DISSOLVING
NOT DEVOLVING
A Scotland Bill Briefing Alert
Dear
This document from the Glasgow-based, pro-UK organisation A Force For Good warns that the Scotland Bill
risks vandalising the British Constitution, damaging the integrity of the United Kingdom, and threatening our
social solidarity.
It is being sent to more than 200 Lords, over 100 MPs, and a selection of Opinion Formers, who we have
identified as likely to be interested in its content, and who may be in a position to raise the Philosophical
concerns which we identify, and to promote the Policies which we recommend.
1. The Unconstitutional Precedent of Law-Making by Opinion Poll, Tabloid Headline and Advisory Body
 See Page 2
2. The Importance of Understanding the UK as a Unitary State: Getting the frame right from the start
 See Page 4
3. Do not Compromise British Parliamentary Sovereignty: Our Legislators don't realise the Bill does this
 See Page 7
4. Why the British Parliament Must Retain its Veto: It has an authority, a duty and a responsibility to stand for all the UK
 See Page 9
5. Do not Declare the Scottish Parliament Permanent: That risks opening rhetorical power and legal space to Nats
 See Page 10
6. Assert that a Devolved 'Government' is Not Equivalent to the British Government: We're not a federal state
 See Page 11
7. Policy: Protect and Maintain the British Transport Police – The SNP has said it will abolish it
 See Page 12
8. Policy: Do not Devolve the Management of Elections and the Franchise
Policy: Giving Power over Road Signs will create a Scottish Nationalist Propaganda Playground
 See Page 13
(continued on back page>
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THE UNCONSTITUTIONAL
PRECEDENT of LAW-MAKING by
OPINION POLL, TABLOID HEADLINE
and ADVISORY BODY
Early in the Scottish referendum campaign, the official
No side – pressed heavily by a parochial Scottish TV
and newspaper media – changed the terms of the
debate.
It was changed from whether or not Scotland
should be in or out of the UK, to the much weaker
position of whether Scotland should leave, or stay in
and get 'more powers'.
This confused the message.
On one hand it suggested we were 'Better
Together' but on the other hand it suggested that
politically we needed to move 'Further Apart'.
It was, and remains, politically incoherent.
To say the Union can only be saved if it moves
further apart is like saying a marriage can only be
saved if the couple move into separate houses and go
their own ways.
It legitimised the SNP's position that there was
something wrong with the United Kingdom.
Yet it is basic political strategy that you should
avoid legitimising your opponent's position!
This mistake was one of the reasons why the vote was a
lot closer than it should have been – and it is the main reason
why the debate has not been able to be shut down.
We explained the wrongness of this strategy in our
booklet, Devo-Danger – sent to MPs in February 2014, and
which can be read at www.aforceforgood.org.uk/devo/dm5
"THE VOW"
This political incoherency reached its apogee with 'The Vow'
tabloid headline in the Daily Record on 16-9-14, which
appears to have been the Labour, Tory and Lib Dem
response to a Sunday Times opinion poll conducted by
YouGov and published on 7-9-14, which put the Yes side on
51% and the No side on 49%.
Murray Foote, the editor of The Daily Record has given
the inside story of his tabloid stunt at: Murray Foote,
"Inside THE VOW: How historic Daily Record front page
which changed the course of Britain's constitutional
settlement was born", The Daily Record, 18-9-15 at
http://tinyurl.com/nbjnd3t
STUNT DEGRADED OUR CONSTITUTION AND DEMOCRACY
Here are some basic constitutional facts.
The British Parliament is the ultimate law-making body
in the UK. Tabloid editors do not make the law – although in
their defence one might say that if politicians are foolish
enough to be ensnared into a ploy by a tabloid newspaper
then they deserve what they get.
So-called 'vows', made by Party Leaders are not binding
on the British Parliament – especially so when two of those
people are no longer even Party Leaders.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

One Parliament cannot bind another and a Party Leader
cannot seek to bind his own Party, much less a Parliament!
Advisory bodies, such as the Smith Commission, are not
law-making bodies.
Yet all these basic principles have been compromised by
this shoddy process.
The Smith Commission especially, masqueraded
intentionally, or otherwise, as a law-making body.
It used language which should have been considered
unacceptable for an advisory body, and it was misinterpreted
by many people as if it were a law-making body.
For example, throughout its Report, it used the word 'will'
– as in 'will be devolved' – rather than the correct 'could'.
In this manner, the Smith Commission set a bad
precedent. It seriously damaged our understanding of how
laws are made, and it set unrealistic expectations among a
section of the public in a harmful way.
Only in a country where too many people don't properly
understand how our British Parliamentary democracy is
meant to work could an advisory body be able to pass itself
off as a law-making body.
Only in a country where too many people don't properly
understand how our British Parliamentary democracy is
meant to work could an advisory body represent its Report
as a done deal apparently to be railroaded through the
British Parliament and rubber stamped with the absolute
minimum of debate or disagreement expected.
Indeed, Smith's proposals have been treated almost like
an EU Regulation – passed with little debate on the principles
other than typical advantage-seeking, party-political
bickering from MPs hoping to score points off each other.
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THE UNHOLY RUSH AVOIDS A DUTY OF CARE TO THE UK
On 8 May 2015, David Cameron stated his intention to
implement the proposals in the Scotland Bill "as fast as we
can". (Quoted in: http://tinyurl.com/nwobpk7)
This should not be a race! It should be a process which
takes years, if it happens at all!
Some of the concerns regarding the wrongness of this
rush were summed up in the Report by the House of Lords
Committee on the Constitution entitled "Proposals for the
devolution of further powers to Scotland" (24-3-15) which
examined the Scotland Bill. For example, our emphases:
Para. 32. We do not consider that the Smith Commission
process, its conclusions, and this Command Paper
represent sufficient engagement and consultation with the
public for these significant constitutional changes. Given
that the leaders of the main UK-wide political parties had
agreed in advance to implement the recommendations of
the Smith Commission, which could be characterised as
an abrogation of their responsibility to set policy, we are
particularly concerned at the speed with which these
proposals were formulated and with the fact that there
was no meaningful interaction with either the Scottish or
UK Parliament, or indeed with citizens and civil society
both in Scotland and across the UK.
Para. 43. We are concerned that Parliament has been, in
effect, excluded from the decision-making process in light
of the cross-party agreement already in place among the
leaders of the main UK-wide political parties. This
significantly restricts its capacity to contribute to the
development of these proposals. Parliament is expected
to pass these proposals into law without significant
amendment, even though it is not clear whether vital
considerations such as the impact of these proposals on
the UK as a whole will have been taken into account.
Para. 47. We do not believe that the referendum and
subsequent events constitute a "clearly justifiable" reason
for adopting such an unusual process for initiating
significant constitutional change. The undue haste with
which the process was conducted, including the use of
arbitrary deadlines based on significant dates in the
Scottish calendar, undermines confidence in the
outcome.
Para. 48. Moreover, we are deeply concerned that an
agreement by the leaders of the three main UK-wide
political parties to implement the recommendations of
Smith Commission, made before that Commission had
even met, appears to have pre-empted any possibility of
meaningful consultation and discussion on the merits of
the proposals, including with the parliaments of Scotland
and the United Kingdom.
Para. 49. This is not the first time that we have expressed
concerns about the process by which constitutional
reforms have been implemented. As we have previously
noted, "The constitution is the foundation upon which
law and government are built. The fundamental nature of
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

the constitution means that it should be changed only
with due care and consideration." We do not believe that
the process by which these proposals have been brought
forward meets this standard.
See Report at http://tinyurl.com/o9ddhlo
Unfortunately, its Report was almost entirely ignored by the
media, and by the Government and House of Commons.
The Government – even with a majority which could
have enabled it to change the proposals for the betterment
of the United Kingdom – has pressed ahead without due
regard to "the impact of these proposals on the UK as a whole".
As we emphasise in this document, it is difficult for pro-UK
people in Scotland to continue to sustain our position when the
rug is being pulled from under our feet on a constant basis.
It seems the British Parliament is presently involved in
re-creating the problems it was formed to resolve in the
first place.
A WORD ABOUT THE SCOTTISH NATIONALISTS: THEY WANT
SEPARATION, NOT DEVOLUTION
Some people think that 'more powers' will force the SNP to
be responsible. Here is the fact of the matter!
The SNP is not interested in doing devolution properly.
It is interested only in getting separation.
Devolution, and any 'more powers' attached within that
context, are only stepping stones to be exploited towards its
goal of separation.
Expecting the SNP to deal responsibly with 'new powers'
and to 'make devolution work', or some such idealistic
notion, totally misunderstands their agenda.
They are not interested in making devolution work!
They cannot allow devolution to appear to work –
because that would frustrate their goal of separation.
They will never take responsibility for any negative thing
which happens within a devolved situation.
Everything that goes wrong will always be 'Westminster's
fault'. Even if things work out well, the SNP will say that it
could have worked out better...if it wasn't for the Union and
Westminster.
That will be the case regardless of how many 'new
powers' it has at its disposal.
And even if the SNP got its separation, it would still
complain. It would still need the bogeymen of 'Westminster',
or 'the English Parliament' or 'London' or 'the Tories' or 'the
Labour Party' to justify its existence and maintain its support.
IN THE FOLLOWING PAGES...
We raise some of the points of Philosophy and Policy which
have been completely ignored in the advantage-seeking,
party-political bickering which has represented debate on
this Bill so far in the House of Commons.
We offer our work in the hope that some people may be
alerted and may seek, at least, to raise these matters publicly.
Ultimately, this document will stand as a testament that
some of us in Scotland have been watching and warning,
and that we care about the future of our United Kingdom.
We start with the importance of understanding what is
the United Kingdom, in order to understand how devolution
might conceivably maintain its integrity. (Next page 
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THE IMPORTANCE
of UNDERSTANDING
the UK as a
UNITARY STATE
What is the United Kingdom?
Contrary to the mistaken claim made by many
politicians and academics, the UK is not just a
'Union State', although it has elements of that
nature.
It is primarily a Unitary State.
From the understanding of the UK
as primarily a Unitary State, all else follows.
What is the difference?
WE ARE A NATION OF UNIONS, NOT JUST A
UNION OF NATIONS
A Union State is 'a Union of Nations'.
A Unitary State is 'a Nation of Unions'; a
Nation-State.
A Union State is 'a Family of Nations'.
A Unitary State is 'a Nation of Families'.
The UK cannot be held together if the fundamental
understanding of it is wrong!
Imagining the UK merely as a 'Union State' is
to expose it and make it vulnerable to nationalist,
republican and federalist ideology and policy (as we
explain below). This compromises its potential for
unity and encourages division and dissolution.
Understanding the UK as primarily a Unitary State,
however, ensures that the ideology and policy which
feed into it will tend towards its unity and survival.
With this understanding comes the ability to
protect the UK from fracture.
The present government and the main political parties,
see the UK as a 'Union State', not as a 'Unitary State'.
By Unitary State, is meant, "a state governed as one
single power in which the central government is
ultimately supreme and any administrative divisions
exercise only powers that their central government
chooses to delegate." That's the definition on
Wikipedia.
A Unitary State creates 'one nation'.
Britain is still a Unitary State, although the manner
in which various powers have been distributed from
the centre has compromised its integrity.

DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

By Union State is meant, a state where various
sovereign national states come together and agree to
share governing power. The European Union could be
said to be a Union State, rather than a Unitary State.
A Union State is a union of nations, plural.
It is harder to develop the idea of one nation, if we
see the relationship as a union of nations, rather than
as a nation of unions.
When Scotland and England came together in 1707
we created something of a hybrid State which was
nevertheless overwhelmingly Unitary – and largely one
nation – but which was also partly a Union State with
both states retaining a level of their previous state
identity, and with that, their own sense of themselves
as separate nations.
Why is this important?
Because right now, all the major political parties, the
government Ministers, and their academic advisors,
understand the United Kingdom to be a Union State,
and this governs their entire approach to devolution.
3 REASONS WHY THE DIFFERENCE MATTERS
Making the distinction between 'Unitary' and 'Union' is
no mere pedantry. Whether we understand Britain as a
Unitary or a Union State determines absolutely our
approach to devolution. It does so in several ways.
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1. Psychologically, if we believe that we are only a
union of nations, then it is easier to imagine and argue
that the various nations should just 'go their own way'.
It is much easier to start a train of thought which
leads to arguing for a break-up.
If we understand that we are one nation – with a
Unitary State – then it is much easier to accept that we
should stay together, and it is much harder to break us
up.
The Unitary State belief helps maintain One UK
because it provides a degree of solidity to the nature
of the UK.
However, the Union State belief is one vulnerable
to entertaining federalist and separatist ideas.
2. Politically, if we look on the UK as a Union State
then we will approach the question of devolution
with the presumption that everything should be
devolved to the constituent nations, except those
things which are best done at the centre.
We will not regard the overall unity of the UK as the
over-riding matter – if we consider it at all!
Instead, the over-riding matter will be the
distribution of power to each constituent nation; and
as far as the social, cultural, and political unity of the
original and overall State is concerned, the attitude
will just be "let the cards fall where they may".
This was the attitude of those who first promoted
devolution in the Labour Government, and it remains
the position of the Conservative Government, and its
advisors, today.
Statutorily, this view will lead to a 'reserved powers'
model where only those matters explicitly listed are
reserved while everything else – including those things
we don't know about yet – will be considered
devolved.
Ultimately, that leads to Federalism and forms of
Slow Independence.
At present, this is what we have, and where we are!
However, if we look on the UK as a Unitary State – or
even largely a Unitary State, albeit with some
elements of a Union State – then we will approach the
question of devolution with the presumption that
everything should remain at the centre, except those
things which may be best done at a devolved level.
Statutorily, this view will lead to a 'devolved
powers' model where only those matters explicitly
listed are devolved, while everything else – including
those things we don't know about yet – will be
considered reserved.

DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

3. Practically, a Unitary view will ensure that our overriding concern will be to maintain the unity of the
overall UK Nation-State.
We will be keeping that concern centre-stage!
Consequently, we will be much more cautious in
devolving anything at all – unless it can demonstrate a
clear integrating and strengthening value to the overall
unity of the State.
One will certainly not devolve anything in the
presence of, let alone directly into the hands of,
a separatist movement which will use such powers
against the centre, itself.
Yet this is what the Scotland Bill is doing right now.
It is 'devolving', or rather surrendering, political
power directly into the hands of a nationalist, separatist
movement, which will use such power against the
centre.
It is politically self-defeating as far as trying to keep
together One UK is concerned!
So whether we consider the UK to be a 'Union State' or
a 'Unitary State' will cause us to have fundamentally
different ways of understanding the United Kingdom,
which will lead to fundamentally different attitudes
towards 'devolution' – or rather, towards the dispersal
of power – which will lead to fundamentally different
policies, which will lead to fundamentally different
consequences of our actions.
A UNITARY STATE ENABLES DEVOLUTION; A UNION
STATE ENABLES FORMS of FEDERALISM and SLOW
INDEPENDENCE
In short, if we believe in a Unitary State model, then we
are more likely to engage in forms of devolution which
do not threaten the overall integrity of the Nation-State.
It is still risky behaviour – especially in the presence
of a powerful nationalist movement – but if we place
the importance of the integrity of the Nation-State
up-front and centre-place, then we are less likely to do
anything to undermine it.
We ensure that everything has regard to the
cohesion, stability, and maintenance of the Unitary
State as a whole.
We ensure that any devolution does nothing to
compromise, undermine or weaken the position of the
UK as a Unitary State.
Indeed, devolution works hand-in-glove with the
Unitary State and it only succeeds if it maintains the
Unitary State.
If it is not maintaining the Unitary State, then by
definition, it is not devolution.
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However, if we believe in a Union State model then
we are more likely to engage in forms of power
dispersal which do not consider – nor even recognise
– the importance of the integrity of a presumed
'Nation-State'.
Consequently, this leads to forms of Federalism and
Slow Independence – where the centre is ceding its
power and establishing it in new sovereign bodies in
new independent states.
At the moment, politicians and academics are
using the word 'devolution' to describe what is really
a working-out of forms of Federalism and Slow
Independence. Consequently...
WE ARE DISSOLVING...NOT DEVOLVING
...because we are not taking a Unitary State view, and
we are not acknowledging the existence of the UK as a
Nation-State, and we are not standing for and paying
due attention and care to its continued overall integrity.
We are not paying attention to the need to keep
us together, as one!
Consequently our ideas, and behaviour and policies
are more likely to end up dissolving, not devolving the
State.
That is where we are at the moment.
We have a political and academic class who do not
believe that the United Kingdom is a Unitary State;
who do not believe it is a Nation-State.
Therefore, they do not pay any attention to the aim
of keeping it together, as one.
They do not consider the effect of their policies on
the overall integrity of the State.
If they think about this at all, they sit on the fence
and say, "Oh well, let's just see where it ends up."
Well, that's not good enough!
If it is going to damage the integrity of the NationState then it is something which should not happen.
So, let's get back to basics...
DEVOLUTION is BRITISH STATE POWER EXERCISED by
a SUBSIDIARY BODY
That should be obvious, but it is being forgotten in the
rush to railroad through the Scotland Bill.
The principle follows from the essential position
that the UK is a Unitary State – a Nation of Unions –
a Nation-State.
Consequently, the political power belongs entirely
to the central British State, albeit exercised at a
subsidiary level.
Those who want to imagine the UK as merely some
kind of Union State do so because it is easier to create
a constitutional arrangement which weakens the
power of the centre.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

For them, this process is about the casting-off – the
abandonment – of British State power from the centre,
and its establishment in new sovereign bodies in new
states.
However, that's not devolution. Devolution is not
the casting-off of British State power.
It is the Exercise of British State Power by a
Subsidiary Body. It follows therefore, that...
THE BRITISH PARLIAMENT has COMPLETE AUTHORITY
OVER ALL its SUBSIDIARY BODIES
This includes all Parliaments and Assemblies at Holyrood,
Cardiff, Stormont and London, and Local Councils.
It's worth stating this point – because we're in
danger of forgetting such a fundamental fact!
This means that the British Government is the
Government of Scotland.
It is easy to get confused so long as people like
Ms Sturgeon and her ministers pose in the UK and
abroad as leaders of 'the Scottish Government', as if it
is a 'Government' on the same level and standing as the
British Government. (See page 11 
This also means that the British State must retain
the power to veto, take back, and even abolish –
otherwise we do not have devolution. (See page 9 
It should retain these powers because devolution is
not the casting-off – the abandonment – of British State
power from the centre, and its establishment in a new
sovereign body in a new state.
In a case where the central power – the British State
– abandons its law-making power and its position as the
supreme arbiter, and which no longer retains, even in
theory, the power to take back those devolved powers,
then we do not have devolution.
We have the granting of forms of Federalism and
Slow Independence – completely different policies.
OUR RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. We call upon our Legislators in the British Parliament
to understand the important difference between a
Unitary (or primarily Unitary) State, and a 'Union State'.
2. We call upon our Legislators to understand that
some groups are pushing a federalist agenda,
consciously or unconsciously, behind a devolved guise.
3. We call upon our Legislators to put much more
emphasis on the Unitary elements of the UK – and the
fact of the UK as a Nation-State.
4. We call upon our Legislators to speak for and defend
the integrity of the UK as a Unitary Nation-State, and to
put its integrity up-front and centre-place in all
discussions about devolution.
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DO NOT COMPROMISE
BRITISH PARLIAMENTARY
SOVEREIGNTY
Do Not WRITE the SEWEL CONVENTION
into LAW
'The Sewel Convention' is derived from the
statement of Lord Sewel, who said in the
House of Lords during the passage of the
Scotland Bill on 21 July 1998 (H.L. Deb vol.
592 col. 791) that "we would expect a
convention to be established that
Westminster would not normally legislate
with regard to devolved matters in
Scotland without the consent of the
Scottish Parliament."
By stating that the UK Parliament will
not normally legislate for devolved
matters in Scotland without the consent of
the Scottish Parliament, it leaves open the
possibility that the British Parliament can
legislate with supreme authority in the
event that it must do so.
That is to say, it recognises that the
sovereignty – the overall authority – of the
British Parliament is unchanged by the legislative
competence of the Scottish Parliament.
However, the current Scotland Bill is seeking
(Section 2) to write this into the Scotland Act
1998, in order that it moves from a mere
convention of Parliament (something which is
just generally accepted but not actually an
official 'law'), to a statutory fact of law which
must be followed at all times.
It wants to add a Para 8 to Section 1 of the
1998 Act to say: "But it is recognised that the
Parliament of the United Kingdom will not
normally legislate with regard to devolved
matters without the consent of the Scottish
Parliament."
To what extent would this compromise
Parliament's sovereignty?
The submission from the Institute for
Government, to the House of Lords Constitution
Committee Inquiry on "The Union and
Devolution" (September 2015) thinks it would:
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

Parliamentary sovereignty and constitutional
entrenchment
18. In legal terms, devolution since 1999 has not
qualified the fundamental principle of
parliamentary sovereignty. This means that
Westminster can still legislate in devolved areas
and amend the powers of the devolved
institutions, but in practice this is done only
with the consent of the respective devolved
legislatures, through the legislative consent
convention.
19. The current Scotland Bill is now set to put
the legislative consent convention into statute,
as per the agreement reached through the
Smith Commission process. However, the
current version of the bill simply states (in
clause 2) that Westminster "will not normally
legislate with regard to devolved matters
without the consent of the Scottish Parliament."
20. The wording of this clause (including the
presence of the word "normally") means that it
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is unlikely to be judiciable. Putting this
convention into statute is therefore likely only
to have symbolic value. But symbols can be
important, and the importance in this case is
that in passing this legislation the UK
Parliament would be signalling that
untrammelled parliamentary sovereignty is no
more.
21. A similar point can be made about clause 1
in the Scotland Bill that states "A Scottish
Parliament is recognised as a permanent part
of the United Kingdom's constitutional
arrangements." This clause could in principle
be amended or repealed by a future Act of
Parliament, but this would be unthinkable in
the present political context.
See http://tinyurl.com/oy76b62
Therefore, simply the fact of putting this into
statute – making it an official law – rather than
leaving it merely as a general convention which
is usually followed, does compromise the
unfettered sovereignty of the British Parliament.
However, during the passage of this Bill, some
have suggested that Parliament should go even
further, and that the word 'normally' should be
removed.
That is an extraordinary thing to suggest.
REMOVING THE BRITISH PARLIAMENT'S VETO
To remove the word 'normally' so that it reads
"the Parliament of the United Kingdom will not
legislate with regard to devolved matters
without the consent of the Scottish Parliament"
would be to remove the ability of the British
Parliament to veto a policy of the Scottish
Parliament even if it was nationally damaging to
the rest of the UK.
It would be to remove the political
supremacy of the British Parliament in the
United Kingdom.
It would mean that the British Parliament was
no longer sovereign in its own land!
It would mean it was no longer the supreme
authority. It would have conceded authority to
the Scottish Parliament which itself would have
become a sovereign entity on its own.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

People who advocate such a thing have a
deliberate agenda to change the nature of
government in the UK.
They are aiming to move it towards as near a
federal structure as possible – or what some in
the Labour and Lib Dem parties call 'Home Rule'.
Is this what we voted 'No' for?
Did over 2 million of us vote to say goodbye to
the British Unitary State and destroy its
Parliamentary sovereignty?
That's certainly what the other side wanted!
WHERE are the MPs and LORDS who will
DEFEND PARLIAMENTARY SOVEREIGNTY?
How many of our MPs, or Lords, are aware that
Parliamentary sovereignty is compromised by the
Scotland Bill?
How many are aware that some have wanted
to use the Scotland Bill deliberately to destroy
the British Parliament's sovereignty?
It seems that quite a few MPs will get upset
about the loss of Parliamentary sovereignty…to
the EU internationally.
They will campaign against the British
Parliament's veto being removed in EU matters.
They will publicise and campaign against that.
But how many of them realise that Parliament
is currently in the process of compromising its
own sovereignty within the UK itself?
How many will speak out about that?
OUR RECOMMENDATIONS 
We call upon our Legislators to realise that:
1. If they vote to pass a Scotland Bill which puts
the Sewel Convention into statutory form, and if
they vote to make the Scottish Parliament
'permanent', then they are voting to compromise
British Parliamentary sovereignty.
2. If they have campaigned to remove the word
'normally' from the Sewel Convention then they
have campaigned to destroy the idea that the
British Parliament is sovereign in its own land.
3. We call upon our Legislators to oppose the
inclusion of the Sewel Convention in the Scotland
Bill; and the Scottish Parliament's 'permanency'.
(See page 10 

268 Bath St, Glasgow, G2 4JR; 07974 757 514; admcc@sov250907.orangehome.co.uk

aForceForGood.org.uk

9

We EXPLAIN WHY the
BRITISH PARLIAMENT
MUST RETAIN its VETO
The British Parliament represents everyone in the entire
UK Nation-State. Therefore, it has an authority, a duty and
a responsibility to stand up for them.
It has a democratic responsibility to all the people of the
United Kingdom to retain its complete authority over all
actions of any subsidiary body; including but not limited to
their legislation, and physical behaviour on the world stage.
It must do this to protect the collective interest of the
entire UK and its people – which alone remains its responsibility.
This follows from the fact of the UK being a Unitary State,
and not a 'Union' State.
If it forfeits a Veto then it is not involved in maintaining
the centrality of a common Unitary British political structure
– for the benefit of all the British people.
Rather, it is involved in deliberately creating new
sovereign bodies and independent states.
If it forfeits a Veto then it is not involved in granting
forms of devolution in a Unitary State, but rather granting
forms of slow independence in a Union State.
If is forfeits its Veto then it cannot be said any longer to
have Parliamentary Supremacy in the UK.
It would be relinquishing its authority in its own land!
Certainly, there are people who want this to happen.
The former Prime Minister, Gordon Brown, boasted at a
speech in Glasgow University on 8 Oct 2015 that if Westminster
relinquishes its veto over the devolved welfare powers then:
"With these changes, the old Britain – the Britain of a
unitary and centralised state, of unchallenged
Westminster power and of an undivided parliamentary
sovereignty – has gone." 1
Mr Brown needs to know that this is not what over 2 million
people in Scotland voted for at the referendum!
This authority, duty and responsibility also mean that a
devolved competence can be changed, over-ridden or
rescinded where it is proving damaging to One UK.
This authority, duty and responsibility, furthermore,
must include its ability to legislate on devolved matters
without consent from the subsidiary bodies; and it must
include its ability to abolish these bodies without consent.
Even though in reality it is quite unlikely to do the latter,
all these abilities have to be accepted as, at least, possible
in principle, and where necessary, made clear in legislation.
Otherwise we do not have a devolved structure in a
Unitary State; rather we have a situation where the centre
is abandoning – discarding, throwing off, jettisoning, casting
off – its powers, and vesting these powers in new sovereign
bodies, which are establishing new sovereign states.
That is not 'devolution'.
That is granting slow independence!
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

DEVOLUTION is a TWO-WAY PROCESS
This flows from our Principles that the UK is a Unitary State,
that devolution is British State power exercised by a
subsidiary body, that the British Parliament has authority
over all subsidiary bodies, and that it is crucial that
devolution is consistent with this understanding.
This means it is a two-way relationship between the
centre and its subsidiary bodies, where powers can flow
back and forth as necessary in order to maintain the
Unitary State.
For example, if devolution is to 'strengthen the Union', as
the Labour Party always told us, then there must be
safeguards built in, which will prevent or reverse policies
which would corrupt the relationship.
That requires, in practice, a two-way road, where it is
natural for powers to be moderated, adjusted, rescinded or
returned to the centre, where appropriate.
If devolution is 'a journey' then it is on a two-way street.
It is not a one-way slippery slope out the United Kingdom!
There is nothing controversial about this. It should be
obvious, if we accept the above Principles.
The reason it is not obvious is because we have never
really had good-hearted devolution among all of a common
unified mind with a common national UK goal.
Rather we have had forms of power dispersal which have
been created deliberately to appease nationalists, or
promote partisan short-term party-political advantage.
We've had the casting-off – relinquishing – of central
powers. We've had slow independence.
OUR RECOMMENDATION 
1. Establish a Sovereignty Clause: In order to get us
understanding again that these powers are 'devolved', and
are not intended to create new sovereign bodies and new
independent states, and therefore can be changed or taken
back by the British Parliament where necessary – or to put it
another way, can be changed or taken back by all the British
people acting collectively for our best interests through our
common Parliament – then this fact should be clearly stated
in statutory form in any relevant Acts of the UK Parliament
pertaining to powers to Holyrood.
There should always be an assumption that it is possible
for the British centre to change these laws for the benefit of
the whole of the UK.
There should be nothing controversial about that assumption.
It should be stated clearly, on any relevant devolution
legislation – including the Scotland Bill. For example:
For the avoidance of doubt, this Act relates to the
devolved legislature of the Scottish Parliament; and the
British Parliament, acting on behalf of all the citizens of
the United Kingdom, hereby retains its authority to
moderate, adjust, or change in any way, override,
restrict, rescind, revoke, repeal, replace, or annul this Act
in part or entire.
(1) David Clegg, "Labour stalwart says Cam could 'blow apart' UK",
The Daily Record, 9-10-15, p.13. Also quoted in Chris Green,
i newspaper, 9-10-15, p.6.
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DO NOT DECLARE
THE SCOTTISH
PARLIAMENT
TO BE 'PERMANENT'
The Labour Party promoted the idea of
making the Scottish Parliament
"permanently entrenched in the constitution
and indissoluble" in law by Act of
Westminster. It was the first
recommendation in its summary of
recommendations to the Smith Commission.
The Lib Dems also wanted "a declaration
that entrenches home rule and the Scottish
Parliament in advance of a full federal settlement."
That was Recommendation 14 in its submission to
the Smith Commission.
This suggestion – which now appears in the
Scotland Bill (Clause 1) – is a potentially damaging
and politically naïve clause. Why?
POLITICS and LAW is OFTEN ABOUT STRETCHING
the MEANING of WORDS
'Permanent' is a word whose definition has the
potential to be stretched politically to 'sovereign'.
We can imagine a Nationalist administration
arguing that this means Holyrood is now a sovereign
parliament – with an ability to create law on the
same basis as the British Parliament.
It would not be strictly-speaking true in law, of
course, but what happens to be 'strictly-speaking
true', can quickly become politically irrelevant.
All that would be required is for the Nationalists
to build up a head of steam around the idea of
Holyrood now being 'sovereign', and that head of
steam could eventually push out whatever legal
nicety was intended. The new definition of a
'sovereign' parliament will become the norm.
Once it became generally accepted that Holyrood
was as 'sovereign' as Westminster, it would be a
small step for a rebellious administration to
formulate its own legislation on reserved matters –
or at least those not explicitly devolved – and then
challenge the British Parliament to overturn it.
It would also be easier for the more outlandish
elements to attempt to declare unilateral
independence. In short, the inevitable political
direction of its anti-UK travel can be clearly plotted.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

3 REASONS WHY 'PERMANENT' IS DANGEROUS
In the event, if the Scottish Parliament were ever to
be abolished (or suspended), then one of either two
things would have happened. Either an abolitionist
party had been elected at Holyrood and had held a
successful referendum, or Scottish society had
broken down to such an extent that direct rule from
Westminster was needed to save the day! Therefore:
1. There is no need for any British Parliament to mention
its 'permanency' or raise the possibility of its abolition
or suspension. Some things are best left unsaid.
2. By even mentioning its 'permanency', the British
Parliament is fettering itself – tying itself up in a
controversial area of politics – and compromising its
political sovereignty (see page 7), quite needlessly.
3. Above all, by stating its 'permanent' nature in law,
it is giving rhetorical power, and potential legal
space, to the Nationalists to stretch the meaning of
this legislation towards their end of separatism.
OUR RECOMMENDATIONS 
We call on our Legislators in the British Parliament:
1. To highlight the danger to the sovereignty of the
British Parliament by such wilful fettering of itself;
and to highlight the rhetorical power and potential
legal space which this opens for the Nationalists.
2. To call for this Clause to be dropped.
3. If that is not politically feasible, then we call upon
our Legislators to modify the Clause to state:
For the avoidance of doubt, nothing in this
Clause, or Act, should be interpreted to mean
that the supremacy of the UK Parliament is
affected.
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ASSERT THAT A DEVOLVED
'GOVERNMENT'
IS NOT EQUIVALENT TO
THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT
Let us further examine how the use of words can
change, and confuse, our understanding of
Scotland's relationship to the UK; the structure of
devolution; and the nature of the UK itself.
The Scotland Act 2012, Section 12(1) stated that
"The Scottish Executive is renamed the Scottish
Government." This had massive implications.
As soon as the SNP took power in 2007, its first job
was to change all the stationary (quite literally), and
start to call itself a 'Government' without any
authority other than that which it gave itself.
It did this because it could! There was nothing
written into the Scotland Act 1998 which prevented
them doing it. The SNP was not challenged on it by
the then British Labour Government.
For some reason, the Coalition Government
decided to make this unilateral SNP action official!
It wrote it into the 2012 Act – an example of the
British State unnecessarily undermining itself by
endorsing such Nationalist behaviour.
Politically, this undermined the idea of devolution
being "British State Power Exercised by a Subsidiary
Body" (see page 6); because it enabled Holyrood
to masquerade as a 'Government' on a par with the
British Government.
Today, it allows Ms Sturgeon and her ministers to
pose on the international stage as 'the Government
of Scotland' – as if it is equivalent to the British
Government – and comment on things which are
not even devolved. It confuses the onlooker!
Psychologically, it shifted the idea of Holyrood being
a 'devolved' parliament in a British Unitary State
(suggested by the word 'Executive') and it moved it
to an impression that Holyrood was some sort of
'federal' parliament in a Union State.
Unitary State Devolution (as per 'Scottish
Executive'), and Union State Federalism (as per
'Scottish Government') are two quite different
political structures; and it only took the change in
one word to switch our understanding of:
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

a) Scotland's relationship to the UK – switched from
being part of a bigger collective political structure
and nation, to something trying to behave and become
a separate, often conflicting, government and nation.
b) The structure of the dispersal of power throughout
the UK – switched from devolved power, to having
the form and function of a federal dispersal of power.
c) The nature of the United Kingdom itself – switched
from being understood as primarily a Unitary State to
being a 'Union' State of conflicting parts.
Practically, today, a lot of people are confused as to
the relationship between the two 'governments'.
Even in the newspapers in Scotland now, one has
to work out which 'government' the journalists are
referring to.
It also works as a powerful propaganda device for
some sections of the Scottish media to disguise the
fact that the Holyrood administration is a
subordinate body to our collective British Parliament.
Indeed, it often puts 'the Scottish Government' on
superior grounds to this faceless and apparent
imposter, and irritation, known as 'Westminster'.
For example, "The Scottish Government sent a
warning to Westminster last night:" (Daily Record,
front page, 8-6-15).
It is a fact that the use of the word 'Government' to
describe the British devolved administration at
Holyrood has seriously compromised the ability to
understand the devolved arrangement within a
Unitary context. It suggests we are already 'federal'.
This undermines the efforts of pro-UK people in
Scotland to keep the United Kingdom together.
Too often it seems our Legislators are oblivious to
such important subtleties.
OUR RECOMMENDATION 
1. If it is not politically possible to abolish the use of
the term 'Government' to refer to the administration
at Holyrood then we advocate that the Scotland Act
2012 should be amended to state Section 12, Para 5:
For the avoidance of doubt, the Scottish
Government is a subsidiary body of the UK
Parliament and the use of the word 'Government'
to describe the administration of the devolved
structure at Holyrood is not to be construed as
meaning that it is politically or legally or in any way
equivalent or superior to the UK Government.

268 Bath St, Glasgow, G2 4JR; 07974 757 514; admcc@sov250907.orangehome.co.uk

aForceForGood.org.uk

12

PROTECT and MAINTAIN
the BRITISH TRANSPORT
POLICE in SCOTLAND
THE SNP has STATED it WILL ABOLISH the BTP
Clause 42 of the Scotland Bill devolves the
policing of railways in Scotland to Holyrood.
The SNP has already stated that if it obtains
this power then it will abolish the British
Transport Police (BTP).
(See Glenn Campbell, 'Scottish force to police
railways', 10 March 2015, at
www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-31808646)

In the report above, the SNP Justice Secretary, Michael
Matheson, stated that he wants the force's Scottish
operations and more than 200 officers integrated into
Police Scotland.
A press release from the Holyrood administration
said: "Police Scotland is responsible for all policing in
Scotland outwith the railways and we believe the
functions of the British Transport Police should be
integrated within the single service."
It is very clear that the SNP will abolish the British
Transport Police when this power is devolved, unless
something can be done to stop them.
Why is this important?
THIS DAMAGES the BRITISH IDENTITY in SCOTLAND
It is an entirely unnecessary and culturally damaging sop
to the Nationalists, who have been targeting the 'British'
Transport Police because they do not like its name.
From a pro-UK perspective, the British Transport
Police is one of the few remaining public institutions in
Scotland which has the word 'British' in its title.
Here in Scotland we used to have 'British Rail', 'British
Steel', 'British Coal'. The name of those industries alone
helped to create a sense of social and cultural unity
among everyone in the UK.
Just hearing their names, often daily, gave everyone a
shared sense of identity.
When we removed those industries, we not only lost
the jobs, we also lost a sense of that identity.
The SNP understands this sort of cultural politics very
well. It understands, often better than unionists, that it
can eventually destroy people's allegiance to the UK if it
removes all British institutions from Scotland, and then
rebrands everything with the word 'Scotland'.
Once people no longer focus on a British identity then
Scottish independence seems an easier step to take.
Abolishing the BTP is all part of the SNP's agenda to
remove anything with 'British' from Scotland, even if they
say they are doing so under a guise of 'efficiency'.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

If Clause 42 is passed as it stands then we will see the
undermining of the policing of Britain's railways and we
will see a direct attack on another British institution in
Scotland – which will cease to exist.
Furthermore, how can a 'British' Transport Police
continue to exist in the rest of the UK if it is only going to
operate in England and Wales?
Is it to become the 'English' Transport Police?
We have it on record, as above, that the BTP is going to
be abolished by the SNP, if it acquires this power.
We know...this is what they are going to do!
They will remove the 'British' name. It will be devolved
out of existence.
It will be another chip away at our British identity here
in Scotland.
The SNP does not yet have this power.
Our pro-UK politicians could choose not to fully
devolve policing of the railways.
Therefore, let us stop them now, while we can!
Our Recommendations 
We call on our Legislators in the British Parliament:
1. To grasp and highlight this important matter, which
hitherto has gone unmentioned by our politicians.
2. Oppose Clause 42 and call for it to be dropped.
3. If it is not politically feasible to drop this Clause, then
we urge the Lords to introduce an amendment stating:
The Scottish Parliament is prohibited from abolishing
the British Transport Police in Scotland, or changing its
name, or merging its functions with any other police
or government body.
Or something to the effect that:
For the avoidance of doubt, nothing in this Clause or
Act should be interpreted to mean that the Scottish
Parliament is allowed to abolish the British Transport
Police in Scotland, change its name, or merge its
functions with any other police or government body.
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DO NOT DEVOLVE the CONTROL
of ELECTIONS and the FRANCHISE
Clauses 3-9 make intricate and complex changes to
British electoral law which have received no discussion
in Parliament, nor understanding among the public.
Such changes may potentially further compromise the
ideal of a common British demos – a common voting unit.
In this regard, we note the point made by the Institute
for Government in its submission to the House of Lords
Inquiry on 'The Union and Devolution' (September 2015,
at Para 30).
The current phase of devolution is also notable in
that powers over important constitutional issues such
as the electoral system and the electoral franchise
are themselves being devolved, raising the possibility
of further divergence between the constitutional
principles in operation in the different parts of the
country. (See http://tinyurl.com/oy76b62)
Devolving power in the presence of, let alone directly into
the hands of, Nationalists who are opposed to the
existence of the overall State, is always a dangerous
matter which risks the survival of the State.
At present, given the domination of the Nationalists, it
seems very self-defeating to be giving them so many new
powers which they will exploit for their own anti-UK
ends. This is especially so with regard to powers over the
basic workings of the democratic process!
THIS IS NOT A THEORETICAL OBJECTION
This concern is made very real by the fact that prominent
Nationalists have already effectively suggested declaring
UDI, and have also declared that a majority of MSPs
would be a sufficient mandate to declare independence.
For example, Alex Salmond is on record as having said
that one route to independence is for the Scottish
Parliament to get more powers "until you have a
situation where you're independent in all but name.
Then, presumably, you declare yourself to be
independent. Many countries have proceeded through
that route." (Simon Johnston and Ben Riley-Smith, "Salmond:
we can declare independence", The Daily Telegraph, 22-9-14, p.1.)

Jim Sillars, a SNP senior member, has tweeted that
"Let Yes assert new indy rule – no more ref – majority
votes and seats at Holyrood 2016 enough." (David Maddox,
"We don't need referendum for independence – Salmond",
The Scotsman, 22-9-14, p.6.)

Given the reality of these prominent Nationalists
already playing fast and loose with the commonly
accepted conventions of democratic change, it would be
very dangerous indeed to give, or risk giving, such people
any further control over elections or the franchise in
Scotland – and that certainly includes referendums.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

Our Recommendations 
1. Discuss and explain for the benefit of the public what is
going on in these Clauses, and their purpose.
2. Drop those Sections which could compromise, now or
in the future, a common British demos.

ROAD SIGNS – A SCOTTISH NATIONALIST
PROPAGANDA PLAYGROUND
Clauses 38-41 give the Scottish Parliament power over
Road Signs and Speed Limits.
Some people who don't grasp the pro-UK cultural
struggle – including many MPs it seems – may not
understand the significance of these powers.
Road signs are extremely visible political banners. It's
not surprising that the SNP want full control over them. It's
surprising that the pro-UK parties don't see the danger.
If we give the SNP control over road signs then let's
imagine how this is going to play out...
Right now, only road signs in the Highland area are
dual English and Gaelic. The SNP could try to make all road
signs dual language.
When power over Road Signs was given to the
Quebec Nationalists, they changed them all into French!
Then they will want to brand every road sign with a
Saltire, just in case we had forgotten that we were in Scotland
– and just in case we forget that the road sign was
provided by the graciousness of their Scottish administration.
They will invent new road symbols just to be different
from English roads.
They will probably want to change everything to
metres instead of yards; and even though 'Measurements'
are a reserved matter, they will argue (correctly) that they
are doing it within a competence which is devolved.
The precedent here is the Welsh Assembly's attempt
to set a minimum wage for Agricultural Workers. This
was opposed by the UK Government on the grounds that
the minimum wage legislation was a reserved matter.
However, the Supreme Court said it was an agricultural
issue, which was devolved. Likewise, an issue involving
speeding fines was deemed to be about crime and therefore
devolved, rather than a reserved road traffic matter.
If they can change all the signs to kilometres, then they
will do that as well.
All, or even some of this, could lead to a separate
Highway Code for Scotland, which could lead to a separate
Driving Licence for Scotland.
We're really not exaggerating when we imagine this!
It is what the Scottish Nationalists do.
They create Difference for the sake of it in order to
create Division for their own political ends.
Our pro-UK politicians need to be alert to the cultural
danger of the Road Sign Clauses and drop them forthwith.
Our Recommendation 
1. Drop Clauses 38-41.
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FISCAL SOLIDARITY is ESSENTIAL for
OUR BRITISH SOCIAL UNION

WELFARE SOLIDARITY and the
BRITISH EQUALITY PRINCIPLE

On the 18 June 2015 we gave a speech in London entitled
"One UK: The British Union from 30 First Principles".
It is at www.aforceforgood.org.uk/strategy/firstprins
We pointed out, as we do in this document, the
importance of getting our frame correct from the start.
Our frame is that the UK is primarily a Unitary (not
'Union') State – and if we do not see it this way then our
ideas and actions risk dissolving not devolving the State.
We set out 30 Principles of the Unitary State, in 8 sections:
Principles of State, Relationship, Equality, Economy, Identity,
Constitutional Unity, Parliamentary Unity, and Devolution.
We are opposed to the devolution of Tax and Welfare
policies on the principle (Principle 11) that the UK is a
Sharing and Redistributive Tax Union.
We believe in Fiscal Solidarity, not Fiscal Autonomy.
We believe that the taxes we pay in Glasgow should
also go to people in Glamorgan, Gloucester and Garvagh.
We want to know that if we move to these other
places in our country, then our taxes will also come back
to help people in Glasgow.
This Fiscal Solidarity is essential for the British Social
Union to survive.
Devolving the tax base compromises this principle.
It also removes a powerful point from the armoury of
pro-UK activists in the event of another referendum!
We are not convinced that devolution of income tax
somehow 'speaks to' our sharing and redistributive union.
As the nationalist and republican commentator, Ian
Bell, writing in the Herald prior to the 2015 General
Election (and making reference to Jim Murphy the then
Labour leader in Scotland) said:

The Scotland Bill allows Holyrood to top-up certain
welfare benefits. Baroness Taylor raised an important
point in a House of Lords Constitution Committee hearing
on 28 October 2015. She asked a witness:
You mentioned minimum welfare. When we were talking
last week, I was struck by an example of real difficulty
that could arise if we only had minimum welfare and
allowed topping-up. In the case of the steelworkers in
the north-east and in Lanarkshire in Scotland, we have
exactly the same problem, with steelworkers being made
redundant, by the same company on occasions. If we
have a situation where those steelworkers in the northeast have a minimum requirement and those in another
part of the United Kingdom, who are being made
redundant for exactly the same reasons at exactly the
same time, get a top-up, how will that help social
solidarity?
See http://tinyurl.com/qaxnzyb
Our Recommendation 
One way of mitigating the potential danger of the tax and
welfare-envy which will arise would be for Parliament to
establish a British Equality Principle. We explained this in
our speech, under Principles 9 and 10, at our link above.
This Clause would state something to the effect:
Every British citizen must be treated the same as any
other British citizen anywhere in the UK; and regardless
of where their main residence is found to be located, or
where they move to, should not be disadvantaged
economically, or advantaged economically, under any
form of state-related payment such as, but not limited
to, welfare and benefit payments, student-related
payments, or pension payments; and regardless of from
whom, or where, the taxes for such payments are raised.
The EU ensures the equality of its citizens! Why not Britain?

Those such as Mr Murphy – and all the Unionist parties
– are attempting to satisfy contradictory demands. They
want to keep the UK together as a functioning, united
whole. The opinion polls say they must also placate all
the voters demanding "more powers". Where money is
concerned, where tax and benefits systems are at stake,
it can't be done in any way that will ever make sense.
Besides, Nationalist politicians have another old card
to play. It goes like this: if power X, why not – once the
principle is conceded – power Y? If Holyrood is to have
charge of the income tax raised in Scotland, why not,
the EU permitting, any revenue raised in Scotland? All
the signs on this road say that autonomy is a one-way
street. When "pooling and sharing" is revealed as a
dismal fiction, the game's up…Devolution has limits, or
it leads to independence. So which Unionist leader is
brave enough to draw another of those lines in the
sand? Not a one, this winter. Not before the public's
gaze, at any rate.
"Unelected person making policy in the people's party",
The Herald, 26-11-14, p.13, at http://tinyurl.com/lfn4je6
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

AN OBJECTION TO THIS DOCUMENT
"But if the Scotland Bill is not delivered 'in full' then there
will be a backlash in favour of the SNP."
On the contrary, if the Scotland Bill is changed as we
suggest, then it will strengthen the Union and the UK.
It will show that the British Parliament is concerned
about the importance of the integrity of the entire UK
and the best interests of all the British people.
As for the SNP, even if it got everything which has been
written down so far, it will still complain. That is what it
does. One of its MPs, Tommy Shepherd, has already called
the Scotland Bill "a monstrous deceit". (Ian Swanson, "Sheppard
slams 'monstrous deceit' over more powers", Edinburgh Evening News,
published on internet 15-10-15, at http://tinyurl.com/o5kayuv)

Giving them everything, or giving them nothing, will
make little difference to their attitude. The inevitable
reaction of the SNP should be of no concern.
Our concern must only be to maintain the integrity of
the United Kingdom, and the solidarity of its people.
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STAND BY the BRITISH
BROADCASTING CORPORATION
Many Scottish Nationalists have always, and will always,
hate the British Broadcasting Corporation. They made
that public in their demonstration outside BBC Scotland
on Sunday 14 September 2014 in Glasgow.
They hate it because it helps to create a sense of
British identity in Scotland. It helps to remind everyone that
we are part of a bigger nation called the United Kingdom.
To allow any separatist politicians to exercise any
control or influence over the BBC is to betray those of
us who voted No.
Yet Clause 62 of the Scotland Bill allows for a minister
from Holyrood to be appointed to Ofcom. Ofcom is the
UK-wide independent communications regulator.
It is the aim of the SNP to find ways to put pressure on
the BBC to conform to its parochially Scottish broadcast
agenda. Getting a Minister onto the board of Ofcom is
part of this strategy.
Further, Clause 63, Sec. 2(2)(b) enables Holyrood to
compel persons from Ofcom to appear before it. Again,
this is an attempt to put pressure on Ofcom in order to
move broadcasting in the UK towards the SNP's agenda.
WE MUST NOT ABANDON THE BBC TO NAT-HATRED
Our strategy should be to stand up to the separatists, to
shore up our pro-UK defences – and in particular, those
areas such as the BBC, which are under hateful attack.
This is especially the case when further devolution will
tend to mean that TV news from the rest of the UK will
become less relevant. For example, if Income Tax is
devolved then a lot of the conversation in the media
becomes less applicable. This will tend to strengthen the
case for devolution of broadcasting.
We must not abandon the BBC, or allow its
dedicated opponents to hold it to account, or offer up
any broadcasting authorities to Holyrood inquisition.
Our Recommendations 
1. Drop Clause 62
2. Drop Sec. 2(2)(b) of Clause 63.

THE CROWN ESTATE is BRITISH
The SNP own the 'Scottish national' narrative.
If you accept 'Scotland the nation' as the only political
frame then you will stay stuck in SNP territory and you
will never command their ground.
The pro-UK parties trapped themselves in this frame
during, and after, the referendum – another reason why
the debate has not been shut down (also see page 2).
The two alternatives to promote are:
1. The wider and more inclusive 'Britain the nation'
collective narrative – which the SNP can never own; and
2. the 'Local' narrative.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

Unfortunately, the UK government has not applied
the 'Local' narrative properly in Scotland. 'Local' should
not mean giving more powers to Holyrood and then expecting
it to further devolve those powers! That only shifts the power
to Holyrood. It maintains the 'Scottish national' narrative.
Rather, such powers should be devolved administratively
from the Scottish Office, directly to the Local Councils.
That gives the power to the Councils, with Westminster
to back them up against Holyrood, where necessary.
The balance of powers is improved.
Crucially, it moves the debate from the 'Scottish
national' narrative which benefits the SNP, to a 'Scottish
local' narrative which is not controlled by Holyrood, and
which maintains its place within a wider British context.
Administrative devolution directly from the British
centre to the localities has the potential to establish an
alternative narrative about local democracy.
It has the potential to remove the sting from the SNP's
obsessive 'Scottish national' narrative – while forcing the
SNP to argue against local democracy.
Unfortunately, because the British government has
been utterly unimaginative (see box below), its only
response to Scottish nationalist incursion has been 'more
devolution to Holyrood' – more dissolving of Britain.
The proposed devolution over the assets of the Crown
Estate is a perfect example.
Clause 34 of the Scotland Bill gives power over these
assets to Holyrood.
Yet, administrative devolution has the ability to change
the frame. We discuss how to do this with reference to
the Crown Estate – an important British asset which belongs
to all the UK (not just Scotland) in the next 4 pages.
Our Recommendations 
1. Drop Clause 34, and rethink it.
2. Devolve powers administratively from the Scottish Office
directly to the appropriate Local Councils, bypassing
Holyrood, and thereby maintaining the presence and
relevance of the British Parliament in Scotland.
DEVOLVING UNTO DEATH
Devolving more and more powers from Westminster to
Holyrood is a very unimaginative approach.
It speaks of a lack of understanding in the halls of
power about what is the United Kingdom (see page 4),
and how it is held together.
It risks devolving the UK unto death.
The reason for this lack of imagination is because too
many people in Westminster and Whitehall – to the
extent that they think about 'Britain the nation' at all – see
it in the same way that the Scottish Nationalists see it.
That is, they see it as a 'Greater England'.
Thus the policy of 'giving' more powers away from
(what in effect they see as) 'the English Parliament' to
'those troublesome Scots' is the only solution which
presents itself from their mistaken perspective.
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ADMINISTRATIVE
DEVOLUTION
A Powerful Way
to Reaffirm
the Role and
Relevance of
the British
Parliament
at the Heart of
Scotland
Virtually Scotland's entire infrastructure was built without
the need for legislative devolution. For example, the first
section of the M8 opened in 1965, and the Glasgow inner
city section was built between 1968 and 1972. The
massive Kingston Bridge, pictured, which carries the M8
over the Clyde and through the city was opened on
26 June 1970 by the Queen Mother. All of this was done
during the Labour administration of Wilson (from 1964)
and the Conservative administration of Heath (from 1970).

DEFINING THE TERMS
There are two kinds of 'devolution'.
There is 'Administrative Devolution' and there
is 'Legislative Devolution'.
Throughout the 20th Century and prior to
1999, Scotland had a large degree of
Administrative Devolution.
Firstly, definitions: 'Devolution' refers to the
transfer of either, all, or a combination of,
administrative, legislative or executive power to
institutions which are part of a larger State.
'Administrative' means the process of
operating and managing laws and affairs.
'Legislative' means the process of making new
laws.
'Executive' means the process of enforcing
the laws.
Administrative Devolution is defined as the
transfer of powers to operate and manage those
laws and affairs which are regulated by the centre.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

It does not confer any right to make new
laws, although it may include the power to
enforce the existing laws.
Legislative Devolution is the transfer of
powers to create new laws, and may include the
power to enforce these new laws.
Scotland has had a form of Administrative
Devolution since 1885 when the post of
'Secretary for Scotland', and the Scottish Office,
were both created.
From 1892 the Secretary for Scotland sat in
Cabinet, but the position was not officially
recognised as a full member of the Cabinet until
the Secretary for Scotland post was upgraded to
'Secretary of State for Scotland' in 1926.
This form of devolution is what Scotland had
right up until 1999.
It works and it can work extremely well.
It was Administrative Devolution which
created virtually the entire infrastructure of
Scotland which we know today.
In effect, what happened was that the British
Parliament would pass a law for Scotland, and it
would be left to the Secretary of State for Scotland,
the Scottish Office, the civil servants and the
Local Councils, working together, to get on with
the job – whether that was building New Towns,
Power Stations, Roads, Bridges, or administering
Hospitals, Police, Education and so on.
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The Administrative Devolution which
Scotland had prior to 1999, kept the UK
together as a Unitary State.
However, it did not satisfy the Nationalists.
They wanted the power to make new laws,
based largely upon their concept of the Scots
and Scotland as a different, distinct and
separate people and country from the rest of
the United Kingdom.
Post-1999, after the establishment of the
Scottish Parliament, Scotland has had, and
continues to acquire, a large amount of
Legislative Devolution.
This form of devolution is intended to appeal
to those for whom being able to operate and
manage laws and affairs set at the centre, is not
enough.
It is intended to appeal to those whose
primary political motivation derives from a
sense of themselves, and Scotland, as different,
distinct and separate from the rest of the UK.
Those of us who do not see ourselves in this
way, are concerned about the direction that
these people – aided and abetted by the
Scotland Bill – are taking us.
HERE IS WHAT SHOULD BE DONE
The Scotland Bill – currently going through the
British Parliament – is creating a massive new
raft of Legislative Devolution, intended to
appeal to the Scottish nationalist politics of
difference, identity and separateness, and which
in its present form will continue to imperil the
stability of the overall British State.
This would be bad at any time; but at this
time these new powers are being gifted directly
into the hands of a nationalist-dominated
parliament and one which is likely to remain so
for the foreseeable future!
This parliament will use such powers in its
on-going attempt to break away from the
central British State.
We say that if there is any devolving to be
done then there are areas where the powers
should not be devolved directly to Holyrood,
but rather retained by the British Parliament,
via the Scottish Office.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

These powers should then be Administratively
Devolved directly to the Local Councils.
This means the relationship is directly
between the Scottish Office and the Local
Councils, thus bypassing Holyrood.
Imagine it this way: If we think of the British
Parliament as 'A', Holyrood as 'B', and Local
Councils as 'C', then Administrative Devolution is
a relationship between A and C.
However, Legislative Devolution is a relationship
between A to B, and then from B it becomes a
relationship between B and C, and this can allow
B to exclude A from any further deliberations.
THE BENEFITS: BETTER DEMOCRATIC
REPRESENTATION and CONSTITUTIONAL
BALANCE of POWERS
There is a danger that the 2017 Council elections
may see a new raft of SNP-controlled Councils.
If this happens at the same time as Holyrood
(which is to say, the SNP, for the foreseeable
future) has been empowered with a whole new
set of powers over these Local Councils then
we risk living effectively in a One Party State.
Nationalist control will be extended right
down to the local level.
For example, if the Council is SNP-controlled,
and answers directly to SNP-controlled Holyrood
then we have absolute SNP domination right
down to the grass roots.
It means all those people (the majority) who
voted for parties other than the SNP have
nowhere to turn.
However, if the SNP-controlled Council has to
answer to the Scottish Office, and can be overruled by the Scottish Office, then at least the
electorate is not so vulnerable to SNP domination.
It means that democracy is better served for
everyone.
For example, the people who voted SNP can
enjoy their Council.
And the people who did not vote SNP know
that at least the Scottish Office is representing
them and looking out for them.
Thus the pro-UK element of the electorate is
able to rely on another centre of political power
to combat the worst excesses of the SNP.
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And in the case where the Council is controlled
by a different party than is in control at Holyrood
– say it is a Labour or Tory or coalition-controlled
Council – and if it has a disagreement with the
SNP-controlled Holyrood, then it will be able to
fall back on the Scottish Office for support.
It will not be at the mercy of an SNP-controlled
Holyrood.
So in both cases – whether the Council is SNPcontrolled, or otherwise controlled – there is a
more effective constitutional balance of powers
when Councils are administratively under the
Scottish Office rather than legislatively under
Holyrood.
The result is that the electorate is better
served democratically, and better protected
constitutionally, and the possibility of Scotland
becoming a One Party State will more likely be
avoided.
IT PUTS the SCOTTISH OFFICE, and the BRITISH
PARLIAMENT, BACK at THE HEART of SCOTTISH
POLITICAL LIFE
All of this has the benefit of building up the
Scottish Office, and making it relevant again.
That can only be a very good thing for all
those of us who believe in the UK.
Some Nationalists might object and say that
strengthening the Scottish Office is 'undemocratic'
because the Government only has 1 MP in
Scotland. They will claim this means the Scottish
Office has 'no mandate' in Scotland.
This misunderstands the legitimacy and
mandate of the Scottish Office. Its legitimacy
and mandate does not derive from the
Government of the day.
Its legitimacy and mandate is derived from
the British Parliament; whose legitimacy and
mandate is derived from all the MPs who sit in
it; whose legitimacy and mandate in turn is
derived from all the people who vote for them
to sit in it.
All these MPs who give the Parliament
legitimacy include all the SNP MPs who sit in it
too.
Let us not forget that the SNP MPs – as with
all MPs – by virtue of sitting in the British
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

Parliament, represent not only their SNP
supporters who voted for them, but they also
represent everyone else in the constituency who
did not vote for them. 1
Therefore, the MPs from Scotland represent
everyone in Scotland in the British Parliament,
regardless of Party.
In short, the British Parliament has a mandate
to represent everyone in Scotland. This mandate
is given to it by every MP from Scotland who sits
in it, and everyone who voted for these MPs to
sit in it (as well as the over 2 million people who
voted to remain part of the UK).
Furthermore, the Scottish Office represents
not just the "UK Government in Scotland" as its
title suggests, but it also represents the entire
British Parliament in Scotland, and with that it
represents everyone in the entire UK that the
Parliament represents.
Therefore, the Scottish Office also represents
the concerns in Scotland and for Scotland of
every single British citizen wherever they may be,
throughout the UK.
This will continue to be the case so long as
Scotland is part of the UK, and regardless of
whether the particular government of the day
has MPs in Scotland or not.
Too many people have forgotten these
constitutional basics!
To summarise: Building up the Scottish Office
helps to put the British Parliament back at the
heart of Scottish political life and local affairs
again. It helps to make the British voice heard as
an active political participant.
It helps to re-establish the centrality and
importance of the wider British Context; and to
make relevant once more the rest of the UK,
and all its people, to Scotland.
Let us use an example from the Scotland Bill to
illustrate how we could do this, and why we should!
THE DANGER of the LEGISLATIVE DEVOLUTION
of CROWN ESTATE ASSETS
The Smith Commission recommended – and the
Scotland Bill is attempting to give – control over
the Crown Assets in Scotland to Holyrood.
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The idea of transferring directly any Crown
Assets to a separatist-controlled Parliament is
obviously very dangerous as far as the future of
the United Kingdom is concerned.
It represents a huge area for Nationalist
mischief making!
Firstly, on principle, as we said in our One UK
speech on 18 June 2015, the Crown Estate does
not belong to Scotland alone. 2
The Crown Estate, and its revenue, is the
rightful property of all the British people and
therefore should remain under the control of
the central British State which represents all
the British people in the United Kingdom.
This can and should be done via the Scottish
Office (as below).
Secondly, if the proceeds of the Crown Estate
rents are devolved to Holyrood, then Holyrood
will keep those proceeds for itself. Holyrood will
choose where and when to distribute the
proceeds. This means any local financial benefits
risk being lost to the Local Councils.
Thirdly, devolution of the Crown Estate
allows republicans in Holyrood and elsewhere to
argue that none of the funds raised should be
used to help fund the British Monarchy. There is
already evidence of this clear possibility, which
would risk starting a constitutional conflict in
Scotland. 3
There is a better way, as we recommend:
OUR RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. A British Parliament which believes in the
United Kingdom, and which intends to avoid the
complete Nationalist domination of Scottish
political life, needs to build up the power of the
Scottish Office again.
Devolving appropriate areas administratively,
rather than legislatively, is the way to do it.
It is crucial though, that the administrative
power remains with the Scottish Office and not
Holyrood!
This creates better democratic representation
for everyone – including all those who do not
vote SNP – and a better constitutional balance
of powers between Local Councils, Holyrood and
the British Parliament.
DISSOLVING NOT DEVOLVING

2. As regards the Crown Estate powers: If there
is any devolving to be done, then it should be
done administratively from the British
Parliament, via the Scottish Office, directly to the
Local Councils; bypassing Holyrood entirely, and
keeping the overall control of the Crown Estate,
and its income, in the hands of the rightful
owners – which is all the people of the United
Kingdom as represented by the Scottish Office.
3. The Scottish Office could create a system
whereby the proceeds of Crown Estate revenue
can be kept out of the hands of Holyrood and can
remain in the hands of the Local Councils, under
overall British Parliamentary oversight, via the
Scottish Office.
This would be more locally democratic and
financially more appropriate, than devolving such
powers to Holyrood.
4. We call on the House of Lords to bring the
dangers of the Crown Estate clause to the
attention of the House of Commons, and to
recommend that it be dropped entirely, or
changed, as above.
REFERENCES:
The above was excerpted and edited from
Alistair McConnachie, "How to Do Devolution
Properly", 24 August 2015, at
www.aforceforgood.org.uk/devo/admin
(1) For more reasons why the 'No Mandate' claim is
wrong, see Alistair McConnachie, "5 SNP Themes
Exposed: Refuting its recurring propaganda",
24 September 2015, at
www.aforceforgood.org.uk/strategy/themes1
(2) Alistair McConnachie, "One UK: The British Union
from 30 First Principles", published on 24 June 2015,
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9. Policy: Fiscal Solidarity is Essential for our British Social Union – We pay taxes to help everyone in the UK
Policy: Welfare Solidarity and the British Equality Principle – We're in danger of destroying it
 See Page 14
10. Policy: Stand by the British Broadcasting Corporation – The Nationalists hate it – We must defend it
Policy: The Crown Estate is British – It belongs to us all, not just to people in Scotland
 See Page 15
11. Administrative Devolution: A Powerful Way to Reaffirm the Role and Relevance of the British Parliament
at the Heart of Scotland
 See Page 16
We Call For our Legislators in the British Parliament to:
1. Understand and defend the UK as a Unitary State – a Nation of Unions – a Nation-State!
2. Support the Recommendations which we make throughout this document and support a British Equality
Principle in statute (page 14), in order to lessen the dangers of the inevitable Tax and Welfare Envy which
will arise as a result of the Scotland Bill.
3. Do all in their powers to delay the Scotland Bill in order to ensure that proper thought and debate is given
to the clear and present dangers represented by this Bill to the Constitution; to the social, cultural and
territorial Integrity of the United Kingdom; and to the Solidarity of the British people.
Yours sincerely

Alistair McConnachie

ABOUT US
Alistair McConnachie established A Force For Good on 21 March 2012 in order to campaign for a No vote at
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