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Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee 
 

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

Review of the Scottish Government’s International Development Strategy 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 
Background 

 
1. The Scottish Government set out its intention to review their approach to 

international development in September 2020 with the aim of ensuring that going 
forward they are focusing their international development activity on areas where 
they can make the biggest contribution and difference in partner countries against 
the backdrop of the new reality of COVID-19. The Scottish Government aims to 
complete the review by the end of 2020.  

 
2. On 6 October 2020, the Minister for Europe and International Development moved 

motion S5M-22949 in a Scottish Parliament debate to introduce the review.   
 
3. Between September and December 2020, the Scottish Government has been 

holding discussion events to inform the review as well as separate discussions with 
partner country Governments and civil society representatives. The Minister has 
also discussed the review with a range of International Development Ministers from 
other European jurisdictions International Development Ministers and State 
Secretaries for Development in order to learn from others about best global 
practice. 

 

4. On 13 October 2020, The Committee wrote to the Minister for Europe and 
International Development to request could provide more detail on the precise 
remit, terms of reference, methodology and timescale for the review and to invite 
her to give evidence. The letter is available in Annexe A. 

 
5. On 5 November 2020, the Minister for Europe and International Development wrote 

to the Committee to provide the requested information. The Letter can be found in 
Annexe B.  

 

6. On 30 November, the Minister for Europe and International Development wrote to 
the Committee to give an update on a £2M ringfenced budget allocation to 
contribute to the COVID-19 efforts in partner countries. The letter is available in 
Annexe C.  
 

Evidence session 
 
7. The Committee will take evidence, via video conference, from — 

 
• Jenny Gilruth, Minister for Europe and International Development 
• Claire Tynte-Irvine, Head of International Division 

http://committees/s5EU/CtteeMgt/(02)%20Committee%20Meetings/(1)%20Meetings%20and%20meeting%20papers/(30)%20Dec%203/20201006_OR_international_Development_Review_speech.docx?Web=1


CTEEA/S5/20/30/1 

2 
 

• Estelle Jones, Deputy Team Lead, International Development 
 

8. The evidence session will include consideration of— 
 

• The consultation process and timescales of the review; and 
• The proposed reviewed principles and approach of the strategy. 

 
Supporting Information  

 
9. More information on the review and the consultation process is available at— 

https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/ 
 

10. Written submissions have been received from Tearfund, the Scottish Catholic 
International Aid Fund (SCIAF), Scotland Malawi Partnership, Scotland’s 
International Development Alliance (SIDA) and WaterAid. These written 
submissions are in Annexe D to this paper. 
 

11. The Committee also received correspondence from Oxfam Scotland sharing a 
report detailing measures they suggest are needed to tackle poverty in Scotland, 
while contributing to sustainable international development and responding to 
humanitarian crises. The letter is available in Annexe E and the report is accessible 
here: 
https://oxfamapps.org/scotland/2020/11/23/care-climate-covid-19-and-the-
choices-the-scottish-parliament-must-make/ 
 

12. SPICe have produced a briefing on the International Development strategy and its 
review.  The briefing is available in Annexe F. 

 
 

Laetitia Jan 
Assistant Clerk 

Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee 
30 November 2020 

https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
https://oxfamapps.org/scotland/2020/11/23/care-climate-covid-19-and-the-choices-the-scottish-parliament-must-make/
https://oxfamapps.org/scotland/2020/11/23/care-climate-covid-19-and-the-choices-the-scottish-parliament-must-make/
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ANNEXE A 
 

Correspondence from the Convener to the Minister for Europe and 
International Development of 13 October 2020 

 
Dear Ms Gilruth,  
 
REVIEW OF THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT’S APPROACH TO INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT IN LIGHT OF COVID-19  
 
I am writing to you, on behalf of the Scottish Parliament’s Culture, Tourism, Europe 
and External Affairs Committee, with regard to the review of the Scottish Government’s 
approach to international development debated in the Scottish Parliament on 06 
October 2020.  
 
The Committee would be grateful if you could provide more detail on the precise remit, 
terms of reference, methodology and timescale for the review.  
 
The Committee would also like to invite you to give evidence on the review at a future 
Committee meeting. Our clerks will liaise with your officials in the coming weeks to 
confirm a date for this meeting.  
 
If possible, the Committee would welcome a response to this letter by Monday 26 
November.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Joan McAlpine MSP  
Convener, Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee 
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ANNEXE B 
 
Correspondence from the Minister for Europe and International Development 

to the Convener of 5 November 2020 
 
Dear Joan,  
 
Thank you for your letter of 13th October, on behalf of the Scottish Parliament’s 
Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee, with regard to the review of 
the Scottish Government’s approach to international development debated in the 
Scottish Parliament on 6th October 2020. 
 
I am pleased to accept the Committee’s invitation to give evidence on the review at 
the Committee meeting - on the morning of 3rd December 2020, as confirmed by the 
Committee Clerks. 
 
As regards the Committee’s request for more detail on the precise remit, terms of 
reference, methodology and timescale for the review: 
 
Remit and terms of reference for the review 
 
In the Scottish Government’s Programme for Government published on 1st September 
2020, we set out our intention to review our approach to international development. In 
both the Programme for Government, and since then in the series of events which I 
have hosted or attended in relation to the review, I have set out the purpose of this 
review. This is that I want to ensure that going forward we are focusing our work on 
areas where we can make the biggest contribution and difference in our partner 
countries against the backdrop of the new reality of COVID-19. As I highlighted in the 
recent debate on the review in the Scottish Parliament, every bit of the Scottish 
Government’s work has been affected by Covid, including the vital work in international 
development. Accordingly, in this area, as in all others, we are faced with a renewed 
and unexpected challenge. It is for that reason that it felt right to pause and reflect on 
the programme at this time. 
 
The review will allow us to consider how to future-proof our programme, but also to 
consider the impact of movements such as Black Lives Matter in the context of 
international development. As I set out in the Scottish Parliamentary debate that I led 
on 6th October - earlier this year, I listened to my colleague Humza Yousaf make one 
of the most powerful contributions in the chamber that I have ever heard; he spoke of 
the whiteness of Scotland’s judicial system and outlined the dire need for progress for 
Scotland’s black, Asian and minority ethnic communities. I left the chamber that day 
and thought about the vast and overwhelming number of white faces I have met in 
person, or virtually, since taking up office in February. I therefore also want to use this 
review to consider how we – the Scottish Government and the wider sector in Scotland 
- should respond to the concerns about “white gaze” in the international development 
sector, playing our part to properly consider the issues and set an example from 
Scotland. 
 
In terms of the review’s remit, when I wrote to the Conveners of the Scottish 
Parliament’s Cross Party Groups on International Development, Malawi and Fair 
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Trade on 4th September, I set out my clear intention that our programme as a whole 
would be considered within the review. I also set out that, in particular, I want to give 
consideration to the balance of spend in future between Scotland and our partner 
countries, in light of our commitment to partner-led development. Further, that I was 
keen that we review our approach against and in line with a set of key Principles, to 
ensure, for example, that our programme: supports partner-led development; takes an 
inclusive approach that breaks “white gaze”, in line with concerns raised recently by 
the Black Lives Matters movement; and is future-proofed in relation to both COVID-19 
and climate change. 
 
We have published those draft Principles, and they are available publicly on our 
Scottish Government website: https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-
development/2020-covid-19-review/.  
 
Methodology and timescale for the review 
 
As regards your query on methodology for the review, I have explained to Parliament 
and through our review events that we are not running a formal written consultation in 
the way that we did in 2016, where at that time we were aiming to arrive at a new 
Scottish Government international development policy. Within this 2020 review, our 
partner countries are not changing. What we are looking at and reviewing instead is 
our approach to our work: to ensure that going forward we are focusing our work on 
areas where we can make the biggest contribution and difference in our partner 
countries against the backdrop of the new reality of COVID-19; and with a resulting 
refresh of our Strategy in mind. 
 
However, I am engaging on the review through a series of both meetings and public 
events:  
 

• reflecting my commitment to partner-led and inclusive development, my aim 
has been to discuss with each of our partner country Governments as to their 
thematic priorities for our partnership for this next phase of post COVID-19 
recovery; together with the in-country roundtable events with civil society in our 
partner countries on the review (for example, in Malawi, the Malawi Scotland 
Partnership hosted an event for me on 14 October to hear Malawians views 
direct), their views will help us reshape our programme for the next few years 
to respond to the new backdrop of COVID-19;  

• in Scotland, I have been keen to discuss with the sector and others our draft 
set of key Principles – how we ensure our programme: supports needs led 
development; takes an inclusive approach that breaks “white gaze”; and is 
future-proofed in relation to both COVID-19 and climate change – and those 
events for the sector in Scotland have begun already;  

• I have hosted an academic roundtable, with leading academics from 
universities and other educational institutions across our partner countries – 
joined by academics from Scotland - on the challenges they see as we progress 
through the pandemic; discussing with them the draft Principles that we have 
drawn up for our Programme; and  

https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
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• in line with my commitment to be open and work with partners through this 
review, I have also been clear with the organisations that we currently core fund 
that, given that our programme as a whole will be considered within the review, 
this will include core funding arrangements under the International 
Development Fund. Core funding arrangements are a key part of our current 
programme and therefore it is right that this spend is equally considered as part 
of the review. I will be meeting each of the organisations that we currently core 
fund – Scotland’s International Development Alliance, the Scotland Malawi 
Partnership, the Scottish Fair Trade Forum, and the Malawi Scotland 
Partnership – over the next few weeks to discuss, in light of our draft Principles: 
how they will respond to address issues of “white gaze”, what they might do 
differently with Scottish Government core funding, and how they might 
refocus/remodel those elements of their current business plans which are core 
funded by the Scottish Government in line with the Principles.  

 
The full list of public events which I will host or attend, as part of the Scottish 
Government review of its approach to international development, are again set out on 
the Scottish Government’s website: https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-
development/2020-covid-19-review/., and include that in the weeks since the Debate: 
  

• I have attended Scotland's International Development Alliance quarterly 
roundtable on 7th October, to discuss the review and other lives issues with 
their members;  

• I have attended a roundtable hosted for me by the Malawi Scotland Partnership 
in Lilongwe with Malawi civil society to listen to their views in relation to 
prioritisation of thematic areas in light of COVID-19;  

• I have hosted a Civil Society workshop with the Scottish international 
development sector, on 28th October (with this session again to be repeated 
on 3rd November to enable wider access), to reflect on, and discuss, the draft 
set of Principles underpinning our Review;  

• I am arranging similar roundtables to that hosted for me by MaSP in Malawi, 
now to hear direct from Zambian and Rwandan civil society through virtual 
roundtables; and  

• on 4 November, I attended the International Development CPG, in the same 
way that I attended the Malawi CPG in September.  

 
The Committee may also wish to be aware of the range of review reports relating to 
international development and humanitarian assistance, that we had commissioned 
over the last year and which I am also considering as part of the review process. These 
include: the Fair Trade in Scotland review; the International Small Grants Programme 
Review; the School Partnerships and School Visits in a Global Citizenship Context 
review; and the Humanitarian Emergency Fund Review. Again, in a spirt of openness, 
all of these Reports have been published on our webpage, as above. 
 
Finally, in terms of time frames, I have set out my intention to have completed the 
review by the end of this year, in order to respond to COVID-19. 
 
I look forward to meeting with the Committee on 3rd December.  

https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/


CTEEA/S5/20/30/1 

7 
 

 
Yours sincerely,  
 
JENNY GILRUTH 
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ANNEXE C 
 
Correspondence from the Minister for Europe and International Development 

to the Convener of 30 November 2020 
 
Dear Joan,  
 
Scottish Government International Development Review  
 
In my letter of 5 November 2020 to you, ahead of the CTEEA Committee evidence 
session on 3 December, I set out further details on the remit, terms of reference, 
methodology and timescale for the Scottish Government review of its approach to 
international development, announced in the Programme for Government (“PfG”). I 
look forward to discussing the review with Committee members next week.  
 
However, I also wanted to now update the Committee on the Scottish Government’s 
separate announcement in PfG, of our commitment to ring-fence £2M of the 
International Development Fund (“IDF”) this year to contribute to COVID-19 efforts in 
our partner countries. At the time of this announcement on 1 September, we indicated 
that we would provide further details in due course as to where we would be allocating 
those £2M COVID-19 monies over the next months, across our partner countries.  
 
I am pleased to highlight to the Committee in that regard that we announced, on 27 
November, that we will be allocating the £2M Covid monies from our IDF to UNICEF 
to support addressing the impact of the pandemic on children in Malawi, Zambia and 
Rwanda. The funds will be equally divided between each country and will be used to 
meet each country’s specific needs, including the support of water, sanitation and 
hygiene, child protection, health care, immunisation, nutrition and education. The 
funds will also be used to help prepare the health systems in Malawi, Zambia and 
Rwanda for the distribution of the COVID-19 vaccine. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
JENNY GILRUTH MSP 
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ANNEXE D 
 

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. 

 
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 
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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 Scotttish 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. 
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Written Submission from the Scottish Catholic International Aid Fund (SCIAF) 
 
1. Has the Scottish Government consulted in a meaningful way and with an 

appropriate range of stakeholders in Scotland and in partner countries when 
informing the review of its international development programme?  

  
SCIAF welcomes the series of roundtables hosted by the Scottish Government as part 
of its review of international development. However, we believe such roundtables 
have not allowed for sufficient consultation. Scottish civil society and our partner 
NGOs have a wealth of experience that can inform the Scottish 
Government’s Draft Principles, and roundtable events do not provide an 
adequate mechanism for this to be captured effectively.   
  
We were pleased to see events with civil society in partner countries, and that this was 
not limited to existing grant holders. This is an important step to ensuring Scotland’s 
international development is led by the communities it seeks to support. However, we 
are concerned not enough notice was given to provide adequate time for civil 
society to engage. Documents have been provided in English only, which has meant 
the review is not fully accessible to all - particularly for organisations in Rwanda.   
  
SCIAF’s Malawi partners welcomed the opportunity to attend the Malawi roundtable 
with Minister Jenny Gilruth. However, they felt the large attendance at the 
roundtable and short amount of time meant there wasn’t enough 
time to meaningfully scrutinise the Draft Principles. They were disappointed that there 
were no break-out rooms to allow for more engagement to contribute or to 
ask questions.  
  
Since the roundtables began, Scottish Government has updated its Draft Principles to 
reflect the discussions that have taken place. This is a welcome sign. However, to 
ensure the principles are meaningful, Scottish Government will need to explore the 
tools and mechanisms required to implement them. SCIAF works directly with partner 
NGOs in-country, and does not directly employ overseas staff. Our community-led 
approach means the projects we support are designed by the communities that we 
work with. By ensuring community ownership, projects are sustainable and create 
lasting change. Such an approach acknowledges the historical power imbalances of 
white privilege, and seeks to avoid ‘white gaze’ by ensuring communities lead their 
own change.   
  
Scottish Government should draw on existing community-led approaches used by the 
Scottish international development sector. It should also draw on its own precedent 
with the Climate Change Programme Malawi (CCPM), under the Climate Justice Fund, 
which is a leading example of community-led development that reaches the most 
vulnerable.   
  
We urge Scottish Government to seek written consultation from civil society in order 
to fully capture the experience and best practice that already exists. In this way, 
Scotland can ensure it reaches the most vulnerable, maximises its effectiveness, and 
adopts a world leading approach to international development.   
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2. Do you feel confident the review of the programme will allow for fair and 

efficient resources and funding allocation? Do you feel confident the funding 
allocated will reach the right stakeholders in civil society directly to allow for 
a partner-led approach and avoid a Government to Government approach  

  
Scottish Government’s civil society roundtables were a good step towards avoiding a 
government-to-government approach. However, significant diversity exists within 
each of Scottish Government’s partner countries, and the most vulnerable are often 
the most marginalised and the hardest to reach. For example, the poorest 
communities in Zambia are found outside the Central Province. During the 
roundtables that have taken place so far, Minister Jenny Gilruth recognised the need 
to ensure funding reaches the most vulnerable and marginalised communities. SCIAF 
welcomes this, and urges the Scottish Government to provide opportunities for civil 
society to demonstrate the approaches used by the communities we work with.   
  
The COVID-19 pandemic has pushed millions of people further into poverty. Whilst the 
announced ringfencing of £2million for COVID-19 support is much needed, there has 
been a lack of clarity in how this will be allocated. The pandemic has also highlighted 
valuable lessons in adaptive programming to ensure that funding reaches those who 
need it the most. In line with community-led and adaptive programming, flexibility of 
grant budgets (such as allowing limited changes without the need for prior approval) is 
an effective approach used by other major donors. It allows funding to respond quickly 
and efficiently to emergencies.    
  
3. Taking into consideration the barriers to engagement the current pandemic 

is adding, do you think the timescales and scope of the review are 
appropriate to best include and serve the needs and capacity of stakeholders 
in supported projects and funding organisations?  

  
As highlighted above, the short notice period for civil society roundtables limits 
adequate engagement from civil society organisations in partner-countries, particularly 
for those who have not engaged with Scottish Government before. SCIAF has 
strong links with in-country NGOs and civil society, and a number of our partners in 
Zambia will attend the roundtable on 26th November. SCIAF would 
be delighted to assist with any future events with Rwandan civil society to ensure 
broad engagement with communities.  
   
The scope of the review has not been matched by the format for engagement. Many 
organisations, including SCIAF, already meet the ambitions of Scottish 
Government’s Draft Principles. We have strong and effective partnerships with the 
communities that we work with and our integral human development 
approach ensures that all of our programmes are community-led. We believe more in-
depth consultation is vital to capture this and to truly maximise Scotland’s international 
development approach.   
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Written Submission from the Scotland Malawi Partnership 
 
1 Has the Scottish Government consulted in a meaningful way and with 
an appropriate range of stakeholders in Scotland and in partner countries 
when informing the review of its international development programme? 

 
1.1 We were initially very concerned when told by Scottish Government (SG) 
officials that there would not be a wide consultation as part of this review. There 
seemed to be a mismatch between the tone of communications to some stakeholders, 
with formal letters stating that: “our programme as a whole will be considered within 
the review”, and the reason given for not having a consultation: that it was only an 
adjustment to the policy, not a new policy. 
 
1.2 We recognise that there was a strong all-party consensus at the 6th October 
Holyrood debate on the need for meaningful consultation and we welcome the 
increased focus from the SG, since then, in listening to views within the sector.   
 
1.3 We welcome the roundtable Zoom meetings which have been setup by the SG, 
although we share feedback from our members that, early in the process, it was not 
known who was invited to take part and when meetings would happen.  For example, 
we know of at least one member that requested to join the academics’ roundtable (at 
the time this was the only consultation meeting the SG had committed to) and was told 
he did not meet the criteria to take part.  We recognise that, as the review process has 
continued, there has been a shift to a more open, transparent approach, with meetings 
publicly advertised and selection criteria for participation taken out. We welcome this 
shift. 
 
1.4 We also welcome the webpage created by the SG which provides information 
about the review.  We note that we expressed concern to SG officials that the SMP’s 
Education Forum had been included in the list of discussion events about the ID 
review. While we were delighted Minister Gilruth had accepted our invitation to attend 
this meeting, we felt it had always been clear that this was an event about briefing the 
new Malawian Minister of Education about Scotland-Malawi education links, and was 
not therefore an event about the SG’s international development review.  We 
considered it inappropriate to have this listed as a discussion event about the SG’s 
review, as this was never on the agenda.  SG officials replied to say they felt it should 
be listed here, for transparency, as it was a Ministerial engagement taking place during 
the review period and hence could have influence on the Minister’s thinking.  They 
changed the wording associated with this event on the webpage, as a result of our 
concerns, but kept the event listed.  This was agreed by both parties. 
 
1.5 The SMP observed the SG roundtable Zoom meeting with Malawian 
stakeholders on the 14th October and took part in the 3rd November meeting of 
Scottish stakeholders with links to Malawi.  In both meetings, we note that the SG did, 
very genuinely, seem interested in listening to the views expressed.  The 3rd 
November meeting was well-managed, with good break-out discussions and we feel 
all who took part had the opportunity to openly feed in their views.  All points made 
were summarised fairly and accurately at the end of the meeting. 
 

https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
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1.6 We were disappointed that the SG did not engage the SMP in the process of 
arranging the 3rd November roundtable meeting with Scottish organisations with links 
to Malawi, especially given the SMP is specifically funded by the SG to help 
government connect with Scottish civic society working with Malawi, and we are sorry 
that there have been references to the coordinating networks as ‘vested interests’ 
rather than ‘partners’ in the process. 
 
1.7 We welcome the recent opportunity offered to the SMP to meet with the 
Minister, to input the views of our membership and also share what new and existing 
work the SMP is undertaking which chime with the principles set down in the review.  
We see this dialogue as a key part of the process. 
 
1.8 As the Secretariat of the Malawi Cross Party Group, we note that the CPG had 
concerns about the lack of consultation early in the review.  The CPG was keen to 
make its own submission to the SG for the review, although not explicitly invited to do 
so, and was keen to invite views from key stakeholders to inform this.  The CPG invited 
anyone with views on the review to share this on a digital platform.  28 submissions 
were received and will be shared with the CPG as part of its submission.  

 
2 Do you feel confident the review of the programme will allow for fair and 
efficient resources and funding allocation? Do you feel confident the funding 
allocated will reach the right stakeholders in civil society directly to allow for a 
partner-led approach and avoid a Government to Government approach? 
 
2.1 We understand that the SG has clear processes and rules governing what 
constitutes a consultation.  The sector has been told that from the outset that the there 
will not be a formal consultation and hence this process will not be followed.  We feel 
this is regrettable but we do recognise the significant steps that have been taken since 
the 6th October debate to listen to views in the sector through openly advertised and 
well-managed Zoom roundtable meetings. 
 
2.2 We originally had concerns that any discussions with the sector seemed to be 
framed by the SG as being strictly on the principles of the review and not its substance.  
There is widespread support for the principles of the review in the sector but concern 
in some quarters that support for the principles could then later be presented by the 
SG as tacit acceptance of the outcomes of the review – i.e. the SG’s practical 
interpretation of what these principles meant in practice.  Having discretely shared 
these concerns with the SG, we note that questions were very specifically asked by 
officials in the 3rd November meeting about the principles and how stakeholders felt 
these principles should be practically implemented in real, tangible terms.  We 
welcome this shift. 
 
2.3 We continue to applaud what was an excellent public consultation undertaken 
by the Scottish Government in its 2016 international development review.  All parties 
were able to feed in their views, in writing and in person at events, and, crucially, all 
submissions were then independently collated and published before the ultimate policy 
was launched.  This process showed a clear and compelling link between the views 
inputted to the consultation and the outcomes of the process.  As a result, we feel, 

https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/scottish-government-launches-major-international-development-consultation/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/scottish-government-releases-results-of-international-development-consultation/
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there is broad-based support for the existing SG International Development Policy1 
and, by extension, concern in many quarters about potentially major changes being 
made to this policy without comparable consultation. 
 
2.4 We do feel the process followed in this review could have been improved.  On 
the 1st September a Programme for Government was launched which said an 
international development review would take place.  On the same day, we received a 
letter from SG, stating “I want to be clear that our programme as a whole will be 
considered within the review”.  It was stated that the SG was “resolutely committed to 
working with the sector” but with no indication of if, or how, any stakeholder could feed 
into the review.  The implication of these letters was that even recently signed 
contracts might not be honoured by the SG in this review.  For example, the SMP had 
only recently signed a three-year 2020-23 core funding agreement, after an extended 
period of discussion and negotiation: the SMP was written to explicitly stating that core 
funded bodies were included in the review.  Despite the commitment to a “partner-led 
review”, when asked in the Malawi CPG whether the SG would consult organisations 
in partner countries, the Minister stated that this was not the SG’s current intention.  
All of this, unsurprisingly, resulted in a feeling of concern and consternation for many 
in the sector.  
 
2.5 As already stated, we welcome the fact that, through the process, there seems 
to have been a shift to a more consultative approach but we think a stronger process 
would have started with a more open and discursive approach, especially with the civic 
networks specifically core funded by the SG to help support the SG’s international 
development work by connecting government with Scottish civic society. 
 
2.6 Our understanding is that the underlying reason successive Scottish 
Governments have had an international development programme (an area of 
Government otherwise reserved to Westminster) is because of Scotland’s unique 
ability to have disproportionate development impact by working with and through the 
remarkable number of Scottish civic links with the developing world, most especially 
with Malawi.  This model has, and is, working well, with comparably modest 
governmental inputs having remarkable impact thanks to the multiplier effect resulting 
from 15 years of inspiring, coordinating and supporting wider civic efforts. 
 
2.7 We would, therefore, be very concerned about any shift away from this model: 
not out of concern for our own core funding as a network but from a genuine belief in 
the value and impact of this model.  It would seem a significant step backwards if the 
Scottish Government shifted to an approach which did not engage civic society in 
Scotland as well as the partner countries.  In the 2016 consultation the overwhelming 
majority view from those who fed in was that the SG should resist the temptation to try 
to create a ‘mini DFID’ with £10m and rather should focus on delivering maximum 
impact by working with and through civic society, harnessing a significant multiplier 
effect as a result.    
 
2.8 We agree with the premise set down in the review that the SG should 
endeavour to maximise the amount of resource, and hence impact, that ultimately 

                                            
1 See ‘10 things we love about the SG’s new ID Policy’ and ‘10 recommendations for the 
implementation of the Policy’ 

https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/ten-things-we-love-about-the-new-scottish-government-international-development-policy/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/ten-recommendations-for-the-implementation-of-the-sg-international-development-strategy/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/ten-recommendations-for-the-implementation-of-the-sg-international-development-strategy/
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reaches partner countries.  We believe that this is best achieved by working with and 
through the estimated 300,000 Scots and Malawians working together across 1,200+ 
civic links.  It is estimated that, every pound invested by the SG in the Scotland Malawi 
Partnership, for example, levers and supports around £200 of inputs from Scottish 
civic society for their Malawi links2.    
 
2.9 We strongly welcome the commitment in the review to working through a 
‘partner-led’ approach.  This has underpinned all the SMP’s work for the last fifteen 
years, with the SMP holding itself and its members accountable to 11 Scotland-Malawi 
Partnership Principles which came, first and foremost, from listening to groups in 
Malawi.  We feel the SG’s principles for this review align closely to these longstanding 
Partnership Principles, which have strong resonance and buy-in, in Scotland and 
Malawi, after a decade of SG-funded work supporting organisations to adopt this 
approach. 
 
2.10 In keeping with a partner-led approach, we feel it is vital to listen to, and act on, 
feedback and direct requests received from our partners.  To the SG’s immense credit, 
in September 2018, they funded the ‘Malawi and Scotland: Together for Sustainable 
Development’ conference in Malawi.  This was the biggest consultation of, and 
discussion with, Malawian organisations working with Scotland ever funded by the 
SG.  The conference involved government Ministers, cross party Parliamentarians and 
hundreds of civic leaders from both Malawi and Scotland.  It was partner led.  There 
were two days of detailed discussion and listening, with all the working groups coming 
together in a democratic way to write a detailed page report, giving clear direction for 
the next decade in the bilateral relationship. This was then presented to the First 
Minister and the President, and the Malawi CPG and APPG. When speaking in this 
conference, the SMP received a number of questions and comments from prominent 
Malawian stakeholders, asking what would be done with the results of the conference: 
how could they ensure their views would be heard and the same questions wouldn’t 
continue to be asked.  As a result, the SMP remains steadfastly committed to 
advocating the recommendations of this Malawi-led conference.  Unless there is 
compelling evidence that either Covid-19 or Black Lives Matter have made these 
Malawi-led findings no longer relevant, we hope that this vision from Malawi is at the 
centre of the SG’s international development review.  
 
2.11 Speaking on the 3rd October at the SMP’s AGM, President Lazarus Chakwera 
set out three challenges for Scotland in this next stage of the bilateral relationship.  
The first was to continue to inspire more civic engagement in the bilateral relationship, 
increasing the number of SMP members from 1,200 to 1,500 and the number of Scots 
and Malawians involved from 300,000 to 500,000. The second was to follow up on the 
September 2018 conference by “hosting a return high-level conference within five 
years, to track and celebrate and progress made in implementation” since the 
September 2018 Lilongwe conference.  The third was to “ignite a movement of climate 
change activists amongst our peoples, to capture the imagination of Malawian youths”.  
Following a partner-led approach, we hope the challenges set by the President of 
Malawi are at the centre of the SG’s international development review. 
 

                                            
2 SMP core funding is c£240kpa, a 2018 University of Edinburgh estimated that the SMP membership 
contributes over £49 million in time, resources and money to their links with Malawi each year 

https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/get-involved/principles/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/get-involved/principles/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/past-events/malawi-and-scotland-together-for-sustainable-development/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/past-events/malawi-and-scotland-together-for-sustainable-development/
https://issuu.com/scotland-malawipartnership3/docs/conference_report_-master/1?ff
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/scotland-malawi-partnership-meets-the-first-minister/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/scotland-malawi-partnership-meets-the-first-minister/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QHZJFtTeAKc&feature=youtu.be
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QHZJFtTeAKc&feature=youtu.be
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/files/2515/2458/2878/Valuation_SMP_2018_report.pdf
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2.12 We feel the SG has had greatest positive impact where it has followed a 
transparent and accountable process of grant-making, with public calls for 
applications, close and constructive cooperation with civic networks representing the 
sector to offer support, advice and feedback.  We feel the Small Grants Programme is 
a strong example of this process working well and believe the Corra Foundation have 
provided a genuinely invaluable service managing the programme for the SG.  The 
Corra Foundation has provided an excellent link to the sector, working well with the 
networks and offering supportive, understanding engagement of smaller Scottish 
NGOs.  

 
3 Taking into consideration the barriers to engagement the current 
pandemic is adding, do you think the timescales and scope of the review are 
appropriate to best include and serve the needs and capacity of stakeholders in 
supported projects and funding organisations?  
 
3.1 We appreciate that the Covid-19 pandemic has brought challenge and change 
for everyone, including those involved in the delivery of international development 
work funded by the Scottish Government.  We therefore understand why the SG will 
wish to ensure that its programme is still relevant, appropriate and effective in this new 
context. 
 
3.2 The SMP has been leading efforts to help coordinate and support cooperation 
between Scotland and Malawi to fight the pandemic.  This has involved: 11 major 
Covid coordination zoom meetings working with the Malawian Presidential Covid-19 
Taskforce and the Minister of Health. In some ways the timescales and scale of review 
have diverted time spent on continuing work in this space  
 
3.3 Following consultation across Malawi and Scotland, a set of Scotland-Malawi 
Principles of Best Working Practice for responding to Covid-19 were agreed in May 
2020, both for NGOs and for funders.  We have encouraged our members, partners 
and funders in Scotland, including the Scottish Government, to follow these principles. 
 
3.4. In adherence to these Covid response principles, we would welcome an 
approach which looked to listen to projects to understand what was working well, what 
challenges were faced and -crucially- took a supportive and flexible approach to 
helping projects make reasonable adjustments on the ground, based on the changing 
needs of local communities, as quickly as possible.   
 
3.5 We fear that the manner in which the SG ID review has been implemented has 
taken up significant time and caused very widespread concern and uncertainty in the 
sector, at a very critical time.  As stated above, we appreciate why the SG will wish to 
ensure that its programme is still relevant and effective in this new Covid context; 
however, we are keen this review is undertaken in an appropriate way which seeks to 
minimise concern and disruption for groups fighting the pandemic, and that Covid is 
not used as a pretext for making broader policy changes. 
 
3.6 We recognise that another catalyst for the review has been the Black Lives 
Matter movement.  We welcome the praise the SG has given to the joint Malawi-
Scotland Black Lives Matter Statement, released in June.  For the last fifteen years 
the SMP and our sister network the Malawi Scotland Partnership (MaSP) have fought 

https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/covid-19/principles-of-good-practice/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/covid-19/principles-of-good-practice/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/black-lives-matter-scotland-malawi-and-the-fight-against-racism/
https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/news-events/all-news/black-lives-matter-scotland-malawi-and-the-fight-against-racism/
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vociferously against patronising one-way modes of aid, we have challenged prejudice 
and inequality and, through the Partnership Principles, we have championed and 
supported dignified, two-way partnerships.  There is always more that can and will be 
done by the SMP and MaSP to advance our work in this area. We are concerned that 
the timescale and scope of the review may not recognise where good work is already 
underway. 
  

https://www.scotland-malawipartnership.org/get-involved/principles/
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Written Submission from Scotland’s International Development Alliance (SIDA) 
 
ABOUT THE ALLIANCE  
 
The Alliance is the membership body in Scotland for everyone committed to creating 
a fairer world, free from poverty, injustice and environmental threats. Our membership 
brings together a diverse range of over 200 international NGOs, faith-based 
organisations, companies, universities, charitable trusts and individuals that operate 
in over 100 countries. 
 
Overview 
 
Has the Scottish Government consulted in a meaningful way and with an 
appropriate range of stakeholders in Scotland and in partner countries when 
informing the review of its international development programme? 
 
The Alliance welcomed this review and its broad aim to enhance Scottish Government 
international development programming. However, Alliance members have raised 
concerns that the Scottish Government did not set out a clear process for consultation 
and stakeholder engagement at the announcement of the review in September. 
Similarly, the status of the review was ambiguous in terms of not being a full 
consultation, yet considering higher level strategic issues of international 
development. This ambiguity does not help judge the proper and appropriate level of 
consultation and stakeholder engagement.    
 
After the initial announcement, stakeholder engagement meetings were publicised, 
but it became clear that the Scottish Government intended to use existing fora, such 
as Cross Party Groups meetings in the Parliament, or pre-arranged roundtable 
meetings organised by the Alliance, as the opportunities offered to stakeholders in 
Scotland for engagement. This was not adequate to give all stakeholders equitable 
opportunities to feed in their experiences and their views to the review. 
 
After concerns about the process were raised in a Parliamentary debate in October, 
the Scottish Government then announced two more workshops (one specifically for 
those engaging with Malawi and one for all others) which provided stakeholders with 
additional more useful means of hearing about the review and contributing their 
comments and opinions.  
 
However, the main concern at the outset of this review, and one that still stands, is the 
lack of a formal avenue for stakeholders to submit written feedback to the Scottish 
Government. Our members have pointed out the trepidations that some organisations 
and individuals may feel, if only offered verbal communication.  Grant-holders, for 
example, might feel it was counter-productive to offer any comment that could be 
construed as critical. The opportunity to offer anonymised written comment would have 
overcome this barrier to participation. For other organisations and individuals who may 
have useful insights to offer, especially partners in other countries, events like those 
organised may not be accessible or the most appropriate way to give their views. This 
could be because they might wish to express views that they do not feel can be 
expressed in public fora, or because of digital connectivity problems or because 
timings of events may not have suited. It should be remembered that many small 
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organisations in Scotland are run entirely by volunteers who may have employment or 
other commitments which do not allow them to join day time events advertised at short 
notice. 
 
We very much welcomed the decision to hold civil society events in partner countries. 
This was vital to ensuring Scotland’s international development is led by the 
communities it seeks to support. However, feedback from our members’ and their 
principal partners showed concern that not enough notice was given to provide 
adequate time for civil society to engage. Furthermore, documents for these events 
were provided in English only, which meant the review is not fully accessible to all. 
 
The impact of COVID-19 on digital and online working has reinforced the need to 
ensure equity in digital connectivity in order to break down barriers of participation and 
ensure those voices are heard directly by decision makers. 
 
Overall, we think the stakeholder engagement process has been ad-hoc and lacked 
adequate planning to be properly open, inclusive and transparent. 
  
Do you feel confident the review of the programme will allow for fair and efficient 
resources and funding allocation?  
 
The review of the ID programme has been framed in terms of the impacts of COVID-
19. While it is clear that COVID-19 will impact massively on sustainable development 
outcomes in low income countries for years to come, it is unclear how the review will 
improve the fairness and effectiveness of the allocation of funding and resources.  
 
The current programming is widely regarded as having positive impacts across 
different locations in partner countries. The Alliance has consistently made the case 
that review should not result in the removal of current support for civil society 
organisations in Scotland nor in any partner country. The pre-emptive statement that 
the desired outcome of the review is to move funding from Scotland and into the 
partner countries has probably inhibited the value of the review.  
 
The devastating and highly differentiated health and socio-economic impacts of 
COVID-19 emphasise the need to commit more resources to sustainable 
development. Re-allocation of existing resources and funding is tantamount to the 
proverbial re-arranging of the furniture.  
 
The pandemic has also highlighted valuable lessons in adaptive programming to 
ensure that funding reaches those who need it the most. Other major donors to 
international development (such as Swedish SIDA and Irish Aid) have initiated 
increased flexibility of grant budgets to allow projects to adapt to changing need, 
maintain partner-led working practices and allow funding to respond quickly and 
efficiently to emergencies. The Scottish Government should be encouraged to take a 
similar approach. 
 
Furthermore, the Scottish Government has set out a number of draft principles that 
will frame the review and future programming. These have been positively received by 
the Alliance and our members. We see these principles as entirely coherent with the 
pre-existing Mission and Values explicit in the Alliance Strategy.  
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The draft principles have been updated in line with feedback received, and are now 
more in line with those of Alliance members. However, the principles are not new in 
term of underpinning how international development should be done. Therefore, 
questions remain on how useful they should be to ‘future proof’ the Scottish 
Government’s approach to international development programming.   
 
Do you feel confident the funding allocated will reach the right stakeholders in 
civil society directly to allow for a partner-led approach and avoid a Government 
to Government approach? 
 
In the draft principles, commitments to amplify voices of people living in lower income 
countries and to partner-country-led development are of particular importance. 
Alliance member organisations already have a commitment to the localisation agenda 
and have been working for decades to build up the capacity of local organisations to 
benefit directly from international funding. Some are also signatories to the Charter for 
Change which is an initiative to implement practical changes to the way the 
humanitarian system operates to enable more locally-led responses.  
 
From the Alliance’s perspective it is clear that Scotland-based civil society 
organisations engaged in international development are committed to empowering 
their partners. 
 
Furthermore, the role of Scottish civil society in promoting the value of needs-led 
international development across the world should not be under-estimated, especially 
when it comes to promoting active global citizenship here in Scotland. This is a critical 
part of building international solidarity and support for the Scottish Government’s 
principles. 
 
It is not clear from the review process that the Scottish Government is committed to 
the role of civil society in Scotland as being a valued partner of government to ensure 
a partner-led approach to its programming. 
 
Taking into consideration the barriers to engagement the current pandemic is 
adding, do you think the timescales and scope of the review are appropriate to 
best include and serve the needs and capacity of stakeholders in supported 
projects and funding organisations?  
 
The impact of COVID-19 is and will continue to be devastating for people and 
communities in low income countries around the world and so it is to be applauded 
that the Scottish Government is investigating at this time how to maximise the impact 
of its international development programme. 
 
Longer notice should have been given ahead of the launch of the review and open 
invitations to all who wished to contribute from their own experience, in writing and/or 
in person, should have been issued.  There is a body of collective knowledge in 
Scotland which could have better been drawn on, by phrasing the question ‘how can 
we do better?’ 
 
Partner organisations and broader civil society in Malawi are relatively easy to contact 
through the Malawi and Scotland Partnership. It is not as easy in other countries, 
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especially in a short time scale.  Given more notice, and a clear set of questions to 
address, better use could have been made of the networks of organisations in Zambia 
and Rwanda who work alongside Scottish organisations in implementing Scottish 
Government grants.   
 
The draft principles offered cannot be criticised in any way, particularly now that the 
Scottish Government has amended and added to them to reflect feedback from civil 
society. As they stand, they are all important and integral to good, sustainable, 
international development.  However, no problem areas, or deficiencies, have been 
articulated which would help organisations and individuals in the sector envision how 
their work can contribute to improvements the Scottish Government seeks to achieve 
through its review.   
 
‘Needs-led’ and ‘rights-based’ development have always been the only valid drivers 
for development actions. There are no new ‘truths’ to be found among the draft 
principles, although two areas receive heightened prominence: ‘decolonisation’ and 
inherent racism in the international development sector, and the injustices imposed by 
the climate crisis.  Together with the imperative of gender equality, the Alliance agrees 
these are useful lenses through which to view the future of sustainable international 
development, acknowledging that each area requires broad system change across all 
levels of governance and economic activity if genuine change is to be achieved. 
 
It is hoped that Scottish Government commits to further, more inclusive and deeper 
systemic reviews in the coming years. This review in isolation, although clearly well 
intentioned, could have achieved much more if better planned to be able to draw on 
the full breadth of perspectives, experience and information available. 
 
The Alliance would welcome another opportunity, in the near future, to draw on our 
wide network of global contacts to bring thought leaders and experienced practitioners 
into a more wide-ranging review.  It would be exciting to think of an International 
Development Strategy designed from the ground up with inclusive processes to 
connect to, and respond to, the needs of people and communities where and how they 
can most effectively be met. 
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Written Submission from Wateraid Scotland 
 
About WaterAid Scotland 
 
WaterAid is a major international non-governmental organisation which promotes 
water, sanitation and hygiene in 28 countries in Africa, South Asia, the Pacific and the 
Americas. We work with governments and civil society organisations in the global 
south with a common goal of making clean water, decent toilets and good hygiene 
normal for everyone, everywhere. WaterAid was founded by the water industry in the 
UK in 1981, and in Scotland we are hosted at the Scottish Water offices in Stepps. We 
are currently implementing two projects in Rwanda and Malawi with support from the 
Scottish Government International Development Fund, supplemented by funding from 
Scottish Water employee fundraising. 
 
Has the Scottish Government consulted in a meaningful way and with an 
appropriate range of stakeholders in Scotland and in partner countries when 
informing the review of its international development programme? 
 
Yes & no. The Scottish Government has made several efforts to consult with a range 
of stakeholders in both Scotland and partner countries. In challenging times, a wide 
number of events have been utilised to gather content for the review. However, there 
are two outstanding issues in relation to this question, 1) lack of clarity over the review 
process from the outset, and 2) lack of an opportunity for written submission. 
 
In relation to point (1), the review appears to have evolved with the times rather than 
being set out clearly from the beginning. When the review was announced, very few 
opportunities for civil society to input were advertised. More and more of these 
opportunities eventually emerged, which is welcome, however, this meant that 
organisations could not adequately prepare their contributions. Some of these 
opportunities were “bolt-ons” to existing events, such as the recent CPG meetings on 
Malawi and International Development. Moreover, some of these meetings were 
scheduled at relatively short notice. For example, I inputted on behalf of WaterAid to 
the CPG on Malawi at which the Minister attended, which was is identified as part of 
stakeholder engagement, and which at an early stage appeared to be one of the few 
opportunities to input views. I rapidly sought input from my colleagues at WaterAid 
Malawi, having to put them under pressure to obtain their inputs given the time 
constraints. This was far from ideal and could have been averted by laying out a 
clearer process from the beginning. 
 
In relation to point (2), it is WaterAid’s view that having an open call for written 
submissions from organisations would have been hugely beneficial to the quality of 
the review. This would have allowed organisations to take time to reflect, gather 
evidence and agree positions. Instead, participation in the various stakeholder 
engagement opportunities has felt more like firefighting – quickly coming up with 
contributions and reflections to share but missing that detailed organisational reflection 
which we otherwise could have offered. In a big, complex organisation like WaterAid 
with masses of experience in development, a written submission option would have 
allowed us to better coordinate and draw upon that experience across the world to the 
benefit of the review.  
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Ultimately, this lack of clarity may have an impact on the quality of the review, and did 
lead to some confusion in parts of the sector. International Development is a very small 
policy area in financial terms but is also highly valued publicly and crucial to the 
Parliament’s good reputation globally. There is a valuable and experienced community 
of international development organisations in Scotland that could have been 
harnessed better in this review. 
 
It is worth noting that this review has obviously been undertaken in difficult 
circumstances and has clearly been a lot of work for those involved. It is also important 
to note that the team has adapted to requests from civil society for more opportunity 
to feed in throughout the review period – which is welcomed. This is a crucial topic for 
review and of great interest to the sector. Moving forward from the review, it will be 
important to find more opportunities for a “Team Scotland” approach between civil 
society and government to tackle the issues facing international development today. 
 
Do you feel confident the review of the programme will allow for fair and efficient 
resources and funding allocation? Do you feel confident the funding allocated 
will reach the right stakeholders in civil society directly to allow for a partner-
led approach and avoid a Government to Government approach? 
 
The premise and principles of the review are important and have been broadly 
welcomed by civil society organisations in Scotland. There has been openness from 
officials to review the principles, and subsequent amendments have been made, which 
is also welcome. To ensure that these principles are applied thoroughly, and a positive 
outcome is achieved with regards to the fair allocation of resources, the following must 
be considered: 
 

1) Division of roles: in WaterAid for example, our programmes are managed by 
programme staff in country, though we also have a Scottish-based partnerships 
manager who liaises with the Scottish Government and acts as the bridge 
between project funders and project implementers. We find this to be an 
effective model that is not hierarchical. Our implementing colleagues in partner 
countries rely on us to advise on the expectations and requirements of the 
Scottish Government, we rely on them for delivering quality programmes, and 
we work together on project development. It is possible to be “partner-led” with 
reasonable balance of roles between two countries. This should be taken into 
consideration by the review. 

2) Harness experience of NGOs: international development organisations in 
Scotland have extensive experience that can be effectively utilised by 
government through collaborative approaches. We have seen this type of co-
production frequently in the past, for example around safeguarding, and this 
can be replicated through sharing what organisations are doing to deal with 
racism and coloniality in their respective organisations. Organisations like 
WaterAid and others have extremely well-developed plans in this area that we 
would be keen to share. It is important to acknowledge on the principle of “white-
gaze” that we are all partly complicit, and both government and civil society 
(here and in our partner countries) can come together to address these 
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important issues. Achieving positive outcomes from the review requires such 
an approach. 

3) Resources in Scotland are important: many of the challenges to achieving 
global sustainable development exist in the policy sphere and in quality 
improvement – not only project delivery. Scotland’s contribution to development 
ought to be considered in the round by the review, including exploration of how 
Scotland’s unique contribution can be harnessed to have a positive effect 
globally. An effective international development sector is important to 
Scotland’s overall contribution, and it is important that the application of the 
principles does not only focus on project implementation.  

4) Effectiveness multipliers: it is important that the Scottish Government’s 
contribution to development is additional to that of the UK Government (though 
note that Scotland’s contribution is included in the UK’s now 0.5% spending). 
To harness its financial contribution, investment in networks can play a 
multiplier role in terms of impact. Moreover, by investing in capacity building 
initiatives which harness respective expertise in Scotland (e.g. on water or 
renewable energy) and its partner countries, impacts can be maximised. This 
must be taken into consideration when making decisions on the allocation of 
funding. 

 
Taking into consideration the barriers to engagement the current pandemic is 
adding, do you think the timescales and scope of the review are appropriate to 
best include and serve the needs and capacity of stakeholders in supported 
projects and funding organisations? 
 
In general, what efforts have been made in this area have been welcome. The team 
at the Scottish Government has clearly worked very hard on engagement, and 
roundtables in partner countries have been very warmly received by WaterAid in-
country teams. However, if the schedule of events was pre-determined more 
effectively and advertised at an early stage, and if it included opportunity for a formal 
written submission, the quality of inputs from the sector would have been of a higher 
quality.  
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ANNEXE E 
 

Correspondence from the Head of Oxfam Scotland to the Convener of 23 
November 2020 

 
Dear Joan,  
 
I am writing to you in your role as Convenor of the Culture, Tourism, Europe and 
External Affairs Committee to share Oxfam Scotland’s new report: Care, Climate and 
COVID-19: Building a Wellbeing Economy for Scotland. The paper captures our 
priorities for the Scottish Parliament, both immediately and beyond the Scottish 
election in May 2021. It contains significant content which is relevant to the 
Committee’s work. The report also provides useful context and analysis which I hope 
is of use during the Committee’s inquiry into the Scottish Government’s Review of the 
International Development Programme, though the focus of our report extends 
significantly beyond this refresh.  
 
Oxfam Scotland’s vision is of a Scotland, and a world, without poverty. We believe the 
Scottish Parliament has a key role in building a new ‘wellbeing economy’ which meets 
everyone’s basic needs within safe environmental limits. While recognising the 
continuing public health crisis, our report highlights four linked priorities:  
 

• delivering a wellbeing economy built on care, while leaving no-one 
behind;  

• the better valuing of – and investing in – all forms of care work and those 
who provide it;  

• caring for our planet by delivering climate justice; and  
• caring for people in poverty and humanitarian crisis globally.  

 
The report outlines 20 recommendations, including better valuing and investing in 
care, and measures to address the continuing high levels of poverty, food insecurity 
and economic inequality within Scotland. However, I wish to highlight those which are 
most relevant to the Committee.  
 
As we seek to deliver a wellbeing economy in Scotland, we must ensure we do not do 
so at the expense of people globally. All of Scotland’s National Outcomes must be 
delivered in ways that enhance our global contribution. Our report therefore endorses 
a recommendation from Scotland’s International Development Alliance for a new 
Wellbeing and Sustainable Development (Scotland) Bill to ensure that delivery of 
Scotland’s National Outcomes positively impacts people and the environment both 
within Scotland and low-income countries.  
 
However, amid the additional and far-reaching impacts of COVID-19, the UN has 
warned that, without major intervention, a “tidal wave of COVID will become a tidal 
wave of new poverty”. It is therefore critical that the Scottish Parliament maintains our 
commitment to international development and humanitarian aid, while supporting 
people seeking sanctuary. We therefore make the following recommendations:  
 

https://oxfamapps.org/scotland/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/CARE-CLIMATE-AND-COVID-19-November-23-2020.pdf
https://oxfamapps.org/scotland/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/CARE-CLIMATE-AND-COVID-19-November-23-2020.pdf
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• Recommit to a climate-proofed International Development Fund focused on 
tackling poverty and inequality, ensure it meets international effectiveness 
standards and, as a minimum, restore and then maintain its real-terms value.  

• Respond to surging global humanitarian need by, as a minimum, maintaining 
the real-terms value of the Humanitarian Emergency Fund in the next 
Parliament and by calling for equitable global access to COVID-19 vaccines as 
well as a moratorium on debt payments so that low-income country 
governments can fund COVID-19 responses.  

 
Enhance Scotland’s commitment to refugees and asylum-seekers by bolstering 
investment in support and integration projects to ensure dignified, human-rights-based 
support, including maximising the use of devolved powers to protect people, 
regardless of their asylum status, from the injustice of poverty and destitution.  
 
Our report also contains significant analysis of global climate action and Scotland’s 
progress to date. I am sure you will agree that COP26 in Glasgow in November 2021, 
creates a unique opportunity for Scotland to shape the global agenda. While 
Scotland’s emissions targets are amongst the strongest in the Global North, they 
demand fast and sustained action – yet our 2018 annual emissions target was missed. 
The climate crisis is already creating more poverty and hunger. Despite this, 
Scotland’s financial support for those worst impacted by the crisis has been frozen 
since 2016.  
 
Alongside action to cut emissions by at least 75% by 2030, in line with the Climate 
Change (Scotland) Act 2019, we believe the Scottish Government should demonstrate 
global climate leadership ahead of the UN talks in Glasgow by immediately increasing 
the Climate Justice Fund to at least £10 million per year. This would better reflect 
Scotland’s past and present role in creating the climate crisis and the increasing 
impacts on the world’s poorest people of a crisis they did least to cause.  
 
Finally, but importantly, the climate crisis, the pandemic and the Black Lives Matter 
movement reinforce the need to equip young people with the skills of responsible 
global citizens. In Scotland, ‘enabling young people to become responsible citizens' is 
one of the four key capacities of the Curriculum for Excellence. Global Citizenship 
Education can help deliver this: it does not tell young people what to think but shows 
them that they have a voice and gives them the skills, knowledge and values to use it. 
Teachers must have the support they need to deliver Global Citizenship Education 
and it is critical that the Scottish Government’s existing core funding for 
Scotland’s five Development Education Centres, is maintained throughout the 
next Parliament.  
 
I hope you find the report useful and we would be very interested to hear your views 
on our recommendations. I would be delighted to speak with you directly on any of the 
topics covered.  
 
Yours,  
 
Jamie Livingston 
Head of Oxfam Scotland 
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ANNEXE F 
 

 
 

CULTURE TOURISM, EUROPE AND EXTERNAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 2020 
 
Background 
 
The Scottish Government announced a review of its “approach” to its international 
development work in September 2020 to be completed by the end of the year. 
 
Current strategy 
 
The Scottish government’s current international development strategy (IDS) was 
published in 2016. The document summarises the elements of the strategy as follows: 
 

• Our Vision is that Scotland’s IDS contributes to the fight against global poverty, 
inequality, injustice and promotes sustainable development by embedding the 
[UN Sustainable Development Goals] in all that we do.  

• Our Priorities in pursuit of Our Vision are to encourage new and historic 
relationships; empower our partner countries; engage the people of Scotland; 
and enhance our global citizenship.  

• Our Partner Countries are Malawi, Zambia, Rwanda and Pakistan. The first 3 
countries will form our sub-Saharan African project base and there will be a 
strong emphasis on education in Pakistan.  

• Our Ways of Working involves investing our International Development Fund 
(IDF); utilising Scottish expertise; collaborating with others; and promoting the 
Beyond Aid agenda. 

 
The Scottish Government also published an international framework and international 
policy statement in December 2017: 
 

• Scotland's international framework 2017 
• Scotland's international policy statement 2017 

 
The most directly relevant national outcome and indicator under the Scottish 
Government’s National Performance Framework (NPF) for international development 
is: 
 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/global-citizenship-scotlands-international-development-strategy/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-international-framework-9781788514033/pages/3/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-international-policy-statement-9781788514026/pages/3/
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• National outcome: We are open, connected and make a positive contribution 
internationally 

• Indicator: Contribution of Development Support to Other Nations 
 
The indicator has been developed but is not currently operational. 
 
Current programme 
 
The elements of the current international development programme are outlined below. 
 
The Scottish Government’s International Development Fund (IDF) has three funding 
streams: 
 
1. Development assistance (aid) projects – this is the largest funding stream 
supporting five programmes: 
 

• Malawi Development Programme – the current programme funds 11 projects 
worth £11.4 million between 2018 and 2023. 

• Rwanda Development Programme - the current programme funds 7 projects 
worth £8.8 million between 2017 and 2022. 

• Zambia Development Programme - the current programme funds 6 projects 
worth £6.3 million between 2017 and 2022. 

• Pakistan Development Programme – the British Council administer the 
Scotland Pakistan Scholarships for Young Women and Girls funded by the IDF. 

• Small Grants Programme – this programme is currently closed. 
 
Funding is allocated to projects being run by Scotland-based organisations working in 
partnership with organisations in these partner countries. The funding for the sub-
Saharan partner countries is administered by the Corra Foundation. 
 
2. Capacity strengthening initiatives – this second stream of the IDF supports peer-to-
peer knowledge-sharing in areas of mutual interest. For example, professional 
volunteering and capacity strengthening through institutional links in health and justice. 
This stream also supports education through scholarships for women and children run 
by British Council Pakistan. 
 
3. Commercial investment initiatives – this third stream of the IDF aims to facilitate 
private investment in Malawi. For example, investment in an aquaculture project has 
been supported. This initiative is managed by the Scottish-registered, African Lakes 
Company Ltd. 
 
Collaborations – the IDF has also collaborated with other donors to match-fund 
projects. One such initiative is currently live with Comic Relief using sport to challenge 
issues such as violence against women in Malawi, Rwanda and Zambia. 
 
The Scottish Government also describe a set of wider actions and funds that form part 
of its international development work. These are: 
 

https://nationalperformance.gov.scot/national-outcomes/international
https://nationalperformance.gov.scot/national-outcomes/international
https://nationalperformance.gov.scot/contribution-development-support-other-nations
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/development-assistance-programmes/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/international-development-fund-malawi-projects-2018-2023/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/rwanda-development-programme-2017-2022-grant-awards/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/zambia-development-programme-2017-2022/
https://www.britishcouncil.pk/programmes/education/scholarships
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/development-assistance-programmes/#Small
https://www.corra.scot/grants/international-development/
http://scottishmalawifoundation.org/
http://scottishmalawifoundation.org/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/collaborating-with-other-donors/
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• the Climate Justice Fund (CJF) intended to help tackle the effects of climate 
change in the poorest, most vulnerable countries. 

• the Humanitarian Emergency Fund (HEF) designed to respond to disasters, 
disease and conflict. 

• Support for fair trade, global citizenship education and the "Beyond Aid" 
agenda. 

• core funding for Scotland's International Development Alliance, the 
Scotland-Malawi Partnership, Malawi Scotland Partnership and Scottish 
Fair Trade Forum. 

 
Finance 
 
International Development Fund – £10 million 
 
The Scottish Executive’s first International Development policy in 2005 was supported 
by an International Development Fund (IDF) worth £3 million annually. The IDF’s value 
has then increased in stages to total £10 million in 2017-18. The IDF has been 
maintained at this cash value in the current financial year, alongside £117,000 for 
administration.  
 
Figure 1 shows how the IDF has been spent over the last three years. The Malawi 
Development Programme remains the single largest spending priority. However, 
spend on the Rwanda and Zambia development programmes has risen significantly 
over the sample years. The majority of funds from streams 2 and 3 are also spent in 
the three sub-Saharan partner countries. Spend in Pakistan is much lower in value.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/climate-justice-fund/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/responding-to-humanitarian-crises/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/enhancing-our-global-citizenship/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/enhancing-our-global-citizenship/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/engaging-the-people-of-scotland/


CTEEA/S5/20/30/1 

31 
 

Figure 1: International Development Fund spend 2017-20 

 
 
Source: International Development Fund annual reports and Scottish Government 
correspondence. 
 
Humanitarian Emergency Fund – £1 million 
 
The Culture, Tourism and External Affairs portfolio also provides £1 million in 2020-21 
for the Humanitarian Emergency Fund (HEF) designed to respond to disasters, 
disease and conflict. In 2019-20, three projects were launched in response to 
humanitarian emergencies in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Syria and Ethiopia 
in response to an Ebola disease outbreak, conflict displacement and a food insecurity 
crisis. In February 2020, it was confirmed by the Scottish Government that the Fund 
would be continued for a further 3 years (2020-23) with the same level of funding. 
 
Climate Justice Fund – £3 million 
 
The Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform portfolio funds the Climate 
Justice Fund (CJF). From 2016 to 2021, the Scottish Government has committed to 
providing £3 million per year, currently delivered through two strands:  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/humanitarian-emergency-fund-year-three-report/index/
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• The Climate Challenge Fund Malawi. £3.2m over 2017-2020 to support rural 

communities to identify and implement their own solutions for climate adaption 
and resilience. This fund is based on the principles of the domestic Climate 
Challenge Fund. 

• Climate Justice Innovation Fund. Supports development programmes with a 
focus on innovation and is delivered by organisations in Scotland, working with 
partners overseas. 

 
UK overseas development assistance 
 
In 2019, the UK’s total overseas development assistance was £15,174 million. The 
Scottish Government-funded IDF, HEF and CJF form part of the UK’s total but 
represent only 0.1% of the total UK spend in 2019. 
 
The review 
 
The Scottish Government announced a review of its “approach” to international 
development in its most recent Programme for Government (September 2020), 
stating: 
 

“It is clear COVID-19 will remain a threat for some time to come. We will 
therefore also begin to review and open a discussion on our approach to 
international development, ensuring that we are focusing our contribution on 
areas where we can make the biggest difference against the backdrop of the 
new reality of COVID-19, and ensuring that as much of our funding as possible 
reaches our partner countries which need it most.” 

 
However, the purpose of the review is wider than a direct response to COVID-19. For 
example, the Minister for Europe and International Development wrote to the 
Committee on 5 November stating: 
 

“The review will allow us to consider how to future-proof our programme, but 
also to consider the impact of movements such as Black Lives Matter in the 
context of international development.” 

 
The reference to “future-proofing” is further explained by the Scottish Government as 
referring to: 
 

• a clearer human rights approach… to underpin our commitment on policy 
coherence, including how we better respond to our climate change 
commitments; and 

• proofing against the reality of pandemics such as COVID-19 in terms of 
sustainability of the initiatives that we fund. 

 
 
 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/statistics-on-international-development-final-uk-aid-spend-2019/statistics-on-international-development-final-uk-aid-spend-2019
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
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On the scope of the review, the Scottish Government states: 
  

“Our programme as a whole will be considered within the review: in particular, we 
want to give consideration to the balance of spend in future between Scotland and 
our partner countries, in the light of our commitment to partner-led development.” 

 
In a parliamentary debate on International Development (Covid-19) on 6 October 
2020, the Minister stated “this is not a strategic review of the kind that we had in 2016” 
and summarised the review, saying: 
 

“Refreshing our approach for the maximum benefit of our partner countries means 
looking at our whole programme and reviewing all the areas that we fund under the 
international development fund, including our partner country programmes, our 
small grants programme and our core funding to networking organisations and the 
development education centres. 
 
“We will also consider any read-across from the review to our humanitarian 
emergency fund and fair trade in Scotland policy, both of which, along with the 
small grants programme, were recently reviewed. 
 
“If we are serious about truly tackling the charges of white gaze, amplifying global 
south voices and partner-led development, and if we are to build programme 
sustainability against the threat of Covid-19, we need to be open to and serious 
about change. I hope that members will agree with that sentiment.” 

 
The Minister refers to recent reviews of the Humanitarian Emergency Fund, fair trade 
in Scotland policy and the Small Grants Programme. These reviews are linked to at 
the bottom of the review’s webpage. 
 
The review’s draft principles 
 
A set of seven draft Principles against which the international development programme 
will be reviewed has been published. These are set out in full on the Scottish 
Government’s website and were summarised by the Minister in a speech to the 
Scotland's International Development Alliance conference on 24 September 2020: 
 

“As an overarching principle, the Scottish Government believes that, especially in 
these difficult times, international Solidarity in our interdependent world is more 
important than ever. We have already embedded a human rights approach into our 
programmes and this means that we shall speak out with clarity of purpose in 
support of democracy, human rights and the rule of law - equally, of course, in 
relation to our partner countries. 
 
In order both to guide the review itself, and our future approach to our International 
Development work, we have drafted and recently shared online a new draft set of 
Principles. These Principles aim to ensure that our all our work will: 
 

1. Be Partner-country led development: 
2. Do no harm: recognising Scotland’s historical white privilege, and the 

enduring inequalities stemming from them. 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12875&i=116377
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12875&i=116377
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/alliance-annual-conference-speech-by-the-minister-for-europe-and-international-development---24-september-2020/
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3. Amplify global-south voices: supporting advocacy for the poorest people 
and those in vulnerable situations. 

4. Be Inclusive: respecting and valuing diversity and seek to break the ‘white 
gaze’ in international development. 

5. Support Collaboration and partnerships: 
6. Be Innovative, adapting and sustainable: 
7. Embrace technology:” 

 
Outputs and timescales of the review 
 
The review is to complete by the end of 2020. There is no written consultation planned. 
A list of the Scottish Government’s planned and past stakeholder engagement is 
provided on the review’s webpage. 
 
No explicit commitment is made to publishing a new international development 
strategy, but the Scottish Government suggests that the review is being held “with a 
resulting refresh of our Strategy in mind”.  
 
There is no plan to change the partner countries: Malawi, Zambia, Rwanda and 
Pakistan. 
 
In her speech to the Scotland's International Development Alliance conference on 24 
September 2020, the Minister indicated that the Scottish Government’s international 
framework and policy statement would be updated to reference COVID-19, Brexit and 
climate change. 
 
Parliamentary debates 
 
A parliamentary debate on the review was held on 6 October 2020. The Scottish 
Parliament unanimously agreed to the following motion as amended:  
 

That the Parliament welcomes the renewed commitment of the Scottish 
Government to make the maximum possible contribution to the wellbeing of its 
international development partner countries; notes that work is currently 
underway to review its approach to international development with the intention 
of completing this by the end of 2020; calls for this review to include meaningful 
consultation with the Parliament, its partner country governments and charities 
and other bodies in Scotland and overseas; values the work done by 
organisations in Scotland to promote international development; recognises the 
important role of civic society in partner countries to Scotland’s approach to 
international development, and urges the Scottish Government to include them 
in a consultation to reflect their knowledge and expertise, and agrees that the 
approach should take full account of the shared global challenge presented by 
the impact and effects of COVID-19; recognises that the UK Government has 
pledged £774 million in aid, as at the end of July 2020, to protect millions of 
people in the developing world from coronavirus, and welcomes the UK 
Government’s statutory commitment to spending 0.7% of gross national income 
on international aid, which became law in 2015. 

 

https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/alliance-annual-conference-speech-by-the-minister-for-europe-and-international-development---24-september-2020/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/alliance-annual-conference-speech-by-the-minister-for-europe-and-international-development---24-september-2020/
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12875&i=116377
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On 28 October 2020, the Minister answered a portfolio question on the review’s 
outcomes stating that the review’s “work is on-going… no proposed changes have, as 
yet, come forward from the review.”  
 
Ring-fenced finance for COVID actions 
 
As well as announcing the review, in the Programme for Government the Scottish 
Government said it: 
 

“will ring-fence £2 million of the International Development Fund in this year to 
contribute to COVID-19 efforts in our partner countries.” 

 
In March 2020, the Scottish Government asked existing projects to assess the impact 
of COVID-19 on delivery and whether their existing project could assist in the response 
to the pandemic.  The Scottish Government report that the majority of projects were 
able to continue this year and some additional funding was awarded for adaptions (e.g. 
purchase of PPE for health projects or ipads to access study from home). However, 
some projects have paused full operations or changed their delivery mechanisms such 
that savings have been made, resulting in the availability of £2 million of unallocated 
IDF funds. 
 
Responding to a supplementary question on 28 October 2020 on supporting partner 
countries’ access to a COVID-19 vaccine once one is available, the Minister said: 
 

“we ring fenced £2 million from the international development fund as part of 
this year’s financial contribution to Covid-19 efforts in our partner countries. 
Access to vaccines has not yet been raised with me directly. Obviously, we do 
not yet have a vaccine. I am not ruling that conversation out for the future, but 
I would like Mr Briggs to understand that conversations are on-going. 
Healthcare remains a priority for us in Scotland, and he is absolutely right to 
say that our partner countries could benefit from expertise here. Part of that 
work is already being done through, for example, NHS Scotland’s partnership 
with Malawi.” 

 
On 27 November 2020, the Scottish Government announced allocation of the funds. 
On 30 November the Minister wrote to the Committee stating: 
 

“I am pleased to highlight to the Committee in that regard that we announced, 
on 27 November, that we will be allocating the £2M Covid monies from our IDF 
to UNICEF to support addressing the impact of the pandemic on children in 
Malawi, Zambia and Rwanda. The funds will be equally divided between each 
country and will be used to meet each country’s specific needs, including the 
support of water, sanitation and hygiene, child protection, health care, 
immunisation, nutrition and education. The funds will also be used to help 
prepare the health systems in Malawi, Zambia and Rwanda for the distribution 
of the COVID-19 vaccine.” 

 
 
 
 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12899&i=116560#ScotParlOR
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12899&i=116560#ScotParlOR
https://www.gov.scot/policies/international-development/2020-covid-19-review/
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International development sector in Scotland 
 
The Scottish Government’s international development programme funds Scotland-
based organisations working in partnership with organisations in partner countries.  
 
In 2015, the former European and External Relations Committee published an inquiry 
report on Connecting Scotland: on how Scottish organisations engage internationally 
which described international development in the voluntary sector in Scotland. The 
report said: 
 

“The evidence given to the Committee by those working in international 
development in the third sector showed that there was great diversity in both 
types of work and the size of organisations in Scotland. The sector has an 
umbrella body, NIDOS (the Network for International Development 
Organisations based in Scotland), which has a network of 115 member 
organisations working in at least 142 countries in many different areas of work. 
Education and health are the biggest areas of work among NIDOS’ members, 
but many organisations also work on other areas such as gender, agriculture, 
arts and culture, trade and sustainable development. 

 
…NIDOS said that their members in Scotland employ over 300 staff, are 
supported by over 3,000 volunteers and tens of thousands of financial 
supporters and donors, and that members headquartered in Scotland raise over 
£43 million per year for international development work.” 

 
NIDOS has been re-named as Scotland’s International Development Alliance. The 
Alliance now has over 150 members according to its latest annual report. However, 
current staff numbers or financial information for the Alliance’s membership is not 
readily available. Membership of the Alliance may also not be representative of the 
whole sector in Scotland. 
 
The Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations (SCVO) maintain a data hub of 
statistics on the voluntary sector in Scotland. This includes 331 Scottish based 
organisations whose primary area of work was identified as being overseas. 10,000 
paid staff are employed by these organisations, 75% of whom worked for the Halo 
Trust. However, some cross-border organisations, including large international 
development organisations with a presence in Scotland such as Oxfam and the British 
Red Cross, are excluded from these statistics; and many international development 
organisations work in partnership with “in-country” organisations rather than employing 
large numbers of overseas staff directly. Academic institutions are also excluded from 
these statistics. 
 
Scottish academic institutions are important international development actors. For 
example, the University of Edinburgh, University of Glasgow and University of 
Strathclyde all receive multi year funding though the current Malawi development 
programme 2018-2023. 
 
The European and External Relations Committee’s 2015 report addressed the role of 
academic institutions: 
 

https://www.parliament.scot/S4_EuropeanandExternalRelationsCommittee/Reports/EUS042015R05.pdf
https://www.intdevalliance.scot/resources/annual-reports
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNDY5YTg2MGItMjg1MC00ZDBkLThlMzYtYjc4MDhhNTJkYTZhIiwidCI6ImMyOTQ5NGY5LTNhY2EtNGE3MS05NWUyLWM4ODBjNWE1ZThmOSIsImMiOjh9
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.halotrust.org%2F&data=04%7C01%7Ciain.thom%40parliament.scot%7C7fe78f9967414bd6e08808d88bb3e83c%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637412952099649059%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Ac7OkzRraB0Te9cOcy8MBISBtFx9kDh%2FHENry0mb0gk%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.halotrust.org%2F&data=04%7C01%7Ciain.thom%40parliament.scot%7C7fe78f9967414bd6e08808d88bb3e83c%7Cd603c99ccfdd4292926800db0d0cf081%7C1%7C1%7C637412952099649059%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Ac7OkzRraB0Te9cOcy8MBISBtFx9kDh%2FHENry0mb0gk%3D&reserved=0
https://www.parliament.scot/S4_EuropeanandExternalRelationsCommittee/Reports/EUS042015R05.pdf
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“Universities Scotland said that, “Universities see themselves as part of an 
international community and feel their responsibilities to that community very 
strongly.” The Committee heard of a range of examples to illustrate the ways in 
which universities engaged with the international community through 
international development projects, including teaching, research and 
knowledge exchange. Stirling University’s researchers are applying their 
expertise in aquaculture to developing countries in Africa and Asia. The 
University of Strathclyde supports the MUKTI Project in India which provides 
free prosthetic and orthotic services and is organised, funds-raised and run by 
staff and students from the university’s biomedical engineering department.” 

 
Public sector organisations are also important players in Scotland’s international 
development work. For example, the NHS, Scottish Ambulance Service and Police 
Scotland have all been funded under the Capacity Strengthening workstream to work 
internationally. Much of the UK Government’s former Department for International 
Development is also based in Scotland. 
 
The Scottish Government’s “Beyond Aid” agenda has also led to Scottish and Malawi 
government collaboration on water resources through the Hydro Nation International 
programme and the NHS Scotland Global Health Coordination Unit’s health 
partnerships. The Scottish Government explains “Beyond Aid” agenda: 
 

This agenda recognises that development assistance and other initiatives 
funded under our IDF and CJF are one part of international development work, 
and that some of the greater benefits to the world's poorest and most vulnerable 
can be brought about through policy changes. 
 
Within government, we have put policy coherence for development (PCD) at 
the heart of this new approach. PCD means working across government policy 
areas, and with global partners, to face the challenges and maximise the impact 
on developing countries of all Scotland's actions (for example, our climate 
change targets): firstly through a "do no harm" approach, and secondly through 
positive development contributions by other policy areas (for example, Hydro 
Nation). 

 
 

Iain Thom 
SPICe Research 

30 November 2020 
 
Note: Committee briefing papers are provided by SPICe for the use of Scottish Parliament 
committees and clerking staff.  They provide focused information or respond to specific 
questions or areas of interest to committees and are not intended to offer comprehensive 
coverage of a subject area. 
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