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PROPOSED RESTRICTION OF OUTSIDE REMUNERATION ETC. OF 
MSPs BILL – NEIL FINDLAY MSP 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

 
 
This document summarises and analyses the responses to a consultation 
exercise carried out on the above proposal.   
 
The background to the proposal is set out in section 1, while section 2 gives 
an overview of the results.  A detailed analysis of the responses to the 
consultation questions is given in section 3.  These three sections have been 
prepared by the Scottish Parliament’s Non-Government Bills Unit (NGBU). 
Section 4 has been prepared by Neil Findlay MSP and includes his 
commentary on the results of the consultation.   
 
Where respondents have requested that certain information be treated as “not 
for publication”, or that the response remain anonymous, these requests have 
been respected in this summary.   
 
In some places, the summary includes quantitative data about responses, 
including numbers and proportions of respondents who have indicated 
support for, or opposition to, the proposal (or particular aspects of it).  In 
interpreting this data, it should be borne in mind that respondents are self-
selecting and it should not be assumed that their individual or collective views 
are representative of wider stakeholder or public opinion.  The principal aim of 
the document is to identify the main points made by respondents, giving 
weight in particular to those supported by arguments and evidence and those 
from respondents with relevant experience and expertise.  A consultation is 
not an opinion poll, and the best arguments may not be those that obtain 
majority support.  
 
Copies of the individual responses are available on the following website 
http://www.neilfindlaymsp.com/.  Anonymous responses have been numbered 
for ease of reference, and other responses are in alphabetical order.  
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SECTION 1:  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
Neil Findlay’s draft proposal, lodged on 11 January 2019, is for a Bill to: 
 

ban MSPs from certain categories of remunerated work, restrict 
remuneration from any additional work, and limit the time spent on 
certain activities. 
 

The proposal was accompanied by a consultation document, prepared with 
the assistance of NGBU.  This document was published on the Parliament’s 
website, from where it remains accessible:  
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/29731.aspx.   
 
The consultation period ran from 14 January 2019 to 2 May 2019.  
 
The following organisations and individuals were sent copies of the 
consultation document or links to it—  

• All 32 Scottish local authorities; 

• All political parties currently represented at the Scottish Parliament 
other than Scottish Labour (the Member’s own party). 

  
The consultation document was also distributed to over 40 organisations. 
These organisations included: public bodies and authorities, such as the 
Commissioner for Ethical Standards in Public Life; universities, research 
centres and think tanks; regulatory bodies, such as the General Medical 
Council Scotland and Nursing and Midwifery Council; third sector 
organisations; trade unions; and other stakeholders such as NFU Scotland, 
Law Society of Scotland, Federation of Small Businesses and the Ministry of 
Defence. 
 
The consultation was publicised on the Member’s website, via social media 
and to the press both by means of press release and personal interaction with 
journalists. The member also wrote an article for the Daily Record on the 
proposal and met with Unlock Democracy.  
 
The consultation exercise was run by Neil Findlay’s parliamentary office. 
 
The consultation process is part of the procedure that MSPs must follow in 
order to obtain the right to introduce a Member’s Bill.  Further information 
about the procedure can be found in the Parliament’s standing orders (see 
Rule 9.14) and in the Guidance on Public Bills, both of which are available on 
the Parliament’s website: 

• Standing orders (Chapter 9): 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx 

• Guidance (Part 3): 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/25690.aspx 

  

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/29731.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/25690.aspx
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SECTION 2: OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES 
 
In total, 526 responses were received.   
 
The responses can be categorized as follows: 

• 478 (91%) from private individuals (members of the public) 

• 10 (2%) from academics 

• 23 (4%) from professionals with experience in a relevant subject 

• 13 (3%) from individual politicians [MSPs, MP, councillors] (including 
two anonymous and one “not for publication” responses) 

• 1 from a business/commercial organisation;  

• 1 from a third-sector organisation (an anonymous response). 
 
There were also: 

• 116 (22%) anonymous submissions  

• 45 (8%) submissions that are “not for publication”  

• 2 (0.4%) identical responses (one anonymous and one ‘not for 
publication’) 

 
An overwhelming majority (95%) of those who responded supported the 
overall principle that being an MSP is a full-time job and election to the 
Scottish Parliament should commit MSPs not to undertake other remunerated 
activities while they are MSPs. The main reasons for supporting this principle, 
also used throughout the consultation to explain support for various aspects of 
the wider proposal, were that MSPs are public servants, elected to serve their 
constituents; that it is a full-time job and requires 100% dedication and 
commitment; that MSPs are paid sufficiently well to do what should be a full-
time job; that the proposal would help reduce the risks of conflicts of interest, 
and of the impartiality and the integrity of MSPs being compromised; and that 
it could help address the current disengagement with politics and lack of trust 
in politicians. A number of respondents underlined the need for some 
exceptions to any outright ban.  
 
The main reasons given for opposing the proposed Bill were the importance 
of politicians having experience from outside politics and being exposed to a 
wider range of people and alternative views; that it would be unfair to treat 
MSPs differently from other people in restricting any second jobs; that it would 
be a breach of their human rights and they should be able to do what they 
want in their free time; that it would be unfair to penalise those who have built 
up businesses but are unable to maintain them whilst serving as MSPs; the 
precariousness of political office and the need for a fall-back if not re-elected; 
that it may rule out some people from applying if they did not feel they could 
cut themselves off from previous employment and stop practising their 
profession. 
 
In terms of the nature of restrictions that should be applied, the option that 
gained the most support was an outright ban on any non-MSP work, with 
some specified exceptions (and no further restrictions on income or time 
spent). The next most popular choice was the combination of an outright ban 
with specified exceptions, a restriction on the amount that can be earned from 
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any non-MSP work, and a limit on the time that can be spent on other 
activities. The third most popular option was a restriction on the amount of 
money that can be earned from additional work combined with a limit on the 
time that can be spent on non-MSP work. 
 
In supporting a ban, some believed there should be no exceptions, as this 
would be simpler and avoid creating loopholes that could be open to abuse. 
However, the majority of those in support of a ban believed there should be 
some exceptions. Of those, the majority were supportive overall of the 
exceptions listed in Annex 1 of the member’s consultation document.  
However, it is important to note that in general, a range of sometimes 
contradictory views were given on the stated exceptions, with a number of 
additional suggestions being made by some that were explicitly ruled out by 
others. On some issues, there was no clear conclusion. 
 
In terms of restricting outside income, approximately half of the respondents 
favoured a complete ban with no additional earnings allowed. Just over one 
third were in favour of some form of limit (as a percentage of an MSP’s 
salary), the majority of those opting for a 10% limit. 
 
In terms of restricting the hours spent on activities in which an MSP had a 
financial interest, a majority believed there should be a complete ban. Of 
those that believed there should be a limit, views were split, with most 
supporting either eight or 24 hours per month.  
 
Views on reporting and enforcement procedures were mixed. There was very 
little difference between the numbers of those supporting the use of existing 
parliamentary procedures and those believing breach of the restrictions 
should be a criminal offence, with police investigation and enforcement 
through the courts. Similarly, while a majority were of the view that sanctions 
should be faced regardless of the return or donation of any monies, a 
significant minority believed that the return or donation of monies should be 
taken into account.  
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 
 
This section sets out an overview of responses to each question in the 
consultation document. 
 
General aim and approach of proposed Bill 
 
Section 5 of the consultation document outlined the aim of the proposed Bill 
and what it would involve.  Respondents were asked: 
 

Question 1: Which of the following best describes your view of the 
principle that being an MSP is a full-time job and that being elected to 
the Scottish Parliament should commit MSPs not to undertake other 
remunerated activities, while they are an MSP?  

 
526 respondents (100% of the total) answered this question.   
 
An overwhelming majority of respondents (497 or 95%) supported this 
principle. All 13 of the politicians who responded to the consultation were 
either supportive or partially supportive. 
 
Twenty-one respondents (4%) were opposed to the principle outlined above. 
Three (1%) were neutral and five (1%) were unsure. 
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Reasons for supporting the proposed Bill 
 
The following themes were referred to both by those fully and partially 
supporting the Bill. A separate section below gives an overview of the specific 
reasons given for partial, as opposed to full support, where such a reason was 
specified. 
 
There were three particularly widely cited reasons, used by a high number of 
respondents to explain their support, and reiterated in responses to 
subsequent questions. Several respondents referred to more than one of 
these (or to variations of these) in their responses—  
 

- MSPs are public servants, elected to serve their constituents. It is a 
full-time job and requires 100% dedication and commitment; 

- The proposal would help reduce the risks of conflicts of interest, and of 
the impartiality and the integrity of MSPs being compromised; 

- MSPs are paid sufficiently well to do what should be a full-time job. 
 
MSPs are public servants, elected to serve their constituents. It is a full-time 
job and requires 100% dedication and commitment 
 
A very high number of respondents cited this reason/a variation on this reason 
for why they supported the proposal.  

 
“Elected representatives must be first and foremost public servants.” 
(Monica Lennon MSP; ID 115503320) 

 
Many cited the wide-ranging nature of the job, and that it includes (or should 
include) being available to constituents and attending surgeries; considering 
both local and national political contexts; keeping informed on the detail and 
complexity of issues, covering Parliamentary business; travelling extensively 
and visiting community and voluntary sector organisations. 

 
Several commented that if the job is being done properly, there would be no 
time for additional jobs; having one must mean that complete commitment 
was not being given to the Scottish Parliament or to constituents.  
 

“…Being an elected MSP or MP is more than a full-time job, it is the 
dedication for the welfare of constituents from all walks of life and how 
their issues relate to national political affairs. No one in this position 
should have time to undertake other remunerated activities if they are 
doing their job properly.” (Rebecca Thomas; ID: 111854530) 

 
The proposal would help reduce the risks of conflicts of interest, and of the 
impartiality and the integrity of MSPs being compromised 
 
A number of respondents stated that being paid to do a second job must lead 
to some form of conflict of interest, and/or must colour MSPs views on what 
they are dealing with in the Parliament.   
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“MSPs have responsibility over a huge range of policy areas. It would 
be impossible for a paid role to exist that does not create some conflict 
of interest with the work of an MSP ...” (Cllr Martin Lennon; ID 
114736343) 
 
“…. Politicians not only need to be above such attempts at influence, 
they need to be seen to be above it.” (Malcolm Parker; ID: 111864091) 

 
A few respondents alluded to the links some MSPs may have with the private 
sector. 
 

“…Approving this bill would also ensure that companies would have 
significantly less outside influence on how MSPs decide to vote in 
Parliament.” (Andrew Davis; ID: 104166494) 

 
Some referenced the fact that additional outside interests/remunerated 
employment can create the perception of a conflict of interest (even if there is 
none) and that these perceptions can lead to a lack of trust in politics and 
politicians. A number of respondents pointed to the general disengagement 
that currently exists with the political process and the need to restore 
confidence in politicians. A number of respondents raised the importance of 
integrity and transparency. 
 

“… Any second job could, whether right or not, call into question the 
actions of that politician if there is any possibility of a conflict of interest. 
If there is a conflict, and that politician has to excuse themselves from 
proceedings and decision-making, then they are then unable to 
properly serve their constituents. This does not only reflect badly on 
that one politician, but the whole political system. It is important to 
remove any potential, or perceived, conflict of interest to ensure that 
there is complete openness and transparency in every decision that is 
made by democratically elected politicians.” (Richard Leonard MSP; ID: 
115479807) 
 

A number of respondents also raised the issue of conflicts of priorities: the 
conflict between time spent on additional activities and time that should be 
spent representing constituents. 
 
MSPs are paid sufficiently well to do what is a full-time job 
 
A high number of respondents underlined that MSPs are paid to do a full-time 
job; that they are sufficiently well paid, and that additional paid employment 
should not be needed. 
 

“Salaries for MPs (and subsequently MSPs) were introduced to allow 
all citizens to participate in the democratic process, irrespective of their 
financial status…” (Anonymous Response 90; ID: 112328089) 
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Additional reasons for supporting the proposal  
 

• The need to raise the quality and effectiveness of all elected 
representatives; that it should be seen as a professional, full-time role. 

• The need to consider the risks to health and wellbeing that excessive 
hours and stress can cause; the risk of impaired judgement from working 
excessive hours without sufficient rest.  

• Ensuring value for public money. 
 
Specific reasons why partial support was given 
 
The main reason for giving partial rather than full support was the view that 
there would need to be some exceptions to a ban.1  
 
Some mentioned the need to avoid an immediate cut-off, and, for example, to 
accommodate the need to finish work pending/disengage from a piece of 
work.   
 
More generally, the point was made by several respondents that some 
outside work and experience can help with constituency work; could be 
beneficial to the public; may not be a distraction and could prove useful. Some 
added that this would only be the case provided that there is no conflict of 
interest and/or that potential conflicts are declared.  
 

“…Blanket prohibition of all non-parliamentary involvement risks being 
counterproductive.” (Neil Spurway; ID: 111957185) 

 
Wilf Forrow raised the point that such a restriction could impact on those 
running for office— 
 

“I'm concerned that it might eliminate people who would otherwise 
make excellent candidates. I can see reasons to allow some sensible 
exceptions which are for the public good” (Wilf Forrow; ID 111840280) 

 
Some believed it should be possible for MSPs to take on additional work in 
their own time if they so wish; that they have a private life and may wish to do 
extra work—  
 

“… I do not believe that the salary they are paid is for a seven-day 24 
hour period every week. Their working hours should be a reasonable 
40 hours. I also believe they are not paid enough. They can undertake 
work in their own time” (Donald Stavert; ID: 111824473) 

 
“…These hours should be carried out in recesses wherever possible 
and provided payment is registered promptly this should continue to be 
allowed.” (Munro Ross; ID: 111859475) 

 

                                            
1 Some mentioned specific roles that should be exempt. To avoid repetition, these are dealt 

with in the analysis of Question 3, which deals with possible exceptions to a ban. 
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Reasons for opposing the proposed Bill  
 
The most cited reason by those opposing the proposal was the importance of 
politicians having experience from outside politics; exposure to people and 
alternative views, which they otherwise might not come across. It was felt that 
this better equips them to serve the public, as it gives a better understanding 
of the world most people live and work in. 
 
Others referred to fairness. For example, that it would be unfair to treat MSPs 
differently to other people, who are allowed to hold more than one job; or to 
penalise people who’ve built up a business and who are unable to continue 
overseeing it or working part-time. John Connell (ID: 107096041) raised the 
issue that it may preclude some from becoming politicians—  
 

“People who are full-time politicians and ONLY full-time politicians are, 
I believe, LEAST representative of their constituents. Parliament needs 
the widest range of expertise possible and there are many 
professions/vocations/job-types who would be unable to spend a 
number of years as a politician if they were not also, at the same time, 
able to continue to practise their profession…” 

 
One anonymous respondent viewed the proposal as a breach of human 
rights. (Anonymous Response 16; ID: 106183931) 
 
Some viewed having additional jobs as unproblematic if there were no 
conflicts or neglect of duties.  
 
Nikolas Andersen (ID: 111897013) stated— 
 

“I think that a down to earth job without conflicts of interest, for instance 
one day per week, if possible, would be a big benefit for M(S)Ps. I 
agree that simultaneously holding a position paying much more than 
the M(S)P position might not be in the best interest of government.” 

 
The precarity of political life was also mentioned, and the need for a fall-back 
source of income—  
 

“Having a foot in the ‘real world’ is important. Being an MSP is not a 
career but may be a short period depending on election results. Links 
to a job are therefore very important”. (Anonymous Response 26; ID: 
107068350) 

 
One anonymous respondent, who was unsure, raised the point that those 
without pre-existing wealth or private income could be discouraged from 
standing— 

 
“…I will be absolutely in favour of MSPs not being permitted to 
undertake other remunerated activities if there is a guarantee that 
anyone who is elected and required to leave a job will be supported 
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back into employment if they lose their seat.” (Anonymous Response 
105; 115452328) 

 
Other suggestions made 
 
A number of respondents made alternative suggestions, these have been 
summarised in the analysis of Question 13 (which seeks other comments and 
suggestions).  

 

Question 2: What (if any) restrictions on MSPs outside employment 
should there be?  
 

• A — An outright ban on non-MSP work, with some specified 
exceptions 

• B — A restriction on total earnings from non-MSP work 

• C — A restriction on the number of hours that can be spent on non-
MSP work 

• A and B 

• A and C 

• B and C 

• A, B and C 

• None of A, B and C 

• Unsure 

 
 

 
 
526 respondents (100% of the total) answered this question.    
 
Some respondents refer more generally to politicians, not only to Members of 
the Scottish Parliament, sometimes also citing Westminster as an example. 
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A — An outright ban on non-MSP work, with some specified exceptions 
 
250 of the 526 respondents (48%) expressed a preference for an outright ban, 
with some exceptions.  
 
A considerable number of respondents reiterated reasons given under 
Question 1 explaining support for the general principles of the proposal.  
 
A number of respondents viewed a ban with some exceptions as necessary. 
Some believed limiting time or income would be insufficient and that a ban 
would be less likely to be circumvented than restrictions.2  Some stated that 
caveats, qualifications or loopholes would otherwise be exploited, or open to 
interpretation.   
 

“... What is reasonable to one is unreasonable to another, so remove 
any basis for disagreement.” (Maurice Alan Hogarth; ID: 111952776) 
 
“A restriction on just hours would be completely meaningless, because 
elected representatives are paid large amounts of money for very few 
hours of work. Their value is their ability to influence legislation within 
parliament. I think a restriction on total earnings would probably get 
bypassed and not have much of an effect. I think if someone works as 
an MSP that should be their only job.” (Patricia Johnston; ID 
107121020) 
 

Some cited the need for a simple approach; that the other alternatives would 
be difficult to enforce; or that allowing a certain amount of paid work could be 
difficult to keep track of. 
 

“An outright ban with some specified exceptions makes the situation 
absolutely clear. All the other options/restrictions can be manipulated 
so that what is demonstrable may be circumvented by many means 
such as simply changing the name of an activity or method of reward. 
E.g. expenses can be a very fluid number and would not be recorded 
as earnings.” (No Name; ID 111838102) 

 
A few respondents who chose Option A qualified their response by stating 
that they did not believe there should be any exceptions. Reasons cited for 
this included that any remuneration from a third-party risks inappropriate 
influence and that MSPs are paid significantly more than most other people.  
 
B - A restriction on total earnings from non-MSP work  
 
Fourteen of the 526 respondents (3%) selected this option. 
 

                                            
2 Many respondents gave examples of what should/should not be considered as an exception 

to a ban. These are included in the analysis of Questions 3, which deals specifically with what 

(if any) exceptions there should be to a ban. 
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“B is probably the easiest to manage and for MSPs to adhere to. It also 
removes the motive for working extended hours outwith the MSP role 
as there is no financial gain beyond the allowed percentage.” 
(Anonymous Response 12; ID: 105016085) 

 
The avoidance of conflicts of interest and undue influence were again 
mentioned by most respondents who provided a comment. Financial gain was 
the issue for several respondents. One suggested there should not be an 
outright ban, but that any financial gains should be deducted from their public 
purse salary (Robert Dow; ID: 106000659). Another respondent’s view was 
that there would be no incentive if there was no payment (Jim Sheridan; ID: 
104164031). Another respondent stated— 
 

“The income from being a[n] MSP must be the most important and 
largest part of an MSP’s total income to avoid undue influence from 
people who are not constituents.” (Martin Smith; ID: 112048850) 

 
C — A restriction on the number of hours that can be spent on non-MSP 
work 

 
Twenty-eight respondents (5%) selected option C. 
 
Several believed it important to allow MSPs to maintain/undertake some 
degree of additional employment. It was felt that a limit on hours would ensure 
their MSP role would take priority. Some respondents recognised that some 
MSPs may wish to maintain aspects of their career from before they entered 
Parliament or ensure qualifications could be maintained or extended. One 
respondent referred to the fact that many people do small, part-time jobs 
alongside a full-time job. They went on to explain— 
 

“… Also there might be some grey areas as to what constitutes 'work' 
(does renting out a property you can't sell count as working as a 
landlord, for example). Restriction on hours seems the most sensible 
way to go about ensuring MSPs focus on being an MSP as their full-
time job.” (Alex Staniforth; ID 104194665) 
 

A number of suggestions were made on how to implement this— 

• a basic job description based on a nominal total hours of work per 
week could allow some additional hours to be worked; 

• registering any outside employment to avoid conflict of interest; 

• requiring MSPs to log their hours— 
 
“… While hours spent in committee meetings, the debating chamber, 
and attending votes would obviously be on record, other matters such 
as constituency meetings, constituency work, and surgeries held, 
should also be included. So the public can see how much or little their 
MSP is actually doing in their day to day job …” (Kyle Mackie; ID 
104223060) 
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A and B - An outright ban on non-MSP work, with some specified 
exceptions, combined with a restriction on total earnings from non-MSP 
work. 
 
Thirty-eight of the 526 respondents (7%) selected this combination. 
 
Again, commitment to a full-time job, which is well enough paid, and avoiding 
conflicts of interest were mentioned. 
 

“If an MSP thinks they have spare time to go make more money, then 
perhaps they should go and speak to their austerity-devastated 
constituents, who will definitely have something for them to do.” 
(Anonymous Response 116; ID: 112928055) 
 

Some believed it should not just be about second jobs, but income/earnings 
from other activities—   
 

“… No MSP should have a second job, but I have selected B because I 
realise that some MSPs might have some income from other sources 
that do not involve employment – but these should be very restricted 
(no more than, say, £3000/year), e.g. from family ownership of a 
company etc. …” (Michael Marten; ID: 106180526) 

 
“I particularly support B because otherwise there is a possibility that 
this is only about work, and therefore only restricts activities of MSPs 
who sell their labour for income. The restriction on income should also 
apply to people who make their money through investments, and 
particularly landlords. (Mike Williamson; ID 107108082) 

 
Whilst another respondent underlined that it should be clearly understood as 
employment related—   
 

“The restriction relates to paid work and this needs to be made clear. 
As noted earlier they are already well paid and should confine their 
work to those required to do their job full time as an MP.” (Desmond 
Cohen; ID: 111836514) 

 
A and C - An outright ban on non-MSP work, with some specified 
exceptions, combined with a restriction on the number of hours that can 
be spent on non-MSP work.  
 
Twenty-eight respondents (5%) opted for this combination. 
 
The main reason cited here was that there may be valid reasons for 
continuing with some hours of non-MSP work, including further 
study/education, voluntary work, maintaining a profession or fulfilling a vital 
public service role. 
 

“As a medic, it would be a waste of all of my training … if I were to 
become a politician not to continue to practice to at least a small 
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degree for the good of the public and allow me to return to clinical 
practice should I so wish.” (Anonymous Response 88; ID: 112185494) 

 
Some voiced additional caveats—   

• any additional work should not interfere with interests or roles or 
distract an MSP from their work; 

• there should be a limit on the amount of time that can be spent on any 
exceptions.  

 
B and C - A restriction on total earnings from non-MSP work combined 
with a restriction on the number of hours that can be spent on non-MSP 
work. 
 
A total of 60 respondents (11%) selected this option. 
 
Reasons given for selecting this combination included— 

• that some outside work can be important, but shouldn’t be unpaid, so a 
cap on hours and earnings would be suitable; 

• this option would provide safeguards to ensure being an MSP would 
remain the main occupation. 

 
Vaughan Jones stated that— 

“An outright ban may be counterproductive in preventing up to date 
experience of the world outside politics from enlightening the debates.” 
(Vaughan Jones; ID: 111896113) 

 
A number of respondents made reference to this option striking a balance—  

• preventing excessive remuneration (thereby deterring conflicts) and 
ensuring enough time would be devoted to focusing on MSP work; 

• it would enable some work, to help improve job security/keep link with 
their former employment/business, while allowing them to do their 
elected job properly; 

 
“Any person with a full-time job may choose to work extra hours to gain 
extra income or to fulfil a separate interest that may generate income, e.g. 
music, craft. For an MSP the amount of time/income should be declared 
and should be within a specified limit to ensure it does not impact the MSP 
work.” (Glenn Halstead; ID: 108226811) 

 
S. E O'Keefe Liddard stated that— “This would be a step forward towards 
eventually achieving a blanket ban on other remunerated work.” (ID:  
112146940) 

 
A, B and C - an outright ban on non-MSP work with some limited 
exceptions combined with a restriction on total earnings from non-MSP 
work, and a restriction on the number of hours that can be spent on 
non-MSP work. 
 
A total of 81 respondents (15%) selected this option. 
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A high number referred to the need to combine all three measures, or that the 
three collectively ‘made sense’; with many referring to a starting point as a 
presumption against other employment (with some exceptions)— 
 

“The norm should be no other job, hence A. Big earnings from outside 
work may be a sign of corruption, hence B. Too many hours elsewhere 
could mean [skimping] on the main job of MSP, hence C.” (Diana E 
Forrest; ID: 111861699) 

 
“It’s impossible to tell how creatively ways would be found to bypass a 
simple ban, the restrictions B & C would reinforce the principle 
established by A.” (Malcolm Parker; ID: 111864091) 

 
Some referred to this ‘covering all bases’ and providing proper oversight— 

 
“This would cover all eventualities. there must be very clear rules so 
politicians and the public know what is acceptable and it is possible to 
enforce.” (Claudia Beamish MSP; ID: 115525470) 

 
“Public needs to have maximum confidence in our institutions, and our 
institutions need to have the necessary mechanisms in place to 
prevent corruption, but also dehumanization of politicians.” 
(Anonymous Response 3; ID: 104182956) 

 
A number of respondents explained that there may be valid instances for 
external work, in which case income received, and hours spent, should be 
restricted. For some, the preference was for no exceptions, but that if there 
had to be, then the time and remuneration should be limited.  
 

“… While some exceptions may be necessary, they should be few and 
far between (and monitored closely by a completely independent 
body). Even those exceptions should be restricted to avoid conflicts of 
interest, so that the general public can start to have confidence in their 
MPs again.” (Mark Willis; ID: 111875561) 
 

None of A, B and C 
 
A total of 20 respondents (4%) selected this option. 
 
Several were in favour of an outright ban with no exceptions. Some felt that 
combining A, B and C would prove very difficult to monitor and that an outright 
ban would be simpler.  
 
A number of respondents believed there should be no restrictions at all. 
Reasons cited for this included that it would be a breach of an MSP’s rights; 
that it was their life and would be authoritarian to impose such restrictions. 

 
“Setting sensible parameters for A B C is not possible ... How much or 
little an MSP is paid has no direct bearing upon whether and how much 
influence the payment will make on what an MSP may decide to 
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employ in their Holyrood deliberations.” (Anonymous Response 48; ID: 
111838875) 
 
“I would propose the opposite of these options. MSPs should in fact be 
required to have other than MSP duties/responsibilities alongside being 
a MSP... As well as being a direct link to day-to-day life, they will get to 
keep their hand in so that they are more employable if they fail to get 
re-elected …” (Michael Corish; ID: 112037102) 
 

 
Banning certain categories of outside work 
 
 

Question 3: The proposal is to ban MSPs doing any additional 
remunerated work, apart from the exceptions listed in Annex 1. Which of 
the following best describes your view? 

• There should be a ban on MSPs doing any additional remunerated 
work, with no exceptions 

• There should be a ban on MSPs doing any additional remunerated 
work, apart from the exceptions listed in Annex 1 

• There should be a ban on MSPs doing any additional remunerated 
work, with some exceptions, but not those listed in Annex 1 (please 
specify) 

• There should not be a ban on MSPs doing additional remunerated 
work 

• Unsure 

 
A total of 517 respondents (out of the 526) answered this question.  
Of these— 

• 194 (38%) believed there should be a ban with no exceptions;  

• 236 (46%) preferred the option of a ban with the exceptions listed in 
Annex 1;  

• 22 (4%) stated their preference for a ban with exceptions, but not those 
listed in Annex 1;  

• 22 (4%) did not believe there should be any ban; and  

• 43 (8%) were unsure.  
 
A few respondents referred to the fact that they had not been able to consult 
Annex 1. 
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The vast majority of respondents (452 of the 517 who answered this question) 
were in favour of some form of ban. Of those, many repeated the reasons 
given under Question 1 for supporting the overall proposal.  
 
Among respondents who advocated no exceptions (194 of the 517 who 
responded) several suggested that if someone did wish to pursue other jobs 
then they should not become an MSP. Other themes mentioned included that 
the introduction of exceptions could create loopholes that would be open to 
abuse; and that a straight ban would be a simpler system to monitor.   
 

“Exceptions lead to grey areas and breaches of the ban.” (Dinah 
Dossor; ID: 111840352) 

 
For those who selected the second option (236 of 517), agreeing with a ban 
on additional remunerated work, with the exceptions listed in Annex 1, 
many described the exceptions in Annex 1 as reasonable, fair, valid or ‘about 
right’. 
 

“Annex 1 is vital as it allows professionals from all walks of life to bring 
their expertise to the parliament and, should they step down from 
parliament, they should be able to return to their profession with no 
penalties.” (Crawford Young; ID: 113231145) 

 
Several referred specifically to the importance of being able to maintain 
professional qualifications, or membership of a professional body; that 
excluding these from a ban would be a reasonable and proportionate 
approach. 
 
Some agreed with the exceptions in principle, but further qualified some of the 
specific exceptions— 



 

18 
 

• any outside work that is permitted should not be paid; 

• writing for publications could be acceptable if money was donated to 
charity; 

• journalistic writing should only be allowed for local media, linking to 
constituents; 

• unpaid charitable work could be acceptable but with limited hours; 

• part-time directorships of charities should be permitted; 

• dual mandates should not be permitted. 
 
For those that agreed to a ban with exceptions but not those listed in 
Annex 1 (22 respondents), the main additional comments related to writing 
for a regular publication/newspaper articles. Several commented that this 
should not be paid but should be seen as part of the MSP role and therefore 
unpaid. Varied views were also expressed on this issue in response to 
Questions 1 and 2. These included that— 

• a journalist, or other job where performance is influenced by their 
political opinion, should not be an exception;  

• remuneration for politically-connected media appearances was fine;  

• occasional paid journalism could be allowed if it was independent of 
proprietorial control. 

 
Some suggested that MSPs should be able to maintain a business set up 
before taking political office if this could be done without neglecting their 
duties as an MSP and as with no conflict of interest. The proposal was also 
made to extend exception 2 (professionals maintaining credentials) to include 
other professions and enable politicians to maintain a livelihood for after their 
political jobs. Farmers and shop-owners were mentioned as suggestions.   
 
A few selected this option as they considered that the list in Annex 1 may not 
cover everything. Other views on exceptions that should be covered (including 
some given in responses to Questions 1 and 2) included— 
  

• working for a genuine family business; 

• tied activities, like farmer, land lord or director of own company;  

• seat on a charity board or board of a community group; 

• non-executive director of a small company that would benefit from the 
MSP’s expertise; 

• book royalties for work previously published; 

• giving talks, addresses, lecturing; 

• representing a sports team; 

• Party-associated organisation; 

• academic research for a recognized university. 
 
Some views to the contrary were also expressed; for example, some believed 
that landlords should not be an exception. Ian Collacott gave his views on 
private sector work— 
 

“… I think it is difficult to argue that holding a paid position on the board 
of a private company, or any form of advisory work for a private 
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company, is consistent with representing and working for constituents 
in a fair and unbiased manner.” (Ian Collacott; ID: 111836449) 
  

Twenty-two respondents believed there should be no ban on MSPs taking 
up additional remunerated work. A number referred again to the importance 
of maintaining relevant experience outside of the Parliament.  

 
Other reasons given included— 

• it would be a breach of their human rights; 

• the freedom for anyone to take on additional work if they choose, with 
consequences if it interferes with their elected role; 

• it should be acceptable if it’s in their own time;  

• a full ban goes too far, as individual circumstances may change, and 
require additional income into the household. 

 
Of those who were unsure (43 of the 517 who responded), 19 mentioned 
they had not been able to consult Annex 1.  Some of the others who 
commented were unsure if Annex 1 had it completely right, that it may need 
expanded on. Two other views expressed were— 
 

“I support the idea of there being a ban on MSPs doing any additional 
remunerated work in principle but believe that the situation is more 
complex than this survey suggests and will restrict ordinary people 
from standing for election.” (Anonymous Response 105; ID: 
115452328) 
 
“MSPs may have their own reasons for exemption, if so they need to 
make their constituents aware prior to being elected. The electorate 
can thus evaluate each candidate and decide who is best to represent 
them in the Scottish Parliament.” (Blair Craig; ID: 106187946) 

 
Limiting outside earnings 
 
The proposed Bill intends to place restrictions on outside remuneration for 
MSPs, up to a certain percentage of an MSP’s annual salary. The aim is to 
limit the amount an MSP can earn from work not covered by the ban.  The 
consultation invited views as to what the cap should be, as a percentage of an 
MSP’s salary. The limit would cover all additional work, including the stated 
exceptions in Annex 1. Remuneration earned prior to becoming an MSP, and 
pension income, would be exempt.  
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Question 4: The proposal is that there should be an overall cumulative 
limit, for any calendar year, on the amount that an MSP can earn from 
additional remunerated work. The proposal is to express that as a % of 
an MSP’s salary (currently £62,149). In your view, what should that 
overall limit be? 

• There should be a complete ban on MSPs earning anything in 
addition to their salary as MSPs (or Ministers) 

• The limit on how much MSPs can earn in addition to their salary as 
MSPs (or Ministers) should be set at 10% of an MSP’s salary (i.e. 
£6,215) 

• The limit on how much MSPs can earn in addition to their salary as 
MSPs (or Ministers) should be set at 25% of an MSP’s salary (i.e. 
£15,537) 

• The limit on how much MSPs can earn in addition to their salary as 
MSPs (or Ministers) should be set at 50% of an MSP’s salary (i.e. 
£31,075) 

• The limit on how much MSPs can earn in addition to their salary as 
MSPs (or Ministers) should be set at 100% of an MSP’s salary (i.e. 
£62,149) 

• There should be limit, but this should be set at some other % of an 
MSP’s salary or in some other way (please specify) 

• There should be no overall limit on how much MSPs can earn in 
addition to their salary as MSPs (or Ministers) in a calendar year 

• Unsure 

 

 
 
523 respondents (99% of the total) answered this question. 

 

• a majority of respondents (270, 52%) supported a complete ban on MSPs 
earning anything in addition to their salary as MSPs (or Ministers);  

• 184 supported a percentage limit based on the four options given: 
o 104 respondents (20%) thought it should be 10% of an MSP salary;  
o 54 (10%) supported a limit of 25%; 
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o 17 (3%) supported a limit of 50%;  
o 9 (2%) supported a limit of 100% (i.e. as much as an MSP’s salary); 

• 17 respondents (3%) suggested other percentages or ideas;  

• 22 (4%) believed there should be no limit on the amount an MSP can earn 
from additional remunerated work; 

• 30 respondents (6%) were unsure.   
 
Respondents raised a number of common themes in explaining the answer or 
percentage they chose. These were used in particular by those supporting a 
complete ban on additional earnings. They have also been mentioned in 
response to previous questions and are not expanded on here.  
 

• Being an MSP should be a full-time job; 

• Money should not be a motive for being an MSP; 

• Without a ban/restriction, MSPs may be susceptible to conflicts of 
interest and to lobbying and outside interests; 

• Without a ban/restriction on outside earnings, public trust in public 
institutions is negatively affected.  

• MSPs receive a generous and/or sufficient, salary and are paid enough 
already. 

 
Respondents also provided specific reasons for the option chosen, often in 
addition to the general themes mentioned above, which are set out below.  
 
A complete ban 
 
The main reasons given for supporting this option included— 

• the risk of otherwise creating loopholes which would be open to abuse;  

• a complete ban would be simpler to implement and police than a 
restriction on earnings.  
 

One respondent stated that percentages are unfair—  
 
“Having been a trade union shop steward for 30 years, I am opposed to 
the use of percentage figures being used to calculate remuneration as 
they benefit the better paid. To use percentages in a parliament sets a 
bad example.” (Anonymous Response 108; ID: 106339641) 

 
A limit set at 10% of an MSP's salary (i.e. £6,215) 
 
Respondents who suggested that the limit be set at 10% of an MSP’s annual 
salary noted that a 10% cap— 

• Could allow some work to be done that could be considered essential 
or with wider societal value;  

• Would allow for the Annex 1 exceptions to the ban; 

• Would enable professional qualifications to be maintained.   

• Would be needed to cover any income from newspaper articles; 

• Was a small enough percentage to discourage split loyalties; 
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• Had been shown to be an effective limit elsewhere, as outlined in the 
consultation document;  

 
Peter Holford made the point that a complete ban may be unworkable (ID: 
111844792). Mike Williamson noted that a 10% cap should include income 
from investments, business interests and property as well (ID: 107108082) 
 
A limit set at 25% of an MSP's salary (i.e. £15,537) 
 
Respondents here provided similar reasons to those supporting a 10% limit, 
such as believing it to be a reasonable amount, that it ensured MSPs would 
focus on their main duties, and that it would help to maintain professional 
qualifications. 
 
A limit set at 50% of an MSP's salary (i.e. £31,075) 
 
Under this option it was noted specifically that an MSP may have a part in a 
family business and/or other commitments prior to becoming an MSP. 
 
Martin Kilbey noted that a 50% cap would help any MSP that subsequently 
lost their seat— 
 

“If you maintain that level of alternative income and become unseated you 
have not put yourself in penury and can contribute to a decent pension” 
(Martin Kilbey; ID: 111853349) 

 

A limit set at 100% of an MSP's salary (i.e. £62,149) 
 
Two respondents who suggested that the limit be set at 100% of an MSP’s 
annual salary also noted that higher pay would allow MSPs to be more 
independent.  
 
 
There should be a limit, but this should be set at some other percentage  
 
A number of respondents believed that a different percentage should be used 
as the cap. Jay Ginn noted that— 
 

“… there should be some leeway up or down, including to zero, to 
allow for the circumstances of both MSP and their employer.” (Jay 
Ginn; ID: 111883094) 

 
One respondent believed that the limit should be agreed and set by 
parliament (Anonymous Response 99; ID: 114832721) and another that the 
amount should factor in the amount of work required to maintain professional 
qualifications (Niamh Roberts; ID: 111894731). 
 
There should be no overall limit  
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The 22 respondents who called for no overall limit on additional remuneration, 
gave specific reasons for this choice that included— 
 

• Restricting outside remuneration would be a breach of human 
rights; 

• It would allow an MSP to keep going, during evenings and 
weekends, a business that had been established prior to becoming 
an MSP; 

• The issue is about an MSP’s commitment to role, not money 
earned; 

• MSPs should represent all income groups; 

• A fixed limit/a restriction on remuneration seemed to be about envy 
and detracted from looking at the MSP’s overall performance. 

 
Unsure 
 
Some respondents that selected ‘unsure’ noted that they had chosen to select 
limiting ‘hours’ rather than ‘money’ in Question 2 and therefore were unsure 
how to answer this question or weren’t focused on the money aspect.  
 
Other specific reasons for choosing ‘unsure’ included—  
 

• It should be enough to declare an interest, and monies acquired; 

• The exceptions and/or any work for maintaining professional 
credentials or working as a carer should be exempt from any cap. 
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Limiting time spent on activities in which MSPs have a financial interest 
 
The proposed Bill aims to restrict the amount of time MSPs can spend on 
activities in which they have a financial interest. These activities would not 
include personal projects such as home improvements, education and 
recreation. The restriction would not include the time spent on the stated 
exceptions in Annex 1.  
 

Question 5: The proposal is to restrict the amount of time (each month) that 
MSPs can spend on activities in which they have a financial interest. (This 
would not apply to the exceptions listed in Annex 1). Which of the following 
best describes your view?3  

• There should be a complete ban on MSPs spending any time on activities 
in which they have a financial interest 

• There should be a ban on MSPs spending any time on activities in which 
they have a financial interest, but only during Parliamentary sitting weeks 

• There should be a limit on the amount of time (measured in hours each 
month) MSPs can spend on activities in which they have a financial 
interest (including time spent during weekends and recesses) 

• There should be no restriction on how much time MSPs spend on activities 
in which they have a financial interest 

• Unsure 

• Other (please specify) 

 
522 respondents (99% of the total) answered this question. 
 

 

                                            
3 NB: A "Parliamentary sitting week" is any working week (Mon-Fri) when the Scottish 

Parliament is not in recess. In a typical year, the Parliament is in recess for a week in 

February, 2 weeks at Easter, 9 weeks in the summer, 2 weeks in October and 2 weeks over 

Christmas and New Year.  
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• A majority of respondents to this question (294, 56%) supported a 
complete ban on MSPs spending any time on activities in which they 
have a financial interest.  

• 62 respondents (12%) thought that there should be a ban on MSPs 
spending time on activities in which they have a financial interest, but 
only during Parliamentary sitting weeks.  

• 119 (23%) thought there should be a limit on the amount of time 
(measured in hours each month) MSPs can spend on activities in 
which they have a financial interest (including time spent during 
weekends and recesses).  

• 16 (3%) did not believe there should be a restriction on how much time 
MSPs spend on activities in which they have a financial interest.  

• 22 respondents (4%) were unsure and 

• 9 respondents (2%) selected ‘other’.  
 
As with previous questions, a number of common themes were reiterated by a 
large number of respondents, to explain the answers they selected for 
Question 5. These have not been repeated here. 
 
A complete ban on MSPs spending any time on activities in which they 
have a financial interest.  
 
In addition to the recurring themes, a number of respondents who believed 
that there should be a complete ban believed— 
 

• MSPs should be working during weekends and recesses, or spending 
time with their families; 

• MSPs need to take time off. 
 

For example, one anonymous respondent made the point that—  
 

“If you had any other job and you used your annual leave to work a 
different job, job number 1 would be unhappy. Holidays and time off 
are essential and important. Without proper rest because you are 
instead at job 2 you are not going to be at your best for job 1. If your 
"job 1" is to represent people in the Scottish Parliament you should 
take that seriously enough to want to perform your best and not spend 
the time you should be resting elsewhere.” (Anonymous Response 
116: ID 112928055) 

 
Other suggestions and explanations for a complete ban included that— 
 

• MSPs can’t be trusted to stay within the limit/cap; 

• A complete ban is easiest to enforce and closes loopholes. 
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A ban on MSPs spending any time on activities in which they have a 
financial interest, but only during Parliamentary sitting weeks.  
 
The 62 respondents who believed a ban should be in place during 
parliamentary sitting weeks, often stated that this was because the issue at 
hand was not about the time spent or the fact that MSPs were supplementing 
their income, but about their overall commitment to the role. Mary Sharkey, for 
example, noted that—  
 

“Everyone has the right to supplement their income but only if it doesn’t 
interfere with the duties of their constituents.” (Mary Sharkey: ID 
108488300) 

 
Some respondents also believed that MSPs should be able to do what they 
want in recess and/or during time off.  A few respondents misunderstood this 
option (for example, believing that all recess was ‘holiday time’ and equated to 
16 weeks holiday per year), or provided reasons which supported a different 
option.  
 
A limit on the amount of time (measured in hours each month)  
 
Multiple respondents set out reasons for a limit (measured in hours) that are 
similar to reasons for total ban or partial ban. 
 
Reasons stated for introducing a specific limit, measured in hours, include— 
 

• Doubt that MSPs are actually using all recess time, except for when 
genuinely on holiday, for constituency business; 

• To prevent MSPs spending their time writing books; 

• A limit may lead to better working practices; 

• There will be justifiable exceptions and a limit allows for flexibility; 

• Overly restrictive rules may prevent some valuable potential MSPs 
from being able to take on the role. 

 
Kyle Mackie offered the suggestion that—  
 

“An elected official should have to log all of the hours they spend in that 
duty and prove their activities in which they have an interest (e.g. 
maintaining a business they own) are conducted in time that would not 
be spent conducting Parliamentary business or carrying out duties 
expected of an elected official.” (Kyle Mackie: ID 104223060) 

 
A few respondents noted that a limit is reasonable but may be difficult to 
enforce. A few seemed to misunderstand the option, or another option would 
have better reflected their comments.   
 

https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/530417?u=108488300
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No restriction on how much time MSPs spend on activities in which they 
have a financial interest. 
 
Specific reasons given, include— 
 

• It would be a breach of their human rights;  

• It would be impossible to police and manage;  

• A cap on earnings is more enforceable;  

• It would widen experience and avoid ‘professional politicians’; 

• Restrictions may bring unforeseen consequences;  

• A limit is unnecessary.  MSPs will simply fail to get re-elected if they 
are not being effective.  

 
Unsure 
 
For the 22 respondents that were ‘unsure’, reasons cited highlighted the 
complexity of the proposal, including that— 
 

“… a person could have a financial interest in something without it 
taking time from the time which should be spent as an MSP.” (Colin 
Buman; ID: 111837221) 

 
Crawford Young noted—  

 
“I am unsure of this one as I can think of two cases where an MSP may 
need to spend time on something outside parliamentary work: 1, if they 
are part of a farming family and hence need to work on the farm. 2, 
they are integral to a small family firm (size of firm to be defined).” 
(Crawford Young; ID: 113231145) 

 
John Beardmore thought that MSPs should also be able to manage family 
finances but noted that “…if these include shares in companies which provide 
services to government, this may cause conflicts of interest.” (John 
Beardmore; ID: 111861034) 
 
Some respondents were unsure which restriction was best, and how a limit or 
ban would be monitored, whilst others thought that the proposal was 
unreasonable. For example, Alan Hewitt noted— 
 

“Some financial interests are legitimate; investments, for example. 
Other people do not have restrictions on the time they can spend on 
things like this. It seems unreasonable, therefore, to impose restrictions 
on [MSPs]. There should be other checks on whether they are doing 
the job properly, as there are in other occupations.” (Alan Hewitt; ID: 
111902064) 

 
A few respondents were again under the impression that recess meant 
‘holiday time’.  
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Question 6: If there were to be a year-round limit on the amount of time (each 
month) that MSPs can spend on activities in which they have a financial 
interest, what should it be? (This would not apply to the exceptions listed in 
Annex 1).  

• MSPs should not be allowed to spend any time on activities in which they 
have a financial interest 

• A limit of 8 hours per month 

• A limit of 24 hours per month 

• A limit of 40 hours per month 

• There should be no restriction on how much time MSPs spend on activities 
in which they have a financial interest 

• Unsure 

• Other (please specify) 

 
 

 
 
523 respondents (99% of the total) answered this question. 
 

• 288 of the 523 (55%) believed that MSPs should not be allowed to spend 
any time on activities in which they have a financial interest; 

• 154 respondents believed a limit (in hours per month) would be 
appropriate: 

o 75 (14%) suggested a limit of 8 hours per month; 
o 59 (11%) chose a limit of 24 hours per month; 
o 20 (4%) chose 40 hours per month;  

• 16 respondents (3%) believed that there should be no restriction on time 
spent on financial activities;  

• 47 respondents (9%) were unsure; and  

• 18 respondents (3%) chose ‘other’.  
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MSPs should not be allowed to spend any time on activities in which 
they have a financial interest.  
 
Those supporting this option gave similar reasons to those who made this 
choice in Question 5, for example, that a complete ban is easiest to enforce 
and closes loopholes.  
 
Gordon Gray suggested that the ban should also include any holidays paid for 
by others. (ID: 107140497) 
 
A limit of 8 hours per month. 
 
Respondents who chose this option explained that this amount of time— 
 

• would be unlikely to limit parliamentary activity significantly; 

• recognised some activities should be permitted, beyond MSP 
responsibilities; 

• was a starting point and could be adjusted or reviewed; 

• would allow for flexibility and the maintenance of skills required for 
professional registration.   

 
James Muir referred to—  

 
“A small amount of time for their own personal finances. i.e. bank / 
investment checks” (James Muir; ID: 114226850). 

 
A limit of 24 hours per month. 
 
Respondents here noted similar views as for 8 hours. Alex Staniforth 
calculated that 24 hours per month equated to 5-6 hours on a weekend (ID: 
104194665).  
 
Another specific example for a 24 hours limit was as follows— 
 

“I can see an MSP owning a second home that is rented out (both as 
supplementary income and as a pension pot) needing to check up or 
maintain such a home. But this should not be taking up too much of 
their time. 24 hours per months seems fair.” (Stuart Stevenson; ID: 
107076130) 

 

A limit of 40 hours per month 
 
Forty hours was deemed a reasonable amount for some of the 20 
respondents that chose this option. 
  
Martin Kilbey noted that—  
 

“That represents about 10 hours a week - enough to steer a business 
in absentia.” (Martin Kilbey; ID: 111853349) 
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No restriction on how much time MSPs spend on activities in which they 
have a financial interest 
 
A number of respondents who chose this option repeated reasons given in 
Question 5 for choosing ‘no restriction’. In addition, Michael Corish noted—  
 

“Many of the greatest politicians of the past ran businesses while 
representing constituents. In a world of better technology, surely 
juggling responsibilities will be easier.” (Michael Corish; ID:  
112037102) 

 
Unsure 
 
As with Question 5, some respondents suggested that grey areas would make 
this aspect of the proposal difficult to implement or measure. Issues raised 
included— 

• family businesses might be difficult to quantify; 

• there could be privacy issues; 

• it should be for MSPs to decide what they can do without interference; 

• the work could be for a good cause, in which case one wouldn’t want to 
stop an MSP helping others. 

 
Mark Willis asked whether the limit should perhaps “…depend on the 
complexity of the job?” (Mark Willis; ID: 111875561). 
 
Other  
 
A number of respondents suggested different limits for hours per month, 
without necessary providing any reasoning (e.g. 4 hours per week, 15 hours 
per month, 16 hours per month and 60 hours per month).  
 
A number of alternative suggestions were made. These have been grouped 
together in the analysis of Question 13 on other suggestions/comments.  
 
Robert Goundry noted that child care also has a financial value (ID: 
111861937).  
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Reporting and Enforcement Procedures 

The consultation document states that the preferred procedures for the 

reporting and enforcement of the new rules, would be to maintain the current 

parliamentary procedures for members reporting their financial interests. This 

would mean that Members would be required to self-report any earnings or 

time spent that fell under the new provisions.  

 

Question 7. In order to enforce restrictions, what should be the next step 
following the self-reporting by MSPs on their outside earnings and time 
spent, and the publication by Parliament of that data? 

• The publication of the data is sufficient. There should be no formal 
process for investigating or punishing any alleged breach of the 
restrictions 

• Existing procedures should be followed (i.e. investigation by an 
external Commissioner of any complaint and decision by a 
Parliamentary committee). Any breach should be punished with 
Parliamentary sanctions 

• Breach of the restrictions should be a criminal offence, so any 
breach would be investigated by the police and enforced through the 
courts 

• Other (please specify) 

• Unsure 

 

 

 

522 respondents (99% of the total) answered this question. 
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• 19 of the 522 (4%) respondents felt that the publication of the data as 

reported by MSPs would be sufficient, with no formal process for 

investigating or punishing an alleged breach;  

• 228 respondents (44%) thought that the existing procedures should be 

followed (investigation by an external Commissioner of any complaint; 

decision by parliamentary Committee; and parliamentary sanctions); 

• 245 respondents (47%) believed that breach of the restrictions should 

be a criminal offence.  

• 19 respondents (4%) felt another reporting and enforcement 

mechanism should be used; and  

• 11 respondents (2%) were unsure.  

 

Publication of data is sufficient 

Nineteen of the 522 respondents believed publishing the data, following self-

reporting by MSPs, would be sufficient.  Only two respondents provided 

comments on why they selected this option, but their comments suggested 

that they disagreed with this option despite selecting it.  

Existing procedures should be followed 

A total of 228 respondents thought that the existing procedures for the 

registering of financial interests should be followed.4  

Reasons for selecting this option included that—  

• it provides transparency and accountability;  

• it seems a fair and reasonable approach;  

• it may prevent MSPs from breaking the rules; 

• there should be consequences and that the rule should be 

enforceable— 

 

“There is no point in banning outside work, then having no 

repercussions if someone is found out ...” (Colin Ferrington; ID: 

107076352) 

A number of respondents commented on current procedures, including that 

that they seem sufficient, simple, straightforward and uncontentious—   

“The current procedures used by the Scottish Parliament are 

transparent and fair. Utilising this method will also limit the amount of 

disruption and ensure that new measures are adopted quickly and 

effectively.” (Anonymous Response 104; ID: 115398593) 

However, a number of respondents noted that existing procedures should be 

followed unless or until there were multiple breaches— 

                                            
4 This process also requires that any complaint is investigated by an external Commissioner, 

with a final decision taken by a Parliament committee. If the complaint is upheld, 

parliamentary sanctions may be applied, for example, exclusion from meetings of the 

Parliament. 
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“A second breach should be passed to the courts.” (John Ablewhite; ID: 

111847071) 

“Use existing procedures but if these prove to be ineffective, change 

procedures to make infringements a criminal offence.” (Glenise 

Morgan; ID: 111847447) 

A few respondents, such as Vaughan Jones, also stated that they believed 

that the Parliament should police itself. (ID: 111896113) 

A large number of respondents noted that they selected this option as a police 

investigation, with accompanying criminal sanctions, would be too harsh or 

even ‘overkill’ in some circumstances.  

“I wouldn't say breach would be a criminal offence. This is about 

ensuring MSPs are committed to the job and doing what they are paid 

to do. A breach is not criminal - it’s a question of ethics and standards. 

Ultimately, an MSP may for their own reasons choose to breach the 

rules and would then be judged by the electorate. Embarrassment 

should be enough of a motivation.” (Anonymous Response 41; ID: 

109419305) 

However, many then went on to say that persistent offenders or serious 

breaches should face criminal prosecution—   

“…Making this a criminal offence would be too draconian, but a 3 

strikes and [you’re] out policy should be considered. It should be much 

easier to remove an MSP from office than it is now.” (Colin Ferrington; 

ID: 107076352) 

One respondent noted that the press will also have a role to play in 

highlighting any wrongdoing—    

“Once initial breaches are dealt with there will likely become less of a 

need to do so and publication alone should then be enough. The Press 

will no doubt ferret out any wrongdoers anyway.” (Kenneth McMurtrie; 

ID: 107099679) 

Breach of the restrictions should be criminal offence 

Two hundred and forty-five respondents (47%) believed that a breach of the 

restrictions should be a criminal offence, with any breach being investigated 

by the police and enforced through the courts.  

A large number of respondents selected this option because they believed 

that the rules need to be strict and breaches taken seriously, for example—   

“Repercussions need to be strict, fair and equal.” (David Young, ID: 

105471169) 

“As dramatic as it may sound, there has to be a sufficient deterrent in 

place to stop rules being broken. This is the only way to prevent 
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anyone who may be of a 'Have my cake and eat it' disposition.” 

(Stephen Leslie; ID: 106003907) 

Others believed that parliamentary sanctions have not been serious enough 

or worked in the past—  

“Unfortunately, past history of politicians’ behaviour indicates that 

breaches of parliamentary codes need to be very seriously enforced to 

be effective.” (Tess Green; ID: 111892152) 

A few respondents noted that MSPs should be held to a higher standard, and 

that breaking the rules amounted to fraud—   

“Cheating or defrauding the public purse should be a criminal offence 

and guilty offenders should be removed immediately from office, no 

hesitation.” (Robert Dow; ID: 106000659) 

Others, such as Kevin O’Brien (ID: 111861003) noted that criminal sanctions 

were the only way to restore public confidence in parliament and the political 

system.  

Some respondents commented that MSPs shouldn’t be trusted and that 

parliament shouldn’t police itself, for example—   

“… If they breach the rules they are not to be trusted and cannot be 

trusted to regulate themselves. A commission is a waste of time and 

money.” (Helen Adelaide Lambert; ID: 111912873) 

However, other respondents believed that most MSPs have integrity so 

should not fear criminal sanctions for a breach of the rules— 

“I'm certain the large majority of MSPs are of the highest integrity, in 

which case they would not fear action through the courts.” (Jon 

Freeman; ID: 111840229) 

Jeremy Wickins stated that “…Obviously, there need to be adequate 

safeguards to avoid false accusations for political ends.” (Jeremy Wickins; ID: 

111840499) 

Unclear responses 

A significant number of respondents noted that MSPs should be held to the 

same laws and standards as the public. However, these respondents did not 

explain how the public would be committing a criminal offence by having a 

second job or outside income.  

A number of respondents seemed to misunderstand the current reporting and 

enforcement procedures or did not realise that by selecting the ‘criminal 

offence’ option for this question, MSPs would still be self-reporting in the first 

instance. In addition, a number of respondents who selected this option were 

under the impression that by making something a requirement in law, it also 

automatically made it a criminal offence.  

https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/530417?u=111861003
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Reasons for selecting Other or Unsure 

Most respondents who selected ‘unsure’ either explained their response in 

relation to one of the other options above or offered other suggestions for 

reporting and enforcement procedures.  A number of respondents who 

selected ‘other’ or ‘unsure’ also noted, similarly to respondents above, that 

police investigation and prosecution would be appropriate for exceptional 

cases or criminal actions. 

Other suggestions  

Other suggestions made by respondents (noted throughout the various 

options) included— 

• Heavy fines would be needed; 

• Deductions from MSPs’ parliamentary salary when rules are breached; 

• Being forced “…to recontest their seat if elected on a constituency 

ballot or forced to resign from a Regional List seat.” (Kyle Mackie; ID: 

104223060) 

• That all aspects of the complaints process should be carried out by an 

external body, without the involvement of a parliament committee— 

 
“Investigation by an external Commissioner of any complaint and 

decision by an external committee, all of who are to be held as having 

no bias on proceedings - similar to enforcement through the courts but 

without a breach of the restrictions being a criminal offence. Any 

second breach should be seen as a criminal offence and dealt with 

accordingly.” (Rebecca Thomas; ID: 111854530) 

 

Question 8. Which of the following best expresses your view of 
whether/how to sanction an MSP for exceeding the limit for outside 
earnings? 

• The MSP should face sanctions in any case, whether or not the 
excess earnings have been returned or donated to charity 

• The MSP should face sanctions in any case, but if excess earnings 
have been returned or donated to charity, this should be taken into 
account in deciding on appropriate sanctions 

• The MSP should face sanctions only if the excess earnings have not 
been returned or donated to charity 

• The MSP should not face sanctions for any excess earnings 

• Unsure 

• Other (please specify) 
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A total of 520 respondents answered this question.  
 
The MSP should face sanctions in any case, whether or not the excess 
earnings have been returned or donated to charity 
 
269 (52%) of the total of 520 respondents selected this option.  Some were of 
the view that, once the rules are clear, then a breach is a breach and there is 
therefore a need for sanctions. 
 

“To not have severe sanctions creates a risk of this not being an 
offence if an MSP does not get caught, so the bar must be set high in 
order to ensure compliance by all but the most reckless and potentially 
corrupt and dishonest.” (John Harris; ID: 111840998) 

 
“What’s the point in no sanctions? If the MSP has exceeded the agreed 
limits, this means that they haven’t devoted the required time to their 
constituency’s interests and should suffer sanctions regardless of what 
happens to the earnings they have made”. (Cliff Carruthers; 
ID:111841919) 

 
The principle of returning/donating excess earnings was challenged by some, 
with the point being made that it should not be possible for MSPs to buy 
themselves out of trouble after the event.  
 

“The elected job of an MSP is a position of trust and I do not believe 
the simple act of returning or donating to charity any excess earnings 
should negate the fact that rules have been broken, it is almost like a 
thief simply returning items to avoid a sentence! Returning or donating 
to charity any excess earnings should be a matter of course.” (Rebecca 
Thomas; ID:111854530) 

 
Michael Marten underlined the importance of enforcing the rules— 
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“Enforcing the rules is important, and all the other options here operate 
on the basis of ‘getting away with it if not caught out’.” (Michael Marten; 
ID:106180526) 

 
The MSP should face sanctions in any case, but if excess earnings have 
been returned or donated to charity, this should be taken into account in 
deciding on appropriate sanctions. 
 
171 (33%) of the total number who responded to this question, selected this 
option. Respondents raised a number of points— 
 

• A case-by-case approach may be needed. Some MSPs may only 
return monies after being found out; others may proactively donate; 

• Excess earnings should go to Councils or to the Parliament; 

• This approach would allow for genuine mistakes as well as if the MSP 
had already given the money to charity, before deciding on an 
appropriate sanction. 

 
“If earnings have been returned or donated to charity, it seems harsh 
not to take this into account in deciding on sanctions.” (John de 
Carteret, ID:111837038) 

 

• The need to address repeat offences was raised— 
 

“If the breach of limits was first time and borderline and excess funds 
were returned or donated to charity then no sanctions should be taken. 
If this happened again then sanctions should be automatic regardless if 
funds had been returned or given to charity.” (William H. Watson, ID: 
111901834) 

 
Some suggested that donating to a charity may not be entirely 
unproblematic— 
 

“The connection of the Member with the charity to which donations 
have been made needs also to be considered.” (Rowland Carson, 
ID:111837391) 

 
“…Also a “charity” may be a body that has a close personal 
connection, such as being run by one’s spouse,” (Maria Fyfe, ID: 
108113861) 

 
The MSP should face sanctions only if the excess earnings have not 
been returned or donated to charity 
 
45 (9%) of respondents of a total of 520 respondents, selected this option. 
 
Sophie Franklin felt that the subsequent humiliation would be sufficient 
punishment for some MSPs— 
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“If no financial gain has been earned in the end, the shame of being 
found out should be enough punishment.” (Sophie Franklin, 
ID:112001396) 

 
A number of respondents felt this would be clearer and simpler; that there was 
a need for a proportional response and that excessively punitive approaches 
should be avoided— 
 

“The measures presented here should not be unnecessarily punitive. If 
a breach has occurred and the MSP recognises this, they should be 
given the opportunity to rectify the situation before any further action is 
taken.” (Anonymous Response 104, ID:115398593) 

 
The MSP should not face sanctions for any excess earnings 
 
Nine (2%) respondents chose this option. One commented that in their view 
sanctions could breach human rights, another asked whether lots of time and 
energy was going to have to go into completing and examining timesheets.  
 
Other  
 
Fifteen respondents (3%) of a total of 520 selected this option. A number of 
issues were raised— 
 

• that there should be no limit, so no sanction would be needed; 

• a more punitive approach is required; 

• MSPs should be paid enough so as not to have to seek outside 
renumeration;  

• any excess earnings should be heavily taxed. 
 
Paul Halley suggested— 
 

“…Similar to how HMRC operates starting with a repayment of the 
earnings made in excess of the cap and a 100 percent fine which could 
be reduced based on how cooperative you have been.” (Paul Halley; 
ID:107054699) 
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Q9. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial 
impact would you expect the proposed Bill to have? 

 
 

 
 
 
516 (98%) of the number of total respondents to the consultation answered 
this question. 
 
107 (21%) respondents felt that the Bill would lead to an increase in costs. A 
number of issues were raised including— 
 

• there may be a need to increase MSP salaries; 

• there would be some administrative costs and costs of scrutiny; 

• enforcing and monitoring the scheme would cost money; 

• it would be worth investing in better government. 
 
233 (45%) of respondents felt that the Bill would have no financial impact. 
Many referred to the fact that systems and procedures are already in place 
and so no significant additional costs should be incurred.  

 
“I see no reason for this Bill to result in expenditure of significant 
amounts of money, as I assume mechanisms already exist for 
checking on the behaviour of MSPs. I guess that some expenditure 
might be needed if a random annual check on a percentage of MSPs is 
introduced (and I think this is reasonable).” (Ian Collacott; 
ID:111836449) 

 
Some mentioned that there may only be a few cases. One anonymous 
respondent stated— 
 

“I would hope the Bill being passed would itself be enough 
discouragement to stop outside earnings and cannot imagine many 
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MSPs being willing to be branded as greedy because their high MSP 
salary was not enough.” (Anonymous Response 41; ID:109419305) 

 
Others noted the fact that costs could be offset by better government, and the 
gains in parliamentary work undertaken by members.  
 
36 respondents (7%) believed that there might be a reduction in costs 
associated with the Bill. Views expressed included— 
 

• an outright ban (with exceptions as set out) would mean less money 
would be spent on investigating breaches; 

• MSPs spending more time on Parliamentary and constituency work 
could lead to productivity gains and efficiencies; 

• gains could be made if excess earnings were deducted from 
parliamentary salaries. 

 
140 (27%) respondents were unsure if there would be any financial impact. 
Some thought that the question posed was unclear; some felt they did not 
have sufficient information to judge. Others questioned why the scheme would 
cost money and some thought that no matter if there was a cost involved, the 
implementation of such a scheme would be worth it.  
 

Q10. What overall impact is the proposed Bill likely to have on equality, 
taking account of the following protected characteristics (under the 
Equality Act 2010): age, disability, gender re-assignment, marriage and 
civil partnership, race, religion and belief, sex, sexual orientation? 

 
523 (99%) out of a total of 526 respondents answered this question.  
 

- 220(42%) predicted a positive impact on equalities; 
- 220 (42%) believed the Bill would have an overall neutral effect; 
- 13 (3%) felt that it would have a negative impact;  
- 70 (13%) were unsure what, if any, effect the Bill would have on 

equalities issues. 
 
Those respondents who believed that the Bill would have a positive effect on 
equality raised a number of issues. Several referred to the potential of the Bill 
to make things more equal and levelling the playing field. A few felt that the 
Bill would help to encourage greater diversity among potential parliamentary 
candidates and may encourage people from a wider range of backgrounds to 
take up a career in politics. Some referred to the prevalence of middle-aged, 
middle-class white men. A number of respondents believed it may encourage 
those who are not so well-off.  
 

“This would help reduce conflicts between those of high incomes and 
low incomes in society, as Parliament would be a better representation 
of the electorate and that would be reflected in voting records. This 
could also create a more diverse and accurate parliament…” 
(Anonymous Response 3; ID:104182956) 
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“I think more ordinary people would be willing to stand for Parliament 
as it would be more democratic and accessible and not just open to the 
well-off ‘upper classes.” (Anonymous Response 44, ID:111837471) 

 
Most of the 220 respondents who predicted a neutral impact stated they did 
not see how equalities and protected characteristics would be affected.  
 
The 13 respondents who felt that the Bill had the potential to have a negative 
impact on equalities raised points including the following— 

• it could be restrictive for MSPs; 

• restricting hours to school holiday periods could affect those with child 
caring responsibilities; 

• where MSPs run a business with a partner or spouse, if one person is 
removed from the equation, it could impact both on the business and 
the relationship; 

• it could have a detrimental impact on ordinary people standing for 
Parliament. 

 
Of the 70 who were unsure what, if any, impact the Bill would have on 
equalities issues, some mentioned not having enough information or not being 
able to judge.  
 

Q11. Do you consider that the proposed Bill can be delivered 
sustainably, i.e. without having likely future disproportionate economic, 
social and/or environmental impacts? 

 
518 (99%) of the total number of 526 respondents answered this question. Of 
those, 456 (88%) believed that the Bill could be delivered sustainably. 
 
A number of respondents stated that the Bill would be a positive move for the 
Parliament, and for democracy; that it could result in greater clarity and would 
help to increase transparency and trust in politicians.  
 

“The outcome of strictly enforced regulations should have a positive 
effect in providing clarity, transparency and a fair system that the public 
would approve and feel more confident in trusting their politicians.” 
(Glenise Morgan; ID:111847447) 

 
Some respondents addressed the value of greater commitment to MSP work. 
  

“MSPs who dedicate themselves to working for their constituents and 
the Scottish Parliament will give more public service and provide better 
value for money to the Scottish people.” (C Snow; ID:111837791) 

 
A number addressed current public disengagement with politics. 
 

“I consider sustainability is the main argument for its introduction: 
politics as it currently exists is in decline because of disengagement by 
the population. Addressing the reasons for that disengagement is what 



 

42 
 

is needed for the long-term sustainability of the political process.” (John 
Carless; ID:115051719) 

 
One respondent made the point that if deductions were made to salaries 
based on additional income then it would be of benefit to the public purse.  
Patricia Johnston stated— 
 

“Being an MSP should be a sustainable career that doesn’t rely on 
supplementary private income ...” (Patricia Johnston; ID:107121020) 

 
Thirteen (3%) felt the proposed Bill could not be delivered sustainably.  
 
Kyle Mackie referred to possible repercussions for businesses— 
 

“If an elected official is required to wind up their business upon entering 
office, that means that taxation is lost, and workers face 
unemployment.” (Kyle Mackie; ID:104223060) 

 
Whist Blair Craig pointed to a lack of adequate structures— 
 

“[The] Scottish Parliament does not have structure or systems in place 
to implement.” (Blair Craig; ID:106187946) 

 
The issue was again raised that it may dissuade or exclude ordinary people 
from standing for Parliament.  
 
Forty-nine (10%) were unsure if the Bill could be delivered sustainably. 
Several mentioned not having sufficient information to be able to judge. 
 
One anonymous respondent stated— 
 

“There might be impacts in the short term but as a new breed of MSPs 
comes to the fore the impact should diminish as new MSPs will be 
committed to doing the job rather than committed to feathering their 
own nest.” (Anonymous Response 50; ID:111842517) 

 

Question 12. Could the aims of the Bill be better delivered in another 
way (rather than by means of a Bill in the Scottish Parliament)? 

 

520 respondents (99% of the total) answered this question. 

• 29 respondents (6%) considered that the aims of the Bill could be 
better delivered in another way;  

• 293 respondents (56%) did not believe the aims of the Bill could be 
delivered without Scottish Parliament legislation 

• 198 respondents (38%) were unsure. 
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The aims of the proposed Bill could be better delivered in another way 

Of the 29 respondents who chose this option, approximately one third stated 

that the proposal should instead be made a UK-wide law. For example, one 

anonymous respondent stated, “I would like to see this applied across the UK 

to all democratic institutions.” (Anonymous Response 90; ID: 112328089). On 

a similar theme, Michael Boyd preferred to see “a cross Parliament 

agreement” (Michael Boyd; ID: 113713516). 

Other reasons for believing that the proposed Bill could be better delivered in 

another way included—  

• a code of conduct would be preferable; 

• the aims of the bill could be delivered by amendment to the Scottish 

Parliament’s Standing Orders; 

• fiduciary duties could be introduced. 

 

Some other suggestions were made that have already been mentioned above 

and/or that may in any case require Parliament legislation, for example, 

deducting outside remuneration from an MSP’s salary and considering pro 

rata pay for MSPs for work done.  

Some responses indicated a misunderstanding of the nature of the Scottish 

Parliament’s powers or gave reasons that reflected the opposite response to 

the one actually chosen.  

The aims of the proposed Bill require a Bill in the Scottish Parliament 

Respondents provided varying reasons for this choice. Some simply believed 

legislation was the best way forward, whilst others believed that the Scottish 

Parliament should regulate its own activities, for example— 

“Because if the MSPs pass the bill, they are committing themselves to 

its requirements.” (Malcolm MacIntyre-Read; ID: 111840582) 

Many respondents commented that the Bill’s proposals need to be enshrined 

in law to be effective and/or that only Scottish Parliament legislation carried 

sufficient weight to ensure compliance and that codes of conduct or guidelines 

would not be sufficient, for example—  

“It has to be made law and as far as I'm aware only Parliament can 

achieve this.” (Kathleen Tait; ID: 104150513) 

Some respondents believed that only a Bill in the Scottish Parliament would 

provide the clarity and transparency required for the proposal to be effective, 

for example— 

“It has to be in 'black and white' to obviate any possibility of MSPs 

trying to circumvent the law.” (Nigel de Sylva; ID: 106185007) 

“The aims of the bill are clear and the consequences unambiguous. 

Any other means of achieving the result of a transparent and equal 
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relationship between voters and parliamentarians would be beset with 

difficulties and potential loopholes.” (Mike Williamson; ID: 107100212) 

Unsure 

A number of respondents to this question (198 or 38%) were unsure. Some 

cited insufficient knowledge. One noted that they “…expect elected 

[representatives] to know this and consider alternatives” (Anonymous 

Response 17; ID: 106191376).  

One respondent stated that they were unsure about the need for legislation— 

“… I am not convinced that there is [an] issue that requires legislation 

… MSPs must be accountable and justify their extra-curricular activities 

but the electorate should be the final arbiters.” (Anonymous Response 

75; ID: 111910954) 

Two respondents provided alternative suggestions, including— 

• Having a written agreement between the different political parties 

(Anonymous Response 12; ID: 105016085) 

• Requiring candidates to sign up to “…a strict code of conduct when 

standing for election and again when taking one’s seat if elected...” 

(Martin Kilbey; ID: 111853349) 

 

Question 13. Do you have any other comments or suggestions on the 
proposal? 

 
A number of recurring themes were cited in response to this question that 
have already been covered elsewhere.  
 
Several respondents stated that something similar should be introduced at 
Westminster/UK-wide, with some suggesting Scotland could lead the way in 
this. James Mills believed it should have wide support— 
 

“This should be an all-party proposal - any party/individual which/who 
refuses to take part should be named publicly.” (James Mills; ID: 
106321789) 

 
One anonymous respondent reiterated a need for some exceptions— 
 

“We need a broad range of experience in the parliament not just PPE 
graduates who become Special Advisors then MSPs who, if they lose 
their seats, will probably be easily employed in the political system. 
Those who do not have that career path have the same electoral risk 
but less chance of re-employment and consequently should be allowed 
to preserve a connection in their own hinterland and not just restrict 
that to the professions. Overall a well-focussed draft.” (Anonymous 
Response 29; ID: 107074313) 
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Of those that were opposed to the overall proposal, a number included 
comments in this section. One respondent questioned how it could comply 
with European Convention on Human Rights and stated they believed it was a 
stunt. Another found the restrictions/penalties proposed to be overkill. David 
Stein stated— 
 

“It’s fundamentally unfair to restrict an individual from pursuing other 
activities and our elected members should not be discriminated against 
in this way. It would also limit the amount of persons who may consider 
a career in politics” (David Stein; ID: 113674819) 

 
John Connell cautioned that the proposal could weaken the Parliament and 
stated— 
 

“... There are better ways to make sure politicians do not exploit their 
positions for external gain. It’s also naive to believe that only ‘full-time 
politicians’ serve the interests of their constituents. In my experience, 
they are people who too often ‘play politics’ rather than serve the 
people.” (John Connell; ID: 107096041) 
 

Additional suggestions/alternative approaches 
 
Across the consultation, including in response to Question 13, many 
respondents made alternative suggestions/variations on the options put 
forward in the consultation document. These have been gathered together in 
this section and include the following— 
  
MSP salaries and additional remuneration 

• Set an MSPs salary differently – by taking the median salary from the 
previous year and doubling it.  

• Base MSP salaries on a variant of the minimum wage – e.g. double the 
minimum wage, with other expenses/legitimate costs claimed for.  

• Calculate the number of hours an MSP could reasonably work on top 
of their MSP duties, and use an average earnings rate to work out the 
maximum they can earn. 

• If there is time for additional work, an MSP’s salary should be reduced 
to reflect the fact that it must not be full-time.  

• Politicians should have core hours; party activity should not be 
considered core work and should be done in their own time; subject to 
a conflict of interest test they should be free to undertake other 
activities weekends or evenings. 

• Additional remuneration should be deducted from an MSPs salary. 

• Outside remuneration could be paid into a parliamentary fund and 
accounted for. 

• Implement a high tax on any extra remuneration. 

• Any additional paid work should require specific approval from a 
parliamentary adjudicator. 
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Declarations prior to elections 

• Candidates for selection should declare their intentions during selection 
process.  

• Prior to the election, MSP candidates should inform voters how much 
time they plan to spend on activities in which they have a financial 
interest. The electorate will decide. 

• MSPs should declare the basic salary they want prior to the election 
and honour that basic salary if elected. 
 

Recording time and income 

• All earnings and positions of voluntary activity should be documented 

• Include income from business interests, investments and property. 

• Earnings, time spent doing an MSPs job, expenses and other perks 
should be published. 

• MSPs should declare any interests in trusts that may come to fruition at 
a later date. 

• The details required by the register should be clearly set out so that it is 
easy to understand the nature of the work undertaken. Companies 
should be identified and appointments with lobby firms, think tanks 
should be stated. 

• The amount of time spent should be recorded and available for public 
scrutiny. 

• Salaried and fee-paying roles should not be allowed, with all other 
financial interests fully declared on an 'ultimate beneficiary' basis; and 
an adequate recusal system should be in place. 

 
Other 

• MSPs should be required to undertake an annual appraisal by peers 
and an oversight organisation, which should include lay members.  

• A total ban with assistance provided if an MSP loses their seat.  

• Restrictions should be based on the type of work. 

• Outside earnings should include payments from trade unions. 

• A family interest should prevent an MSP voting on an issue. 

• Citizens assemblies should be introduced for issues that are heavily 
lobbied e.g. energy, environment, constitutional issues. This would 
reduce the power an MSP holds and empower the public. 

• Extended hours at Holyrood would enable more effective scrutiny of 
legislation and government administration and further limit 
opportunities MSPs have for additional remunerated activities. 

• There should also be restrictions on work after a term in office, in 
particular for Ministers. 

• MSPs should be able to make a case for outside work that could 
benefit the parliament’s capacity to reach more informed decisions and 
policy, which could then be allowed through a specific, declared and 
transparent process (examples given included research, visits abroad, 
data compilation). 

• A strengthened ACOBA5 system should be used. 

                                            
5 Advisory Committee on Business Appointments 
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SECTION 4: MEMBER’S COMMENTARY 
 
Neil Findlay MSP has provided the following commentary on the results of the 
consultation, as summarised in sections 1-3 above. 
 
This consultation has been an eye-opening process for all MSPs and 

representatives across the political spectrum. This landmark proposal can 

now move forward confident that there is clear and evident public support for 

the principle that MSP’s should not hold second jobs. 

 

95% of respondents agreed with the principle that ‘being an MSP is a full-time 

job and that being elected to the Scottish Parliament should commit MSPs not 

to undertake other remunerated activities, while they are an MSP’ and in 

every case a majority of respondents agreed with the general proposal 

regarding how we tackle this problem. 

 

This included more than 500 responses from a wide range of voices, a fact 

that has added to the strength of this proposal immeasurably.  

 

The 2nd founding principle of the Scottish Parliament is that "The Scottish 

Government should be accountable to the Scottish Parliament and the 

Parliament and executive should be accountable to the people of Scotland." 

The responses to this consultation suggest that the public still hold this 

principle to be true and want our representatives to reflect it. 

Given the overwhelming support for the spirit of this proposal, it is safe to say 

there is clearly a significant appetite among voters from across Scotland and 

beyond that democratic representatives are seen to be held to a higher 

standard. This is a principle I firmly agree with and it is one I intend to carry 

forward in the shaping of this bill which will take into account the views set out 

in this consultation and find a workable system for enforcement.  

 

Having reflected on the outcomes of the consultation, I have decided not to 

include a restriction on time that could be spent on additional activities, as this 

aspect could raise additional complexities. I will therefore proceed with a 

proposal for a Bill to ban MSPs from certain categories of remunerated work 

and to restrict remuneration from any additional work. 

 

I am hopeful that the proposed Bill will attract cross-party support in the 

Scottish Parliament and, more broadly, from across Scottish civic society. I 

now intend to lodge my final proposal for this bill in September 2019 and with 

public support there is a strong chance we can secure a historic piece of 

legislation before the end of this Parliament.  

I would like to thank everyone who has contributed and remind them that their 
responses will be taken seriously and help to construct this bill as it proceeds, 
without their input the Scottish Parliament would not work effectively. 


