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30th Meeting (Session 5), Thursday 3 December 2020 
 

Review of the Scottish Government’s International Development Strategy 
 

Written Submission from Tearfund Scotland 
 
The following response is from Tearfund Scotland and we thank you for the 
opportunity to submit our views on the review of the Scottish Government’s approach 
to international development. 
 
Tearfund Scotland 
 

• Tearfund Scotland’s vision is to see people freed from poverty, living 
transformed lives and reaching their God-given potential.  

• Our mission is to respond to crises and partnering with local churches and 
organisations to bring restoration to people living in poverty.   

• We operate alongside partners in more than 50 countries across Asia, Africa, 
Eurasia, Latin America and the Carribean, including in each of the Scottish 
Government focus countries. 

 
Key Points 
 

1. We welcome the review of the International Development Fund and are fully 
supportive of most of the principles the Scottish Government is looking to 
introduce and have fed back accordingly. We are grateful for the different 
opportunities within Scotland to provide feedback to the review, in the form of 
roundtable discussions and  laterally, the Minister gave opportunities for civil 
society in focus countries to give their input in country-specific roundtable 
meetings (Rwanda on 18/11; Zambia on 25/11). 
 

2. We believe that the decision to not involve civil society in partner countries in 
the early stages of the review was an oversight, as it missed a valuable 
perspective on where the greatest poverty is within a country as well as the root 
causes of that poverty.  We were pleased that as the review progressed it did 
eventually widen out to include civil society from other countries. 

 
3. The emphasis on roundtable discussions as the only mechanism for feedback 

may have impacted the quality of feedback from partner countries. Although 
roundtable discussions have some value, they limit the depth of feedback that 
can be provided and can inhibit more frank observations due to cultural 
sensitivities and norms around respect and politeness. In-depth interviews and 
a written survey to supplement the feedback in roundtable discussions may 
have yielded greater insights from development practitioners. 
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4. The review has evolved. At the start it was very vague both in questions and in 
timetable. We appreciated the later clarity that came as the Minister responded 
to feedback. Anyone who responded early in the process may have been 
disadvantaged if they responded to the initial vaguer and broader wording. 

 
5. The Minister has made several references to the dominance of white people in 

the Scottish roundtable discussions. Whilst this is true, the reason has been 
due to the scope of the invitation rather than a true reflection of who is involved 
in the strategy and delivery of development.  Organisations like Tearfund (as 
well as many others) operate a decentralised delivery structure in which 
indigenous staff are responsible for both strategy and delivery. Our staff in 
Scotland engage with Scottish supporters and ensure compliance with 
institutional donor requirements. If an invitation had also been extended to 
colleagues in partner countries in these earlier meetings then the balance of 
representation in meetings would have looked different. 

 
6. We do not think the COVID-19 pandemic significantly negatively impacted the 

review in terms of timescales and scope. We believe that the pandemic has 
actually enabled a cultural shift in which digital consultations have been much 
more widely accepted and used. This could have been used to greater effect in 
the review to include more people in the field in partner countries.  

 
7. The main impact of the pandemic on the review is that the Minister and officials 

have been prevented from travelling to partner countries to observe how 
development is done on the ground and to engage with beneficiaries and in-
country staff in person. This could perhaps have given a more holistic 
understanding of the way international development is done today. 

 
In conclusion, whilst we welcome the review and we hope that the Scottish 
Government will continually seek to follow best development practice, we believe that 
the review was too limited in scope and methodology to truly be in line with the 
principles it sought to consult on i.e. partner-led, inclusive and to amplify global south 
voices. 
 
We would be happy to expand further on any of the points we have made or to answer 
any questions you have if that would be helpful. 


