wafer-thin referendum margin, a re-branded government in Cardiff is preparing to challenge New Labour over a range of social and economic policies.
· Rhodri Morgan, the first minister, is talking of "clear red water" between Wales and Westminster. After abolishing prescription charges for the young and old, reintroducing student means-tested maintenance grants, scrapping school league tables and tests for seven-year-olds, his administration has pointedly rejected any notion of foundation hospitals and the private sector delivering public services. 

· Firing the first shots in Labour's campaign for this year's assembly elections, he recently re-stated the importance of equity over choice and the "fundamentally socialist aim of equality of outcome". In that context, his Welsh assembly government will have no truck with Tony Blair's concept of specialist schools emerging throughout the secondary sector. "The comprehensive school era is not coming to an end in Wales," said Mr Morgan. "Selection of pupils by schools is not the path we intend to encourage." 

· While Mr Morgan has managed to stretch the limits of devolution, concern is growing that Cardiff is working under severe constraints. The assembly government applied for six bills to be included in the recent Queen's speech. In the event, it only got one bill, on health service reorganisation. 

E. Devolution in Scotland hasn’t worked; even long-time supporters of devolution have become disillusioned

· Advocates of devolution were idealistic, suggesting that devolution would produce a more democratic and efficient system. Critics argue that the reality is very different. 
· Critics argue that the Scottish parliament and Executive have not proved to be effective policy-makers tackling Scottish needs quickly and imaginatively. One example is the alienation of the artistic community in Scotland which has been appalled at the Scottish executives poor support of the arts in general and the project for a National Theatre inparticular.
· In the first week of January 2003, George Kerevan, writing in The Scotsman bemoans another policy disappointment – the Cities Review. Kenyon says that, ‘The slothful Scottish economy is basically the sum of its five cities - Glasgow (public-sector oriented), Edinburgh (financial services), Aberdeen (oil), Dundee (industry and medicine) and Inverness (tourism). Since Scotland’s average growth rate is somewhere between a quarter and a third lower than the UK average, the cause of the deficit probably lies somewhere inside those city economies. Give the cities their (sensible) political and economic head and watch the nation grow. Yet a review begun early in 2000 has only just been published with, Kerevan argues, extremely tame results. And, after just over two years in the making, what will we get? The rumour is that a modest £100million "growth fund" will be established - modest in the context of an Executive that can never manage to spend its full Westminster allocation each year.’
· He continues, ‘Meanwhile the problems remain. Most of Scotland’s transport problems are to do with urban congestion: the cities need the power and financial muscle to solve these internally. Scotland’s low productivity is related to its large public sector: the cities need proportional representation and elected provosts to modernise their administration. 
Scotland’s poor education record is caused by one-size-fits-all schools: the cities need the leadership to devolve school management and experiment more. Scotland’s housing and planning crisis is a function of badly drawn urban boundaries: the cities need to expand in geographical size.’
· Kerevan says devolution has not led to an effective, consultative democracy, ‘The failure of the Cities Review reflects the emergence of a Holyrood Executive more centralised and unaccountable than ever imagined by the devolution reformers. Holyrood does not wish to share its power with dynamic new city government. But nor is it prepared to take on the problems of the cities itself.’
· The costs of establishing and running the devolved assemblies are significant and this certainly seemed to be an argued which weighed heavily with the Welsh electorate who voted by the thinnest of margins in favour of devolution in September 1997. In both Scotland and Wales there are continuing controversies about the cost of their new parliament buildings. The new Scottish parliament building at Holyrood was originally estimated to cost between £10 and £40 million. It is likely to cost over £300 million and has come to symbolise the weakness of devolution in Scotland. 
· Policies which may be praised by English socialists like Roy Hattersley are not so attractive - critics say – when closely examined. The cost of nursing care, teachers pay increases and a graduate tax have all been condemned by the UK Labour government and declared irresponsible. Tim Luckhurst – a former adviser to Donald Dewar argues that an immediate 5% rise in income tax would not cover the commitments that the Scottish executive has already made. ‘The largesse with which devolved ministers pledge reforms that Whitehall has deemed unaffordable is not evidence of radicalism. It is proof that politicians schooled in the warped mediocrity of Scottish Labour councils spend lavishly and pray the bills will never come.’ 

F. Negative Politics in Scotland

· As elections for the devolved assemblies draw nearer – May 2003 – the quality of Scottish politics is not uplifting. In a Scotsman article of January 2003 a bleak assessment was reached, ‘ The first four years of the infant institution have been characterised by an administration that has often appeared out of touch with the electorate and incapable of offering inspirational leadership, and by immature opposition parties which give every sign of being at the primary stage of their political education. The education and health systems are not substantively better than they were in 1999; in fact, the necessary radical reform has not been embraced but actively resisted. 

 For a new democratic institution such as Holyrood, turn-out dropping to 50% - and some commentators predict it will fall even lower than that - would represent a crisis in legitimacy. 
What, then, are the parties doing to tackle the problem as the election looms? Sadly, there is already an indication that we are in for perhaps the most negative campaign in Scottish history. Past research has proven that perceived negativity and name-calling between politicians is a turn-off for voters. 
· The SNP, self-styled as "Scotland’s party", might be expected to be in the vanguard of a Save Our Holyrood movement, and yet the main thrust of their approach so far has been an advertising campaign attacking the personal integrity of Jack McConnell. John Swinney, whose party, our poll shows, remains stuck at its 1999 levels of support, might argue on this page that he plans to major on the need to maximise the potential of the Scottish economy, but this will be undermined by repeated assaults on the character of the First Minister. 
· The Tories promise little more than the politics of the playground: puerile election posters developed by their advertising company used photographs of a woman’s breast and a pile of excrement to attack Labour. There is little evidence the party is developing a coherent argument that would persuade voters the centre-right is attractive or even relevant to them. 
· Holyrood faces a crisis that only the politicians are in a position to head off. They have an opportunity over the next few months to display a vision of how much better Scotland could be, and to explain how they would take us there. They must lead, and inspire. A catfight will not do the job.’
G. Corrupt Old Labour Politics in Scotland

· The article below suggests that rather than being an idealistic attempt to increase democracy and introduce policies to revitalise Scotland, devolution in Scotland has turned out to be a means of increasing Labour’s stranglehold on power – often a corrupt process.

· After Donald Dewar’s death (the first First Minister) scandal has dogged his successors. The scandal that destroyed Henry McLeish and the sleaze dogging Jack McConnell will make trust an election issue for Labour. McLeish was forced to resign as first minister when it emerged he had been sub-letting his Fife Westminster constituency office while claiming full expenses. McConnell has been tainted by association with his Motherwell and Wishaw constituency party, where £11,000 is missing from the accounts. 

Just another layer of politicians

Scottish devolution is being suffocated by old boy networks and cronyism. 
Gerry Hassan Guardian Thursday November 8, 2001 

There have always been two visions of Scottish devolution - one conservative, reinforcing all that is worst and parochial about Scotland; the other - a radical, democratising politics which saw devolution as the way to bring transformative change to Scotland.  A large part of Scottish Labour, the party of the political establishment, saw devolution as the former - a way of maintaining their political dominance. 
We also need to understand the strange creature that is Scottish Labour. It is different from the other parties in Scotland, and Labour elsewhere in the UK (but has similarities with Welsh Labour). The Scottish party has run Scotland, and large parts of it in particular, for so long that is sees no conflict between its interests and that of the state. Scottish Labour's organisational backbone is provided by a series of networks and financial arrangements between the party, unions, councils and the private sector. 

Henry McLeish's constituency office was sub-let at one time to Fife Regional Council, of which he is a former leader, and to Digby Brown, a legal firm that has employed many New Labourites in Scotland. At the same time, Unison provided McLeish's offices with a full-time researcher, Angus Mackay, who is now an MSP and finance minister. This is a politics of one-party dominance, old boy networks and cronyism. 
 Gerry Hassan is co-author of The Almanac of Scottish Politics

5. Conclusion : The Jury’s Out

The devolution process is not complete – indeed it is far from clear just how extensive devolution will eventually be. This observation alone can be viewed two ways – critics see the process as confused, directionless and likely to lead to conflict, even to the break-up of the union. On the other hand, this loose process can be seen as being responsive to very different conditions which prevail in different parts of the UK and being adaptive to changing popular opinion in different regions.  

What is clear is that greater devolution will occur; that British government has been significantly transformed and that this process has both advantages and disadvantages. What the balance is between the advantages and disadvantages is likely to be the subject of very different opinions. 

New Labour are undoubtedly committed to extending devolution. In November 2002,  the Queen's speech promised that, ‘Legislation will be introduced to provide for the holding of referendums on the issue of regional governance in England.’ That means that the regional assemblies (preparations) bill should be on the books by next May, paving the way for a referendum on a regional assembly in the north-east (and perhaps the north-west) by autumn 2004. That could mean assemblies in those regions by 2005. Then, in 2006, a few more regions (Yorkshire and Humberside, West Midlands, the south-west) might get the same chance - assuming Labour wins the next general election and maintains the policy. Elected assemblies will resemble Ken Livingstone's London in their range of competence, rather than the Scottish parliament or national assembly for Wales. They will be offered a patchwork of existing powers, accounting for just 2% of total regional expenditure. They will be obliged to agree between six and 10 "high level targets" with the government, and remaining areas of county and district local government will be reorganised into unitary authorities in any region where an assembly is established. In most regions outside the north-east (and Cornwall, which doesn't even qualify as a region at present) the issue has not captured the public's imagination. 

