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SCOTTISH WOMEN’S BUDGET GROUP 
 
 
SWBG evidence to the Equal Opportunities Committee will focus on the following areas - 
 
 
1)  Gender-sensitive budgeting / Reports & Recommendations 
  
  
  
2)  The Draft Budget 2004-5 
 
 
        Areas of progress identified in terms of facilitating gender proofing the budget 
 
 
                      format 
                      links between policy and spend 
                      a more holistic approach 
                      engagement with stakeholders 
 
 
        What the document fails to provide in terms of facilitating gender proofing the budget 
 
                      lack of gender awareness evident in the content of the document 
                      lack of gender disaggregated baseline information 
                      few gender specific objectives and targets 
                      little analysis of performance that considers the differential impact on men and women  
                      failure to apply relevant research 
                      lack of recognition of the structural nature of equalities in relation to gender 
 
 
         Specific examples will focus on the areas of - domestic violence, sport, modern apprenticeships, 
         childcare and transport. 
 
 
 
 
 
Due to the fact that we are in the process of consulting other women’s organisations our evidence 
may also include areas not mentioned above.              
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Draft Scottish Budget 2004-2005: Disability Rights 
Commission Written Submission to the Equal Opportunities 
Committee 
 
The Disability Rights Commission welcomes the opportunity to 
give evidence to the Equal Opportunities Committee as part of its 
work in scrutinising the Scottish Executive’s draft budget 2004-
2005.  As the committee is aware, one of the founding principles of 
the Scottish Parliament is equality of opportunity, and the Scotland 
Act 1998 gives the devolved institutions in Scotland an important 
role in the encouragement and observance of equal opportunities.  
We are pleased to note that there has been an increasing range of 
legislation with wide-ranging equalities provisions passed by the 
Parliament since 1999, including a number in the field of disability.   
 
The draft budget details how the Scottish Executive plans to meet 
the commitments outlined in ‘A Partnership for a Better Scotland’, 
the programme for government in the second term of the Scottish 
Parliament.  The DRC welcomes that document’s emphasis on 
tackling social and economic inequality and on ‘the inclusion of 
ideas from all those who want to contribute to the process of 
making Scotland a better place’ (p.3).   
 
In its response to the 2003/2004 budget last year, the DRC noted 
that while their had been some progress, there remained issues 
around the opacity of the budget process and a lack of 
transparency as to how equality considerations in general and 
disability equality in particular were being mainstreamed across 
government expenditure.  We are pleased to note that there have 
been important advances this year, in particular the mainstreaming 
of equality across many sections of departmental spending and the 
detailed equality audits which accompany departmental spending 
plans.   This represents a major advance on the education and  
housing pilots contained in last year’s budget.  We particularly 
welcome the prominence given to the European Year of Disabled 
People and the promotion of the rights  and participation of 
disabled people within the ‘Promoting Equal Opportunities and 
Active Citizenship’ section of the draft budget (P.132) 
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However, there remains work to be done.   The DRC notes the 
recent comments by Professor Arthur Midwinter of Strathclyde 
University which point to a possible lack of clarity in how much is 
being spent across departments in tackling social exclusion, and 
how that money is being targeted.  These concerns echo points 
previously raised by the DRC regarding the need for clearer 
linkage between expenditure and identifiable outcomes in the area 
of disability.  As the Scottish Executive recognises, the budget can 
be a significant agent for addressing the barriers faced by disabled 
people in areas such as education, health, access to goods and 
services, housing and transport.  The effective targeting of 
resources to ensure responsive quality public services can be a 
highly important method of tackling the systemic disadvantage and 
exclusion still faced by disabled people in Scotland.   
 
In responding to the Executive’s Draft budget proposals, the DRC 
would like to address the following points: 
 
� Accessibility and transparency of budget documents. 
� The extent to which the document has been effectively 

‘equality-proofed’.   
� Allocation of resources and evidence of need. 
� The potential impact of the budget on Scotland’s 830,000 

disabled people.   
 
Accessibility and Transparency of Budget Documents 
Access to information in an appropriate format is a major issue for 
disabled people.  Ensuring that information is provided in as 
accessible and transparent a manner possible is central to 
achieving the goal of inclusive and open dialogue in determining 
spending priorities.  The DRC welcomes the production of a 
summary document which strives to present detailed information in 
plain English, and the inclusion of useful glossary and 
website/publications list.  Considerations around closing the 
opportunity gap, sustainable development and equality are 
included in each section, although we are puzzled as to why the 
summary document drops equality.  It is of continuing importance 
to ensure that equality runs through all relevant budget documents.   
 
The DRC has commented in responses to previous Scottish 
budgets that documents were unavailable in alternative formats 
such as large print and Braille.  Neither this year’s summary nor 
the detailed document is available in other formats.    



EO/S2/03/4/2 

 3 

 
In a response to a parliamentary question in the last Scottish 
Parliament (Lindsay McIntosh MSP, 16 April 2002), the Health 
Minister confirmed that only publications specifically aimed at 
disabled people would be available in alternative formats.  Where 
this criterion has not been met and there has been ‘no stated 
demand’, the relevant department can at its own discretion indicate 
that alternative copies will be made available on request.  As we 
have previously stated however, it is important that there is not a 
significant time delay in arranging for this, as this places the 
recipient at a disadvantage in having less time to digest the 
document and respond.   
 
‘Equality-proofing’ of the draft budget 
The DRC welcomes the prominence given to equality in the draft 
budget, both in the introduction and in the departmental spending 
sections.  In the 2003 Scottish Budget Equality Statement the 
Scottish Executive provides the following useful definition of 
equality proofing: 
 

Equality proofing the Scottish budget is the mechanism for 
linking the mainstreaming of equality in the policy process 
with the appropriate distribution of resources.  (Annex A of 
‘Making Progress: Equality Annual Report’, Feb 2003) 

 
This process can be seen in the detailed information given under 
the equality heading in many of the departmental sections, in 
particular, health, transport, education and communities.  
However, providing a list of activities being undertaken under an 
equality heading does not in itself provide evidence of equality 
being mainstreamed in departmental spending plans.   
 
Two examples from the draft budget serve to illustrate both the 
encouraging extent to which equality has been more effectively 
mainstreamed into the budget process and where work remains to 
be done.  In education, it is possible to follow spending plans 
through in a way which demonstrates real mainstreaming, from:  
 

� top-level commitments (objective 1, p.43 includes ’promoting 
equality, inclusion and diversity’) to  

� departmental priorities (p.48, ‘providing additional funding to 
further improve inclusion and access to education for pupils 
with special educational needs and disabilities’) to 
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� how the equality commitments fit with these (p.46 supporting 
the inclusion in education of children and young people with 
special or additional educational needs e.g. funding 
education authorities to improve accessibility, funding for 
training for teachers and other staff…’)  

 
There is a clear indication that equality has been thought through 
here and successfully mainstreamed into the departmental 
priorities. Finally, and most importantly, this process has been 
carried through to the objectives and performance milestones so 
that it is possible to see how top level commitments actually relate 
to planned allocation of resources and to examine the performance 
indicators in place (p.54).   
 
The second example demonstrates where the good work outlined 
above still needs to be built upon.  The Justice Department section 
outlines very welcome equality priorities including ‘looking at ways 
of combating crime motivated by prejudice against minority 
groups’, including disabled people (p.13).  It is not yet clear 
however how these fit with top-level targets or portfolio priorities.  
On a related point, the equality provisions in the section dealing 
with the Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal service (pp.37-41).  
The equality provisions here amount to just one commitment and 
looks at equality solely though the lens of race equality issues.  
The DRC is aware that the Scottish Executive, and indeed the 
COPFS, is undertaking valuable work in the area of improving all 
minority groups’ access to and treatment by the civil and criminal 
justice system, and is anxious to ensure that this is reflected in the 
appropriate departments’ budgetary equality priorities.   
 
The good practice of highlighting equality measures under a 
separate heading should in future years be complemented by 
demonstrating how and where these commitments sit within the 
main portfolio objectives.  There is a danger otherwise that equality 
issues can be seen as forming a separate set of concerns, not 
being addressed elsewhere.  Mainstreaming must mean equality 
becoming part and parcel of everyday budget considerations. 
Conversely, there are some commitments already outlined in the 
budget which have a clear equality implications, such as the target 
of 4,000 young people with additional support needs staying in 
education or moving directly into employment, training or voluntary 
work (p110), or the resources earmarked for the mental illness 
specific grant (MISG) over the next three years (p87).  However, 
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the equality aspect to these commitments does not seem to have 
been recognised, and so they are not listed under the equality 
heading and will be missed out under a straightforward listing of 
equality considerations.    
 
Allocation of resources and evidence of need 
In its submission on the 2002-2003 budget, the DRC suggested 
that it would be helpful if budget documents provided evidence of 
how resource allocation is determined.  It is difficult to comment on 
any particular resource allocation without having access to the 
criteria used to arrive at a particular figure.  Similarly, without 
details of unmet need at which resource are targeted, it is difficult 
to comment.   
 
In this regard, the DRC welcomes the publication of the Scottish 
Budget Equality Statement and the work done by the Equality 
Proofing Budgets Advisory Group.  However, we feel that more 
remains to be done to make plain the linkages between resource 
allocation and need, and would see this an area for exploration 
when considering the Equality provision in future budgets.   
 
Potential impact of budget on disabled people 
830,000 people in Scotland are disabled – one in seven of the 
population. Disabled people do not represent a homogenous 
group, have many different types of impairment and cut across all 
class, gender and ethnic lines.  Disabled people expect and are 
entitled to the same level of service as their non-disabled peers.  
For some disabled people, particular essential services are central 
to their ability to lead fulfilling and independent lives.   
 
The needs, interests and priorities of disabled people do not 
therefore lie with any one area of the Scottish budget, but range 
across all departments.  Disabled people’s priorities within the 
overall Scottish budget are as varied and individual as anyone 
else’s.  We do however believe that commitments such as extra 
resource being made available to raise awareness of mental 
health issues and the ongoing commitment to work with NHS 
Scotland and DRC to address the particular health needs of 
disabled people (p73) will undoubtedly have positive effect.   
 
In addition to the budgets provisions it is however, equally 
important that the budget takes cognisance of the developing 
legislative framework in which the Scottish budget’s commitments 
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will be realised.  October 2004 will see major new laws coming into 
force, when the provisions of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 
Part III (access to goods and services) will be extended to place a 
duty on all providers of goods and services to make reasonable 
physical adjustments to their premises I order to ensure that 
disabled people are not treated less fairly that others.  This will 
apply equally to the smallest corner shop and to the largest council 
or health authority.   
 
Summary 
The DRC welcomes the continuing evidence of the mainstreaming 
of equalities issues in the Scottish Budget, and the Scottish 
Executive’s emphasis on equality in the draft budget.  It also 
welcomes the Scottish Budget Equality Statement and the ongoing 
work of the Equality Proofing Budgets Advisory Group.  However, 
we feel that more needs to be done to ensure further 
mainstreaming of equality within some departmental budgets, and 
a greater clarity in outlining funding criteria and needs assessment 
in allocating resource to tackle inequality.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The CRE welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the Equal Opportunities 

Committee’s consideration of the Scottish Executive’s Draft Budget 2004-05.  In broad 
terms, the CRE supports the work of the Executive in mainstreaming equality into 
policy development, including the steps taken to equality proof budgets.  Equality 
proofing of the budget is essential to the effective mainstreaming of equality.  
Resourcing the achievement of equality has implications for all budgetary decisions 
and the Executive’s budget equality statement is a critical first step in recognising the 
practicalities involved.  In order to address opportunity gaps within Scotland ’s ethnic 
minority communities, the process will clearly need to be sustained.  Key elements in 
this development will be disagragated data and a means of assessing the equality 
impact of policy. 

 
1.2 The Race Relations Act (1976) as amended places a duty on Scottish Ministers as 

well as Scottish public authorities to ensure that relevant functions and policies are 
designed and delivered in a way that meets the general duty.  Budget building is a 
core function of the Executive as well as other authorities and we would therefore 
anticipate consideration being given as to how authorities are responding to this 
challenge. 

 
1.3 A variety of steps have been taken to date by the Executive which are reported on 

elsewhere.  The clear focus has also emerged on the experience of gender specific 
targeting and the trialling of related approaches.  Whilst understanding the rationale 
for this decision, we would hope that further progress could be made in relation both 
to the mainstreaming of equality within policy and associated budgetary processes 
more generally as well as specific projects identified that would enhance 
understanding around race equality. 

 
  
2. THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK  
 
2.1 The Race Relations Act 1976 as amended requires that all named public authorities 
comply with the general duty to: 
 
� eliminate unlawful racial discrimination 
� promote equality of opportunity and 
� promote good race relations 
  
The general duty applies to Scottish Ministers, the NHS, local authorities, the police, audit 
and to those bodies who discharge a function on behalf of a pubic authority under contract.  
 
2.2 The Act requires that all public authorities identify policies and functions which have a 
relevance to the general duty and review the operation and outcome of such policies for 
their differential impact on ethnic minority communities.  
 
Authorities are responsible for ensuring that the duty is an integral part of any function 
where racial equality is relevant.  The 2000 Act also gives Scottish Ministers the power to 
impose specific duties on public authorities bound by the general duty.  Listed public 
authorities are required to publish the steps they have taken and plan to take to meet the 
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general duty in a Race Equality Scheme (RES).  Such schemes should contain details of 
the arrangements made for 

 
i) assessing and consulting on the likely impact of proposed policies on the promotion of 

racial equality 
ii) monitoring its policies for any adverse impact on the promotion of race equality. 
iii) publishing the results of such assessments,  consultations, and monitoring with 

respect to the above 
iv) ensuring public access to information and services which it provides ; and  
v) training staff in connection with the duties imposed by section 71(1) f the RRAA and 
associated orders.   

 
Progress to Date 
 
There have been a number of positive developments recently that are worth recalling. 
 
� An Equality Proofing Budgets Advisory Group has been established by the Executive;  
� Research has been commissioned to map the current budget process in terms of equal 

opportunities and to develop mainstreaming tools 
� Two pilot areas to address progress in mainstreaming equality in housing and 

education Guidance has been issued asking all Executive Departments to comment on 
how they are progressing the equality agenda.  

� The spending review process asked each portfolio for a statement on the contribution 
their proposals will make toward closing the opportunity gap, sustainable development 
and equality. 

� Contact has been made with other governments to learn lessons about the way 
forward. 

 
 
Draft Budget 
 
Steps have been taken to ensure that each portfolio contained statements in relation to 
portfolio priorities and how these priorities would be progressing towards key areas of 
closing the opportunities gap, sustainability and equality.  However, there could be greater 
consistency within the statements of different portfolios and possibly greater clarity as to 
how closing the opportunity gap and equality sit together. 
 
Whilst clearly a welcome development, these measures could be further enhanced in 
future years in order to provide greater consistency as well as a means of making closer 
links between priorities and statements.  This presentational issue needs to be addressed 
as one means of making sense of the process for policy makers and budget builders. The 
budget currently has broad themes: this must be broken down to make sense of it and 
make it interactive, so as to build equality in explicitly.  However, the essential remaining 
link is that between statements and priorities with measurable and costed objectives. 
 
Before we achieve truly mainstreamed policy making and associated budget building, 
there will be a need to identify specific equality targets and objectives as well as those 
within mainstream portfolios.      
 



EO/S2//03/4/3 

Overall Considerations 
 
The Race Relations Act as amended places a duty on Scottish Ministers to promote racial 
equality in all relevant functions.  Budget building should be viewed as a core function and 
we should be able to assess how race equality outcomes are being woven into that 
function by being factored into spending plans across portfolios.  
 
Responding to those duties should be key theme running throughout budget.  While 
implementation should not be resource intensive, there is a need to show how the 
Executive is planning to meet its responsibilities and how current resources geared to 
achieving race equality outcomes. 
 
Lack of information available to ascertain where spending is needed for racial equality eg 
lack of info on economic activity, housing conditions, benefit take-up etc.  As a result of 
this lack of data, it is not clear how budget will tackle some of those big issues.  If parity on 
economic activity, housing access and educational outcomes is to be achieved, then there 
is a need for a budget to be allocated or apportioned for that purpose.  The Executive is 
still to establish a programme of gathering appropriate equalities data.  
 
In summary, this comes to the heart of the issue which is that we need to: develop a 
reliable information base (statistics, research, consultation) to reveal how and where 
inequalities operate, identify action to address inequality and put in place measurable 
objectives, allocate money to enable this activity to happen and assess the impact of this 
activity to feed into subsequent budgets. 
 
This is mainstreaming and this is the framework which the RRAA sets in place.  However 
we still need to see this put into practice and also need to see it developed and extended 
across equalities areas.   
 

 
 

For further details on this submission, contact: 
 
Commission for Racial Equality 
The Tun 
12 Jackson’s Entry 
off Holyrood Road 
Edinburgh 
EH8 8AE 
 
�: 0131.524.2000 
fax: 0131.524.2001 



EO/S2/03/4/4 

1 

Budget 2004-05 
 
Submission to the Equal Opportunities Committee 
29th September 2003 
 
Equality Network, 22 Forth Street, Edinburgh, EH1 3LH 
Tel: 07020 933 952 
en@equality-network.org  www.equality-network.org 
 
The Equality Network is a network of lesbian, gay, bisexual and 
transgender (LGBT) organisations and individuals in Scotland 
working for LGBT equality. 
 
 
We welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft budget 
documents for the financial year 2004-05. We have started with 
general comments on the way equality mainstreaming is reflected 
through the budget documents, and have then commented more 
specifically on individual portfolio budgets, and in particular where 
LGBT equality issues are significant. 
 
 

Equality throughout the budget documents 
 
There has been a welcome step improvement in the consideration 
of equality issues in this year’s budget documents, compared to 
the budget for 2003-04. 
 
Overarching equality statement 
 
We welcome the inclusion of equality as an explicit cross-
cutting theme in the introduction to the detailed budget 
document (page 1, paragraph 21), in addition to the previous 
cross-cutting themes of closing the opportunity gap and 
sustainable development. Although there are strong links 
between these three themes, it is right that they should each be 
addressed explicitly in the budget, and the addition of equality (in 
the sense of the elimination of discrimination) as an explicit theme 
is an improvement on last year, when equality was bundled in with 
closing the opportunity gap. 
                                            
1 Page references are to the Detail document 
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Portfolio equality statements 
 
We also welcome the inclusion of statements on equality 
(together with the other two cross-cutting themes) in each 
portfolio’s chapter in the detailed version of the budget 
document. This is a significant step forward on last year, when 
only the two pilot areas of housing and education included an 
equality statement of this kind. 
 
There is some confusion apparent in the budget document 
between the equality and closing the opportunity gap themes, 
perhaps not surprisingly given the close connection between the 
two. For example, the Crown Office chapter lists some racial 
equality issues under closing the opportunity gap (p 40), while the 
Tourism, Culture and Sport chapter lists under equality (p 64) 
some issues that might be thought of as relating more directly to 
closing the opportunity gap. The Scottish Executive Administration 
chapter splits material on workforce diversity with respect to 
gender, disability and race between closing the opportunity gap 
and equality (p 182). 
 
We suggest that in future years the Finance Department could 
issue clearer guidance to departments about what is meant by 
equality and by closing the opportunity gap, clarifying the 
differences. We also suggest that the definitions of these 
terms should be set out in the introduction to the budget 
documents, with equality defined by reference to the 
definition of equal opportunities in Schedule 5 to the Scotland 
Act 1998. 
 
We note that the Food Standards Agency is the one portfolio which 
has not produced an equality statement this year. While the 
portfolio budget is relatively small, this omission is surprising 
considering the connections for example between inequality and 
disadvantage, between racial and dietary diversity, and between 
age and diet. 
 
The summary budget document 
 
The handling of the cross-cutting themes is much less satisfactory 
in the summary budget document. While each portfolio’s 
statements on closing the opportunity gap and on sustainable 
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development are included in the summary document, the equality 
statements have been omitted. This is very unsatisfactory. 
Although some of the portfolio equality statements are quite long, 
there is no reason why a summary with examples cannot be 
provided, and in future departments should be asked to 
provide a summary equality statement for inclusion in the 
summary budget document. 
 
The placing of the equality statements 
 
The equality statements in the detailed document are per portfolio, 
rather than per sub-portfolio spending programme. This has the 
advantage of bringing together in one place the main equality 
activities for the portfolio. Ideally the equality activities would also 
be cross-referenced in the detailed description of specific spending 
programmes. However this would add to the length of the 
document, and raises the question of the best format for it (see 
below). 
 
Year-on-year continuity 
 
Comparing the equality statements in the Education and Young 
People, and Communities portfolio chapters (p 46 and 126) with 
the pilot equality statements on education and housing in the 
2003-04 Annual Expenditure Report (AER) (p 63 and 182), there is 
very little continuity in the case of education, and the continuities in 
the case of housing are rather unclear. A potential improvement in 
future years would be to make the year-on-year continuities clearer 
in the equality statements in the budget. 
 
Specific equality spend and mainstream spend 
 
The equality statements for each portfolio mostly cover activities 
and spending intended specifically to address an equality issue, 
rather than discussing the equality impact of mainstream spending. 
There are exceptions, such as the inclusion of staff diversity 
targets in the Scottish Executive Administration portfolio chapter. 
 
At this early stage of equality proofing the budget, this is not 
surprising, but we hope that in future more mainstream spending 
will be analysed for equality impact, and this analysis reported in 
the budget documents. Again, this potentially raises issues about 
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the length and format of the document (see below). We recognise 
that equality proofing is a long-term project, but would hope to see 
continuing improvement each year. 
 
A number of portfolio equality statements in this year’s documents 
state where departments are taking action to start to identify 
whether mainstream spending is benefiting all equally. For 
example the Scottish Court Service mentions consultation with 
diverse groups (p 14). We suggest that all departments should 
identify what they are doing to start to analyse the equality 
impact of mainstream spending, for example by improving 
data collection, by research, or by consultation, and that this 
information should be explicitly included in a sub-section of 
the equality statement for each portfolio in future budget 
documents. 
 
Objectives and targets 
 
Some of the key objectives for some of the portfolios mention 
equality, diversity and/or fairness. There are also a number of 
portfolio key targets which relate to closing the opportunity gap. 
However, there are few targets which relate to equality as such. 
 
For example, objective 1 for Education and Young People (p 43) 
includes the promotion of equality. Important associated targets 
are given, relating to pupils with special educational needs, and to 
Gaelic speakers, but none which relate to other equality issues. An 
example of a potential target here is the roll-out across schools of 
equality-aware anti-bullying strategies which address racist and 
homophobic bullying. 
 
Where equality-related targets are given, some are ‘soft’ targets – 
for example Enterprise and Lifelong Learning target 4 (p 95), which 
does not specify a target number for under-represented groups. An 
example of a better equality-related target is Scottish Executive 
Administration target 5 (p 179). 
 
We would hope to see the equality cross-cutting theme 
increasingly reflected in the choice of targets. 
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Delegated expenditure 
 
Much public expenditure is spent by bodies outwith the Executive: 
the NHS, local authorities, Social Inclusion Partnerships etc. The 
legislative framework for the encouragement of equal opportunities 
by these bodies is gradually being put in place (eg section 59 of 
the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003). The Executive 
should ensure that public bodies take seriously their duties to 
serve the whole population and to encourage equal 
opportunities, by monitoring public bodies’ equality activity, 
and by promoting best practice. 
 
The format of the budget documents 
 
In its stage 1 report on the 2003-04 budget process, the Equal 
Opportunities Committee felt unable to support the suggestion of 
the Disabled Persons Housing Service that the Executive consider 
an online version of the budget documents that makes more use of 
hyperlinks for cross-referencing2. The Committee was concerned 
about potential delays in the publication of the AER. 
 
However, as more of the budget is equality proofed, the amount of 
supporting information will grow. Cross-referencing will become 
more important, and clickable ‘drill-down’ links would be a good 
way to present additional equality information. We suggest that, 
since the Finance Department is presumably collecting the budget 
information from departments in on-line form, it should not take 
significantly longer to produce such a version of the budget 
document than the current linear paper version, and that this will 
increasingly be a better way to present the necessary supporting 
information. 
 
 

Individual portfolio budgets and LGBT equality 
 
Justice 
 
The equality statement in the Justice chapter includes a welcome 
recognition of the significance of homophobic hate crime (p 13). 
LGBT equality issues also need to be considered in the 
                                            
2 Stage 1 report on the 2003-04 budget process, paragraph 50 
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development of appropriate support for victims and vulnerable 
witnesses (p 17), and in the development of appropriate 
community legal services (p 21). 
 
The 2004-05 Justice portfolio priorities include “modernising family 
law for all of Scotland’s people” (p 12), and we note that there are 
fundamental LGBT equality issues here, including civil partnership 
registration, the treatment of cohabiting same-sex couples, and the 
recognition of same-sex parents. These require the development 
of appropriate legislation, but are otherwise largely budget-neutral 
for the Justice portfolio. 
 
We welcome the inclusion of a police target for detection of racially 
aggravated crimes (p 31) and hope that in future targets will be 
introduced for homophobic crimes, based on the ACPOS 
recommended indicators for homophobic incidents. 
 
Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service 
 
We welcome the stated 2004-05 priorities of increasing public 
confidence in the prosecution service, and improving the treatment 
of victims and witnesses and the handling of racist crimes (p 39). 
As noted above, these issues also have a particular relevance for 
LGBT people, and although the budget document does not 
mention it, we know that the COPFS are already considering this. 
 
The equality statement (p 41) is disappointing – in fact the COPFS 
covered equality better in the 2003-04 AER (p 51) and it is 
disappointing that that has not been built upon this year. The 
material on race crime under closing the opportunity gap would 
probably have been better placed in the equality statement. 
 
Education and Young People 
 
LGBT young people are at particular risk of harassment, attack, 
low self-esteem and mental illness. They are often completely 
isolated, and unable to access support from school, family or 
friends. The effects of bullying and low self-esteem can last a 
lifetime. The Education and Young People portfolio is therefore 
crucial for the welfare of LGBT people, and it is disappointing 
to see no recognition of this in the budget document. 
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More generally, since equality is one of the five national priorities 
for education, we would expect to see more equality-related 
targets for this portfolio. 
 
We note the allocation of £475k to promote equality in school 
education (p 46); however it is unclear exactly what this is to be 
spent on, and whether it will help promote LGBT equality. 
 
The Anti-bullying Network is mentioned as a priority for 2004-05   
(p 48). We noted in oral evidence to the Committee on the 2003-04 
AER 17 months ago3 that the Anti-bullying Network gave 
insufficient consideration to homophobic bullying – one of the most 
widespread forms of bullying in schools. This has not improved 
significantly since, despite the specific inclusion of homophobic 
bullying in the description of the £100k expenditure for the Anti-
bullying Network in the 2003-04 AER (p 64). The information leaflet 
on homophobic bullying on the Anti-bullying Network website is 
woefully out of date (almost four years, predating the repeal of 
section 2A), includes no links to Scottish support organisations, 
and is not linked from the website’s information pages for young 
people. Extension of the Anti-bullying Network’s work to 
properly include up-to-date and relevant advice on 
homophobic bullying should be a high priority. 
 
Significant support services for young LGBT people exist only in 
some of the cities in Scotland. There is an urgent need to 
improve support for young LGBT people across Scotland. 
This should be recognised in the budget for support services 
for children and young people (p 52-53). 
 
We note that the National Priorities Action Fund (p 56) is £131.75m 
for 2004-05, and wonder how much of this supports the third 
national priority of equality, and how. 
 
Tourism Culture and Sport 
 
We welcome the allocation of £100k to continue developing an 
equity strategy for sport (p 64), including addressing sexual 
orientation and other equality issues, and we welcome the efforts 
made by sportscotland to consult the LGBT communities on this. 

                                            
3 OR 30 April 2002, col 1467 
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Health and Community Care 
 
A number of core health programmes, including the mental 
health and sexual health programmes, have specific LGBT 
equality aspects. 
 
We welcome the acknowledgement of the equality dimensions of 
the mental health programme (p 73) and the sexual health strategy 
(p 74). We also welcome the current research programme on 
inclusion of LGBT people in health planning and services (p 73). 
One of the issues which that research will no doubt highlight is the 
difficulty of access to gender dysphoria services by transsexual 
people in some parts of Scotland. 
 
We hope that the core indicators which are to be developed in 
2004-05 for the performance assessment framework (p 80) will 
include equality indicators. We hope also that an equality 
dimension will be incorporated into the new health research 
strategy (p 86). 
 
It is unclear whether equality considerations are taken into account 
in the distribution of the mental illness specific grant (p 87). 
 
Communities 
 
Young LGBT people are at increased risk of homelessness, while 
older LGBT people, fewer of whom have families, can face 
particular problems finding appropriate housing. We would expect 
the homelessness programme (p 131), and Communities Scotland 
(p 128), respectively, to take account of this. 
 
We welcome the recognition in the portfolio equality statement     
(p 126) of the equality impact of Social Inclusion Partnership work 
– there is good practice in some SIPs on the inclusion of LGBT 
equality issues. 
 
The equality impact of the anti-social behaviour programme          
(p 129) needs to be recognised – some communities, including 
LGBT people, face specific problems of anti-social behaviour 
linked to prejudice. 
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We welcome the significant increase in the budget of the Equality 
Unit (p 132) since the 2003-04 AER, and the increase in the 
Voluntary Issues Unit budget. It is surprising that the work of the 
Equality Unit is not mentioned in the Communities portfolio equality 
statement (p 126), and that the specific section on the Equality 
Unit’s work (p 132) is so short. Although the Equality Unit budget is 
small in overall terms, given the importance of the Unit in 
catalysing mainstreaming, more of this could be described in the 
budget document. 
 
Specific LGBT equality issues needing to be addressed by the 
Promoting Equal Opportunities budget (p 132) are the 
development of LGBT equality mainstreaming tools, 
methodologies for research on LGBT equality issues, and a 
strategic review of funding for the (currently very under-
resourced) LGBT voluntary sector in Scotland. 
 
Environment and Rural Development 
 
LGBT people in rural areas, like other minority groups, can face 
particular problems of isolation, and lack of access to non-
discriminatory services. There seems to be little recognition of this 
in the equality statement for this portfolio (p 154). We would 
suggest for example that the Rural Partnership Fund (p 160) could 
incorporate a focus on equality. 
 
Finance and Public Services 
 
We welcome the targets for monitoring the delivery of Best Value 
and developing best practice in Community Planning and Power of 
Well-being (targets 1 and 7, p 167). These have a major equality 
dimension, now underpinned by legislation, which must be 
fully integrated into the Executive’s development of these 
frameworks. As noted above, the Executive should ensure 
that equality is mainstreamed in the policies and budgets of 
local authorities, by monitoring and promoting best practice. 
 
We welcome the recognition of the role of the Scottish 
Neighbourhood Statistics system in supporting equality (p 175).  
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For the Scottish Public Pensions Agency (p 176), there is an 
important LGBT equality issue to be addressed, concerning 
fair access to pension benefits for same-sex partners. 
 
Scottish Executive Administration 
 
The continuing inclusion of objective 4 (p 179), on staff diversity, is 
welcome, and is something which it would be good to see 
extended to other parts of the public sector. 
 
In our view, the mainstreaming of equality within the Executive 
should be a key target under objective 1 (p 179). We would expect 
progress on equality mainstreaming to be discussed in the portfolio 
equality statement (p 182), and under Administration (p 185). 
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Equal Opportunities Committee: /Consideration of Budget Process 

 

Rona Fitzgerald, Equal Opportunities Commission 
Director of Policy and Parliamentary Affairs, 
Equal Opportunities Commission, 
St Stephen’s House, 
279 Bath Street, 
Glasgow G2 4JL 
Tel: 0141 2451805 
Fax: 0141 2485834 
email:rona.fitzgerald@eoc.org.uk 
website: www.eoc.org.uk 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Equal Opportunities Commission (EOC) was set up by the Sex 

Discrimination Act 1975 (the SDA).  Its duties are to work towards the elimination 

of discrimination between women and men, to promote equality of opportunity 

between women and men generally, and to keep under review the workings of 

the Sex Discrimination and Equal Pay Acts. The Equal Opportunities 

Commission (EOC) is a non-departmental public body, funded through grant-in-

aid. Our sponsor department is the Women and Equality Unit at the Department 

for Trade and Industry. The Equal Opportunities Commission is the leading 

agency working to eliminate sex discrimination in 21st Century Britain.  

 

The EOC’s statutory responsibility relates specifically to gender equality, and that 

is where the Commission’s main expertise is.  However, issues of gender 

equality are integral to all other equality groups, including those areas regulated 

by statute and those identified in Schedule 5 of The Scotland Act.   

 

Why mainstreaming? 

Strategies for equality and inclusion have been refined over the last thirty years 

as greater priority has been given to the achievement of economic and social 

cohesion. In the UK, the commitment to equal opportunities has most often been 
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translated into practice through positive action measures to enable women to 

overcome the barriers that many face in accessing services, training and the 

labour market. Beginning with the demand for equal treatment in the 1970s, the 

strategies of the time focused on how to ensure that men and women were 

treated as equals before the law and in respect of policy-making. The approach 

in the 1980s shifted to positive action – recognising that structural inequalities 

meant that women need tailored intervention to build capacity and 

support/encourage involvement in the labour market and in entrepreneurial 

activities. In the 1990’s the mainstreaming approach was elaborated in a number 

of fora including the UN and the European Union. Mainstreaming is a strategy 

that aims to make equality considerations a regular part of the mainstream policy 

process. It entails building in equality rather than building it on to existing polices 

and programmes.  

 

Objective 

 

The national budget is a reflection of a government’s overall macroeconomic 

policy but is also as statement of micro and sectoral level allocations. The budget 

therefore presents as a crucial focus, and indeed invaluable entry point, in any 

governments attempts to mainstream gender in terms of economic policy. In the 

case of Scotland, this is part of an incremental process of developing an 

understanding of gender inequality in the different sectoral areas and building 

this analysis into budgetary processes from the onset. In addition, it entails 

following through to specific resource allocation. 

 

Ultimately, the objective is to produce budget where gender issues are 

seamlessly mainstreamed as part of core analysis and are evident through a 

specific link with allocation of resources.  
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Gender analysis of resource allocation 

 

As Diane Elson points out, gender analysis of resource allocation represents an 

aid to gender mainstreaming rather than the mechanism for achieving it. 

According to Elson1, a gender budget initiative does not aim to produce a 

separate budget for women, or to increase the amount of money spent on 

women-specific programmes. Instead it aims to analyse any form of public 

expenditure, or method of raising public money, from a gender perspective, 

identifying the implications and impacts for women and girls as compared to men 

and boys. The starting point is that the implications and impact are likely to differ 

because of the different social and economic positioning of males and females. 

 

The practice of producing a gender sensitive budget will aid in tracing, and 

making transparent, the relationship between policy objectives and spending. It 

also helps to identify the range of tools necessary to underpin the undertaking to 

mainstream equality in the policy process. 

 

Gender responsive budget analysis is best carried out within the framework of a 

mainstreaming strategy. This strategy aims to bring equality perspectives to the 

mainstream policy process. Underlying the concept of mainstreaming is the fact 

that not all groups or individuals in a society have the same ease in accessing 

opportunities whether to services, the labour market or to social and political 

participation. In order for all groups of people to be equally able to access the 

services and facilities, mainstream policies need to take account of the different 

capacities, situations and resources of different groups and how this affects their 

ability to benefit and participate.  

 

                                                 
1 Elson, Diane (2000) Gender Budget Initiatives as an aid to Gender Mainstreaming, paper delivered to 
the Ministerial Conference on Gender Mainstreaming, Competitiveness and Growth, OECD, Paris 23-24 
November 2000. 
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The Scottish Budget 2004-2005 (draft) 

 

- EOC Scotland welcomes the draft budget and commends the Executive on 

the presentation, highlighting opportunity and sustainable development and 

equality considerations. This represents good groundwork for connecting 

policy objectives and resource allocation. 

 

- In addition, we welcome the inclusion of statements on equality in each 

portfolio’s chapter in the detailed version of the budget document. This is a 

significant step forward on last year, when only the two pilot areas of housing 

and education included an equality statement of this kind. 

 

- However, it would be useful to have a clearer definition of equality and closing 

the opportunity gap and an explanation of how these relate to the overarching 

strategies – the Social Justice Strategy and the Equality Strategy. While the 

impetus for both of these strategies in about tackling inequality and exclusion, 

there is a danger of considering issues of gender equality as part of the 

poverty/social inclusion agenda and not as part of the commitment to 

mainstream gender/equality throughout the policy process.  

 

For example, under the allocation for sport - Closing the Opportunity Gap, there 

is reference to a Sport 21 targets for increasing the participation of women and 

girls in sport. This raises a number of questions:  

- Is this not more appropriate as part of the equality agenda, sport allocation 

has mainly provided resources for outdoor activities that tend to be utilised by 

men. Encouraging more girls to play football and golf is positive. However, 

needs analysis/ surveys in respect of women and girls have shown different 

interests for women like swimming and aerobics. They have also highlighted 

issues around childcare and transport as part of the infrastructure needed for 

women to participate 
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- In the area of health there is still some confusion between where issues of 

gender equality should be tackled with the banner of Closing the Opportunity 

Gap focused on once again and gender analysis only used in respect of 

deprived groups and smoking and drug use. 

 

- Considering the work being done within the Education department, a clear 

connection with gender equality objectives would have would have enhanced 

the analysis. 

 

- Enterprise and Life Long Learning – this is an area where considerable 

evidence exists of the different needs of men and women in respect of 

enterprise development and training. However, there is no evident gender 

analysis in either the objectives or the resources allocation. 

 

Conclusion 

 

While this budget represents progress in terms of link policy objectives with 

expenditure, it would be important to see more explicit connections between an 

understanding of gender inequality in an area and allocation of specific 

resources. 

 



Attitudes towards discrimination 
in Scotland

Catherine Bromley & John Curtice
30 September 2003



Background to the project

• Collaborative project supported by the 
Scottish Executive Equality Unit, CRE, 
EOC, DRC, & Stonewall Scotland

• 40 questions asked in the 2002 Scottish 
Social Attitudes survey

• Random sample of 1665 people interviewed 
across Scotland in the summer of 2002



Background to the project

What is the Scottish Social Attitudes survey?
• NatCen Scotland’s annual survey, started in 

1999
• Based on the British Social Attitudes survey
• Topics of social and public policy interest
• Random probability sampling
• Extensive question piloting 



Background to the project

Focused on four groups:
• Women 
• Disabled people
• Ethnic minorities
• Gay men and lesbians



Three main aims

• What do Scots themselves believe is the 
extent of discriminatory attitudes in 
Scotland?

• What is the extent and character of 
discriminatory attitudes in Scotland?

• Why do people hold discriminatory 
attitudes?



What is a discriminatory attitude?

“a discriminatory attitude is one that 
directly or indirectly suggests that some 
social groups may not be entitled to engage 
in the full panopoly of social, economic and 
political activities that are thought to be the 
norm for most people…” 



What is a discriminatory attitude?

“...In short, it is an attitude that openly or 
tacitly legitimates some form of social 
exclusion”.

• Did not focus on people’s own experiences 
of discrimination



How much discrimination exists?
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How much discrimination exists?

Overall perceptions of prejudice:
• 1 in 2 say that all four groups experience a 

little, quite a lot, or a great deal of prejudice
• Just 5 in 100 say that none do so
• But, only 1 in 10 say that all four 

experience a great deal or quite a lot
• And, 1 in 4 say that none do so



How much discrimination exists?

Who is more likely to think discrimination 
exists?

• Younger people
• People in accessible urban areas
• Women
• People with higher education



What is the extent & character of 
discriminatory attitudes?
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People’s preferred kind of MSP
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Relationships & family life
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Employment issues
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Who would make a suitable 
primary school teacher?
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Initiatives to reduce 
discrimination
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% who say a great deal / a lot of 
prejudice exists
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Three Models of Explanation

• Sociological
– Different positions in social structure & 

socialisation experiences
• Economic

– Competition for resources
• Psychological

– Identities and difference



How We Assess the Explanations

• Don’t ask people themselves!
• Ask questions that tap 

psychology etc.
• Look for differences



Indicators

• Sociological
– Age
– Education

• Economic
– Income
– Coping on income

• Psychological
– How much in common
– Kind of area like to live in



Sociological - 1
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Sociological - 2
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Economic - 1
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Economic - 2
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Psychological - 1
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Psychological - 2
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Comparing Explanations
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Prejudice and Discrimination
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Who says prejudice OK?
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Conclusion

• All three models make some 
difference, but psychology most 
important.

• Matters most for groups where 
discriminatory attitudes more common

• Enjoy diversity or identify similarity?
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Equal Opportunities Committee 

Tuesday 7 October 2003 

Petition Approach Paper 

 

Background 

1. The Equal Opportunities Committee has been asked by the Public 
Petitions Committee to provide its views on the following petition: 
 

PE618 Petition by Aitor Endemano Isasi, calling for the Scottish 
Parliament to take the necessary steps to set up a single equality body 
for Scotland accountable to the Scottish Parliament to improve and 
develop channels of communication between the Parliament and 
people from ethnic minorities. 

Suggested Approach 

Single Equality Body 
2. As the Committee is aware, the UK Government published its proposals 
for a Single Equality Body in October 2002 with a closing date for consultation 
responses of February 2003.  
 
3. The Committee has agreed to await the results of this consultation and the 
possible publication of a further consultation document on the detail of the 
proposed Single Equality Body before conducting an inquiry into the 
proposals as they affect Scotland and the devolved institutions. 
 
4. The Committee is asked to consider the points the petition raises 
regarding the establishment of a Single Equality Body in the context of its 
proposed inquiry. 
 
Other issues raised 
5. The petition also calls for the Equal Opportunities Committee to consider 
how, in terms of its remit it might encourage MSPs to— 
 

� Become better informed about the different ethnic minorities present in 
Scotland 
� Work to improve channels of communication between Parliament and 
people from ethnic minorities 
� Gain a better understanding of the potential damage done to the 
position of ethnic minorities by the use of racial or ethnic stereotypes in 
the media and by MSPs  
 

6. The previous Equal Opportunities Committee in the last session undertook 
a number of consultations with ethnic minority groups in order that issues 
might be fed into its work programme.  In particular the Committee organised 
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a Race Relations Event and undertook a major taking stock exercise on Race, 
producing a Race Reporter’s Report in 2002. 
 
7. The current Equal Opportunities Committee is similarly committed to 
taking issues forward with regard to race during the current session. It has 
appointed a specific race Reporter and will continue to work closely with 
stakeholders and other interested groups and organisations on race issues. 
 
Conclusion 
 
8.  Given the ongoing work of the Committee on these issues, the Committee 
may wish to recommend to the Public Petitions Committee (PPC) that no 
further action is required on the petition but that the PPC may wish to bring 
the work of the Committee and the Race Reporter to the attention of the 
petitioner. 
 
 
Jim Johnston 
Clerk to the Committee 
October 2003 
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